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BLM Lander Field Office 
Attn: RMP Project Manager 
1335 Main St. 
Lander, WY 82520 

December 5, 2011 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the BLM’s 
Lander Field Office Resource Management Plan Revision 

Dear Ms. Yannone: 

Please accept these comments from the Wyoming Outdoor Council and 
the Greater Yellowstone Coalition regarding the above-referenced land use plan 
revision being pursued by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Lander Field 
Office. The Wyoming Outdoor Council is Wyoming’s oldest statewide 
environmental interest group and has a forty-seven year history of advocating for 
sound public lands management. The Greater Yellowstone Coalition works to 
ensure that a thoughtful and holistic approach is taken to managing the national 
and wildlife resources in the Greater Yellowstone area and is a pioneer in defining 
and promoting the concept of ecosystem management.  

These comments regarding the proposed resource management plan 
(RMP) are divided into the following parts. First we will address the important 
environmental values in four areas of special concern to us and the provisions in 
the proposed RMP that relate to protection of these areas. These four areas are the 
Sweetwater Watershed, Bridger Mountains, Upper Wind River Valley 
(hereinafter, “Dubois area”), and the Lander Front and Beaver Rim. These four 
iconic landscapes will be referred to as the “Priority Conservation Areas” 
henceforth.

The second part of our comments addresses specific provisions presented 
in chapter 2 of the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the proposed 
RMP. This will involve a resource-by-resource review of provisions in the plan, 
with needed areas of improvement discussed. The third part of our comments 
addresses certain specific issues of interest, including needs related to the Bridger 
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Mountains, issues related to livestock grazing, and issues related to bentonite and 
phosphate mining. In the fourth part of these comments we will address certain 
other areas of concern, such as the definition of certain terms in the glossary, 
BLM’s authority to regulate oil and gas development, and provisions related to 
best management practices (BMP). 

PART 1—VALUES OF THE PRIORITY CONSERVATION AREAS AND 
MANAGEMENT NEEDS IN THESE AREAS. 

In this part we will first describe the important conservation values and 
attributes of the Bridger Mountains, Sweetwater Watershed, the Lander Front and 
Beaver Rim, and the Dubois area, the Priority Conservation Areas. On the basis of 
these important and overarching values we will urge conservation of these four 
iconic areas under the terms of the Lander RMP. Second, we will review the 
provisions in BLM’s proposed preferred alternative and evaluate whether the 
provisions meet the conservation needs of the Priority Conservation Areas. And 
last we will identify needed changes to the draft preferred alternative that would 
better meet the conservation needs of the Priority Conservation Areas. As will be 
discussed, the Bridger Mountains are something of a special case, and the 
conservation needs of this area will be discussed in Part 3.I of these comments. 

I. Conservation Values of the Priority Conservation Areas. 

A. Compact Disc Presenting the Priority Conservation Areas.

Enclosed is a compact diskette (disc) that maps and describes the Priority 
Conservation Areas.  Exhibit 1. As can be seen, maps and descriptive information 
are provided for the Sweetwater Watershed, the Bridger Mountains, the Upper 
Wind River Valley (Dubois area), and the Lander Front and Beaver Rim. Also 
presented in Exhibit 1 is a map entitled “BLM’s Lander Resource Management 
Plan” that describes our overall vision for management of BLM lands in the 
Lander Field Office. 

The maps of the Priority Conservation Areas will serve as the basis for the 
discussion that follows. But before turning to those individual area discussions we 
will first discuss the overview map, “BLM’s Lander Resource Management 
Plan—Balancing Conservation and Development.” Exhibit 1. 

The Lander Field Office is exceptional because it contains some of 
America’s finest wildlife habitats, intact historic trails, dramatic open spaces, and 
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wildlands. It is a sanctuary for the greater sage-grouse.1 The Lander Field Office 
attracts thousands of people every year who enjoy the Oregon, Mormon, Pony 
Express, and California National Historic Trails, as well as the unique Red Desert 
country found along the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail. These trails are 
part of the National Landscape Conservation System (NLCS), a BLM 
management priority. See http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/newsroom/ 
2011/september/NR_09_30_2011.html (announcing BLM’s 15-year management 
strategy for the NLCS).  

For these reasons we believe a balanced RMP is required in the Lander 
Field office, one which would make the Priority Conservation Areas unavailable 
for energy development and other forms of industrial development, but which 
would allow development in other areas. Protecting the Priority Conservation 
Areas would implicate only 51 percent of the BLM-managed Federal mineral 
estate in the Lander Field Office, yet it would help support the diverse tourist, 
hunter, and outdoor enthusiast economies that have developed in towns like 
Lander and Dubois. Moreover, large areas would remain available for industrial 
development, particularly in the east-central part of the Field Office. 

As can be seen on the maps in Exhibit 1, we propose four areas be made 
unavailable for industrial development. These are the Dubois area, the Bridger 
Mountains, and the contiguous Sweetwater Watershed and Lander and Beaver 
Rim areas. However, in addition, as the map entitled “Balancing Conservation 
and Development” shows, we would not object to making lands available for 
development—particularly for oil and gas, uranium, and wind development—in 
areas in the northeast part of the Field Office. In many other areas, development 
would also still be possible, but under the provisions of wildlife protective 
stipulations or in some cases a no surface occupancy (NSO) stipulation. 

B. The Sweetwater Watershed.

The Sweetwater Watershed is shown on the map in Exhibit 1 of the same 
name. It is dominated by the Mormon, Oregon, Pony Express, and California 
National Historic Trails, The Continental Divide National Scenic Trail also 
crosses the area. And of course, the ecologically significant Sweetwater River 

1 According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Lander Field Office is one of the two most 
important “remaining areas of contiguous range essential for the long-term persistence of the 
species.” 
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itself traverses the length of this area. As shown on the map entitled “World Class 
Wildlife Habitat,” the area is dominated by state-recognized core sage-grouse 
habitats and crucial winter range for elk, mule deer, and pronghorn. Elk calving 
areas are found in the Crooks and Green Mountain areas. Moose winter 
throughout the Sweetwater River drainage. A number of big game migration 
routes are found in this area. 

As discussed in Exhibit 1, partly because of the National Historic Trails, 
this is a “landscape that endures today much as it was when pioneers traveled 
through 150 years ago.” And hikers on the Continental Divide National Scenic 
Trail “can experience a vast, unfragmented, and healthy sagebrush landscape as 
they stride toward the Wind River Mountains.” The critical importance of 
maintaining this area for conservation of sage-grouse has been recognized by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Many other species frequent this landscape, such 
as prairie dogs, badgers, ferruginous hawks, golden eagles, the occasional wolf, 
and numerous big game species. This area contains historic sites of national 
significance such Independence Rock, Martin’s Cove, and Atlantic and South 
Pass Cities. There are several BLM Wilderness Study Areas (WSA) located in 
this area, such as Sweetwater Canyon, Split Rock, and Savage Peak. DEIS Map 
128.2 A number of citizens’ proposed wilderness areas are also found here. Map 
12.

For all these reasons this area should be made unavailable for industrial 
development, as we have proposed. Wind energy development might be a 
particular threat due to the occurrence of wind power classes 5-7 in this area, Map 
96, but such development is incompatible with the National Historic and Scenic 
Trails. Consequently, BLM’s proposed decision to make most of this area a wind 
energy development exclusion or avoidance area, Map 100, is well advised. As 
will be discussed below, it appears that BLM’s proposed preferred alternative D 
would largely accomplish the protective needs for this area. Therefore, the BLM 
should adopt these measures as its management framework for the Sweetwater 
Watershed portion of the Lander Field Office, and we generally support the 
management direction proposed for this area. 

2 Hereinafter we will simply reference the Map number in the DEIS or the Record Number 
(Record #), and not make reference to the DEIS. 
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C. The Lander Front and Beaver Rim.

This remarkable area serves as the gateway from low lying deserts into the 
Wind River Mountains. As can be seen on the map entitled “The Lander Front 
and Beaver Rim—Public Lands Essential to the Local Quality of Life” in Exhibit 
1, this area is characterized by a remarkable diversity of wildlife habitats for 
species from sage-grouse to bighorn sheep. The descent into Lander on Wyoming 
Route 28 presents travelers with stunning views of Red Canyon, and the Absaroka 
and Owl Creek Mountains beyond. Beaver Rim is an ecologically unique outcrop 
and the views from its rim of colorful sandstone outcrops, rugged canyons, and 
rolling hills, all sweeping up to the majestic Wind River Mountains, are 
remarkable. The Town of Lander is the center of human presence in this area, and 
unlike many towns it has thrived despite the recent economic downturn due to its 
diverse outdoor-oriented economic base that attracts young people. As noted in 
the compact disc, the viewsheds, high quality wildlife habitats, and world-class 
recreational resources in this area “are essential to the local community, its 
economy, and its quality of life.” Exhibit 1. 

It is probably especially notable that the BLM proposes to make this area 
almost entirely closed to phosphate leasing, Map 41, and would put in place major 
constraints on oil and gas development in virtually all of this area, Map 32. We 
support these provisions because we believe they are necessary to protect the 
important resource values in this area. Development of a greater intensity can 
occur in the Designated Development Areas (DDA) that would be created 
pursuant to the proposed RMP. Map 134. 

D. The Dubois Area.

This area is a wildlife sanctuary, as the map entitled “The Upper Wind 
River Valley—A Great American Wildlife Sanctuary” in Exhibit 1 makes clear. 
Besides vast areas of habitat for moose, mule deer, elk, and pronghorn, it also 
contains the United States’ premier habitat for Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep—
the “mother herd.” Over 3,000 elk migrate into this area each winter to survive 
difficult winter conditions. These elk survive naturally; they are not fed at the 
feedground complexes prominent in other parts of Wyoming that artificially 
maintain these animals. In addition, rare species such as gray wolves, grizzly 
bears, and Canada lynx are found in this area. The entire valley lies in occupied 
grizzly bear habitat and is used by these animals in the spring after they emerge 
from hibernation to feed on green plants at lower elevations and winter-killed 
ungulates. The importance of this area for grizzly bears may only increase as 
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white bark pine at higher elevations face increasing threats due to insects and 
climate change.3

Wilderness quality lands are also prominent, with the presence of the 
Dubois Badlands and Whiskey Mountain WSAs, several citizens’ proposed 
wilderness areas, and the Little Red Creek Complex of lands with wilderness 
characteristics. Maps 12, 14, and 128. This area sits at the foot of the vast Bridger, 
Fitzpatrick, Washakie, and Teton Wilderness Area complex and is largely 
undeveloped and wild in its own right. Lands that have yet to be designated as 
wilderness such as the Dunoir area are prominent. BLM managed surface estate in 
this area is somewhat scattered, but the BLM managed lands nevertheless 
encompasses about a third of this area. Map 1. Accordingly, it presents an 
important conservation opportunity that should not be missed. 

Fortunately the BLM proposes to close this area to oil and gas leasing.
Map 32. This may be the most significant decision in the proposed RMP and 
DEIS. We strongly support this decision and urge the BLM to adopt it in the final 
plan. This area has minimal oil and gas development potential, so making this 
area unavailable for development is appropriate. Maps 17 and 20. It also has few 
current leases. Map 33. Yet the area has undeniably great wildlife and recreation 
values. Managing this area to protect its wildlife would also serve to support the 
extensive State wildlife management area network that exists in this area. 

E. The Bridger Mountains.

The Bridger Mountain area is portrayed on the map in Exhibit 1 entitled 
“The Bridger Mountains—Extraordinary Solitude, Geology, and Wildlife.” This 
title certainly describes this remarkable area located in the northern part of the 
Field Office, largely in the BLM lands located in T39-40N and R89-94W. As the 
map shows, this area is home to sage-grouse core areas. And somewhat uniquely, 
this area contains large Key Nongame Wildlife Areas recognized by the 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD). The historic Bridger Trail 
transects the area. It contains one BLM WSA, the Copper Mountain Area, and 
two citizens’ proposed wilderness areas, Fuller Peak and Lysite Mountain. Maps 
12 and 128. Significantly, the map in Exhibit 1shows the area we recommend for 
protection is located north of existing producing oil and gas leases. 

3 The white bark pine has been proposed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for listing pursuant 
to the Endangered Species Act. 
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This area may be one of the least known in the Lander Field Office. It is 
“one of few places where one is surprised to see another person.” But the 
recreational importance of this area is indicated by the narrow slot canyons that 
typify the Copper Mountain WSA. Clear streams and tranquil pools scoured in 
granite and badland topography typify the Fuller Peak and Lysite Mountain areas. 
These features create a refuge for hunters and other recreationists seeking remote 
experiences. The geology of this area is significant, with the late David Love, 
Wyoming’s most celebrated geologist, having said, “Lysite Mountain is one of 
the most significant areas in [Wyoming] because it is the only place where the late 
Cenozoic record is preserved.” A 1000-foot cross-section of Cenozoic 
sedimentary strata is presented in the Bridger Mountains. 

Six rare plant species are found in this area—Porter’s sagebrush, Owl 
Creek miner’s candle, bun milkvetch, hairy princess plume, Watson’s prickly-
flox, Hapeman’s sullivantia, and tomentose balsamroot. The WGFD designation 
of this area as a Key Nongame Wildlife Area recognizes the significant 
populations of bats and birds that use this area, such as the Townsend’s big-eared 
bat and the peregrine falcon. Jim Bridger led a rush of emigrants through this area 
on the trail named after him as a way to avoid attacks from Sioux Indians on the 
way to the Montana gold fields. Much of the area has a very high potential for 
potential fossil yields and most of the area is categorized as a fossil area. Map 70. 

Given this array of special values, this area should be protected from 
development, particularly any oil and gas development. Significant oil and gas 
development is already occurring to the south of this area and more is planned, 
but this development should remain south of the Bridger Mountains. There is low 
potential for oil and gas in most of this area, and for that reason it is largely 
unleased, so it is appropriate to remove it from consideration for oil and gas 
development.  Maps 17 and 33. We are asking the BLM to ensure in the Lander 
RMP that the scenic, wildland, wildlife, historic, geological, and recreational 
values of this area are protected for future generations. 

Unfortunately, unlike in the Sweetwater Canyon, Lander Front and Beaver 
Rim, and the Dubois area, the BLM’s draft preferred alternative directs few 
specific management protections toward the Bridger Mountains. For example, 
most of the area would be subject to only moderate oil and gas leasing constraints. 
Map 32. Most of the visual resources in this striking area would be managed 
under the least protective VRM Class IV category and the rest would be 
marginally protected under a VRM Class III designation.  Map 78. No special 
recreation management areas would be established in the Bridger Mountains. Map 
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93. Much of this area would be neither a wind energy avoidance or exclusion area 
even though there is an area of class 5-7 wind energy potential in the area. Maps 
96 and 100. No ACECs would be established in the Bridger Mountains. Map 132. 
The oil and gas DDA area in the Moneta-Lysite area would intrude into the 
Bridger Mountains as we have defined it, at least somewhat. Map 134. 
Fortunately, an area north of Shoshoni that may implicate at least some of the 
Bridger Mountains area would be closed to leasing pursuant to the preferred 
alternative. Map 144. 

Given these limitations, it is our view that the Lander RMP should be 
improved relative to its management direction for the Bridger Mountains. We 
believe more proactive management to protect the resources of this area is 
needed. Below in Part 3.I we will discuss needed improvements that the BLM 
should adopt in the final RMP. As will be seen in that discussion, we will focus 
our management recommendations on a somewhat modified area from that which 
is presented on the map in Exhibit 1 entitled “The Bridger Mountains—
Extraordinary Solitude, Geology, and Wildlife.” 

II. Provisions in the Lander RMP Draft Preferred Alternative that Meet 
the Conservation Needs of the Priority Conservation Areas. 

We believe that our proposal presented in Exhibit 1 is largely consistent 
with the preferred alternative proposed in the Lander RMP DEIS. First and 
foremost, under the draft plan the Dubois area would be closed to oil and gas 
leasing, and much of the Lander Front, Beaver Rim, and Sweetwater Watershed 
areas would be available for leasing with “major constraints.” Map 32. The BLM 
would develop a master leasing plan (MLP) for the Beaver Rim area under the 
provisions of the preferred alternative, which would establish stringent controlled 
surface use (CSU) and NSO areas. Map 143. Similar important limitations on oil 
and gas development would also be put in place in the Green Mountain area. Map 
144. Likewise, the Dubois area and the Lander Front, Beaver Rim, and 
Sweetwater Watershed areas would largely be closed to leasing for phosphate 
development. Map 41. Importantly, much of the Lander Front, Beaver Rim, and 
Sweetwater Watershed areas would be wind energy development exclusion areas, 
and this limitation would also be applied in the Dubois area. Map 100. Wind 
energy development avoidance areas would be established on the northern and 
southern perimeters of the National Historic and Scenic Trails. Id. A number of 
locatable mineral withdrawals, existing or proposed, would be maintained or 
pursued in the Sweetwater Watershed and the Dubois area. Map 24. 
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Maps in the DEIS confirm the extreme importance of habitat in the 
Priority Conservation Areas for supporting species such as bighorn sheep, moose, 
mule deer, elk, pronghorn, sage-grouse, and raptors. Maps 49-54, 62, 65-67. 
Under alternative D, the draft preferred alternative for the Lander RMP, the 
Dubois area would be managed as a visual resource management (VRM) Class II 
area, which provides for considerable protection. Map 78.  Much of the Lander 
Front, Beaver Rim, and Sweetwater Watershed would also be managed as VRM 
Class II, although some of this area, as well as the Bridger Mountains, would be 
managed under a less protective VRM Class III framework. A number of 
recreation management areas, some with buffer zones, would be established, 
especially in the Lander Front, Beaver Rim, and Sweetwater Watershed areas, but 
also in the Dubois area. Maps 93, 120, 121. A Heritage Tourism and Recreation 
Corridor, with buffers, would be established along much of the course of the 
National Historic Trails and the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail. Map. 
127. Stretches of Baldwin Creek and the Sweetwater River would be 
recommended as suitable for designation as Wild and Scenic Rivers, and managed 
to preserve their outstandingly remarkable values. Map 129. Several Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) would be established in the Priority 
Conservation Areas under alternative D. Map 132. And while the large 
Government Draw/Upper Sweetwater ACEC proposed under alternative B for the 
protection of sage-grouse would not be established under alternative D, the BLM 
does propose to establish the Government Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage-Grouse 
Reference and Education Area pursuant to alternative D. Map 135. The proposed 
RMP would manage the Red Creek Complex adjacent to the Fitzpatrick 
Wilderness in the Dubois area to maintain its wilderness characteristics. Map 14. 

And finally, under alternative D, several DDAs—first and foremost for oil 
and gas development—would be recognized. We note that the locations of these 
DDAs align very closely with the areas we recommend be made “available for 
development/developed.” Compare Map 134 with Exhibit 1 (map entitled 
“BLM’s Lander Resource Management Plan—Balancing Conservation and 
Development”). These DDAs correspond with areas with greater potential for 
conventional oil and gas and coalbed methane, as well as uranium development. 
Maps 15, 17, and 20. They also tend to already be leased. Map 33. 

Given the correspondence between BLM’s proposed preferred alternative 
in the draft Lander RMP and the recommendations we have made for protecting 
the Priority Conservation Areas shown in Exhibit 1, we generally support BLM’s 
proposed preferred alternative and encourage the BLM to adopt it. Some areas of 
disagreement and recommendations for improvement in the draft plan will be 
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presented below in section III. In particular, unfortunately, the draft RMP is 
deficient in providing needed protections for the Bridger Mountains, an issue 
which will be discussed below in Part 3.I. 

In addition to the overall management plan portrayed in the Maps, other 
provisions in the proposed RMP are supportive of the conservation needs in the 
Priority Conservation Areas. Many of these provisions apply to the Field Office 
as whole, but they would be beneficial for the Priority Conservation Areas as 
well. We will briefly highlight some of these additional protections, which will 
also be addressed in somewhat more detail in Part 2 below: 

The provision for developing the Beaver Rim MLP would be an important 
contribution to conservation in the Beaver Rim Priority Conservation 
Area. We particularly support the provisions in Record # 2027 that would 
limit surface disturbance to no more than 5 percent in a township, seek to 
co-locate new disturbance if possible, and which would require that new 
disturbance be at least 1.2 miles from existing disturbance. These 
provisions will help protect the highly significant wildlife, geologic, 
scenic, paleontological, and cultural resource values in the Beaver Rim 
area. 

As discussed in Parts 2.IX and 2.X below, we generally believe the 
wildlife protection provisions proposed for the Lander RMP are sound and 
will contribute toward the conservation needs in the Priority Conservation 
Areas, given their undeniably high wildlife values. We specifically 
support the provisions for managing fish and wildlife habitat as a priority 
in the Dubois, Red Canyon, Lander Slope, Green Mountain, and 
Sweetwater River areas. Record #s 4049 to 4051. We especially urge the 
BLM to adopt the provision stating that BLM will “utilize 
recommendations” found in the WGFD’s oil and gas development 
mitigation document and its wind energy wildlife protections document, 
both of which are extremely important and we congratulate BLM for 
including this provision. Record # 4051.

Two other extremely important wildlife protection provisions that will 
support conservation in the Priority Conservation Areas are the following. 
First, BLM will seek to minimize the footprint of surface-disturbing 
activities “to the smallest practical” area in order to protect wildlife and 
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their habitats.  Record # 4055.4 On page 34 we present a clarification of 
this provision we ask the BLM to consider. BLM will also apply seasonal 
restrictions for wildlife protection outside of DDAs “to maintenance and 
operations actions” if the activity is detrimental to wildlife, in addition to 
the limitation on development during actual construction activities. Record 
# 4056. This is a very important provision that we encourage the BLM to 
maintain. Ongoing activities after the construction phase can be as 
disruptive and detrimental to wildlife as the impacts during the 
construction period. And they may extend over far greater time periods. 

Under the preferred alternative BLM would not establish the Castle 
Gardens, Cedar Ridge, Sweetwater Rocks, Continental Divide National 
Scenic Trail, and Regional Historic Trails and Early Highways ACECs, all 
of which would be designated under alternative B.  Record # 7040, Map 
131. However, even though BLM does not propose to designate these 
ACECs these areas nevertheless will be “manage[d] to protect the 
identified relevant and important characteristics.” Record # 7040. This is a 
very important provision. The effect of it should be to ensure significant 
protection for all of these areas; areas the BLM recognizes meet the 
relevance and importance criteria for ACEC designation. See DEIS at 471-
73 (presenting the proposed ACECs). Pursuant to this provision the BLM 
should ensure that it meets the management direction that it specifies for 
each of these ACECs. Record #s 7113 to 7140. This management 
direction presents requirements that would generally ensure BLM 
“manage[s] to protect the identified relevant and important characteristics” 
in these areas, as Record # 7040 provides for. 

We strongly support the provision in Record # 5034 stating that BLM will 
“Prohibit surface-disturbing activities within important scenic areas (VRM 
Class I and II visual resources).” Map 78. There is no doubt the WSAs as 
well as the Dubois, Lander, Beaver Rim, and Sweetwater Watershed 
Priority Conservation Areas (a significant portion of the VRM Class I and 
Class II areas) are all “important scenic areas.” 

4 An equivalent provision is made in the “Special Status Species” section of the alternatives 
descriptions where it is provided that BLM will, “Reduce the footprint of development and 
facilities to the smallest practical to protect special status species and their habitat.” Record # 
4074. 
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We support the provision that would close the Bus at Baldwin Creek and 
the Johnny Behind the Rocks areas to motorized travel. Record # 6040. 
These are key recreation attractions in the Lander area and are of 
tremendous value and benefit to local citizens. Thus, these areas should be 
protected from the potentially destructive and disruptive disturbance that 
motorized vehicles and motorized vehicle use can cause. 

Provision is 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 resource 
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. 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. 

Again, we generally support BLM’s proposed preferred alternative and encourage 
the BLM to adopt it due to these and other provisions which will benefit 
conservation needs in the Priority Conservation Areas. 

III.Needed Changes in the Draft Preferred Alternative that would Better 
Meet the Conservation Needs in the Priority Conservation Areas. 

While the proposed RMP and the provisions in the DEIS generally meet 
the management needs and requirements of the Priority Conservation Areas, there 
are some shortcomings. Those shortcomings will be addressed in this section. 
Many of these issues will be addressed again in somewhat more detail in Part 2 
below.

A. The BLM Should Designate the Entirety of the Priority Conservation 
Areas as NSO for Oil and Gas Leasing Purposes.

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 
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“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 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. 

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. But the DEIS provides some 
indications. Some areas in the Beaver Rim MLP area and the Green Mountain 
area would be NSO.  Maps 143 and 144. The area within 0.6 miles of the 
perimeter of a sage-grouse lek that occurs in a core area would be subject to a 
prohibition on surface disturbing activities or surface occupancy. Record # 4094, 
Map 65. Certain cultural sites would be NSO. Record # 5019. The designation of 
an area as VRM Class II is probably a virtual NSO provision. See Record # 5034 
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(in VRM Class I and Class II areas BLM will “Prohibit surface-disturbing 
activities . . . .”), Map 78 (the majority of the Lander Front and Beaver Rim and 
Sweetwater Watershed areas would be VRM Class II). Many of the special 
recreation management areas would have significant limitations on oil and gas 
leasing, some including NSO stipulations. Many of the ACECs are NSO or are 
closed to leasing. The Heritage Tourism and Recreation Management Corridor 
will be managed as NSO from 0 to 3 miles on each side of the trails. Category 4 
restrictions, which apply an NSO requirement to oil and gas activities, would 
apply to the 500 foot setback from riparian areas that the preferred alternative 
would establish. The effect of these numerous NSO provisions may be that the 
majority of the Lander Slope and Beaver Rim and Sweetwater Watershed areas 
are NSO, but that is somewhat uncertain. 

Consequently, we request that the BLM state clearly just how much of 
these areas will be NSO. We again believe that the entirety of the Lander Front 
and Beaver Rim and the Sweetwater Watershed areas should be NSO. And if in 
fact the majority of these areas are NSO, or essentially NSO, as may be currently 
proposed, there would seem to be little barrier to simply designating the entirety 
of the areas NSO. We again believe the public interest would support this 
decision.5

But as to the Bridger Mountains, there is no doubt that much of the area 
would only be subject to “moderate” leasing constraints. Map 32. Like the other 
Priority Conservation Areas, we believe this area should be entirely NSO. We will 
return to this issue in Part 3.I below. 

B. Uranium Development must be Carefully Managed and Avoided if 
Possible in the Priority Conservation Areas.

A goal of the draft Lander RMP relative to all mineral resource 
exploitation is to “Provide protections for resource values in areas of conflict with 
mineral exploration and development.” Goal MR: 3. This is an important goal and 
we think it should be implemented especially with respect to the development of 
uranium resources. As shown on Map 15, there are several uranium projects that 
impinge on the Sweetwater Watershed Priority Conservation Area. We believe 

5 We also direct the BLM to the discussion at footnote 25 where the “reach” of directional drilling 
is discussed. As pointed out there, current technology allows directional drilling reaches of at least 
4,877 feet. Thus, many areas could be NSO without preventing development. 
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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.” Frankly, these uranium projects are inconsistent 
with the management needs of the Sweetwater Watershed and many of the 
management prescriptions BLM proposes for this area. 

To reduce these potential impacts, the BLM should, at a minimum, fully 
implement the prescriptions in the DEIS that relate to soils, soil reclamation, 
water, grassland and shrubland communities, invasive species and pest 
management, riparian-wetland resources, and visual resources. DEIS at 62-63, 64-
66, 67-70, 91-92, 93-95, and 124-125. The BLM should specifically make these 
provisions applicable to the uranium project and district areas shown on Map 15. 
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 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.” 

C. Wind Energy Development must be Avoided or Excluded in the 
Priority Conservation Areas.

The provisions for managing wind energy development stated in Record # 
4060 should be carefully adhered to. However, this provision should be modified 
to make the following clear.  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 
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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. 

D. The Entire Beaver Rim Area Should be Designated VRM Class II

Under the proposed preferred alternative, some of the Beaver Rim area is 
designated VRM Class II while some is VRM Class III. Map 78. 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 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. 

E. The Utility Corridor in the Jeffrey City Area should be Made as 
Narrow as Possible.

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 

6 The provision in Record # 4060 related to sage-grouse core areas will be discussed on pages 35-
36 below. 
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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. 

F. A Recreation Area Similar to the Muskrat Basin Extensive Recreation 
Management Area Proposed Under Alternative B Should be 
Established.

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 # 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.

G. The Heritage Tourism and Recreation Management Corridor Should 
be NSO for Five Miles on Either Side of the Trails, in all Sections of 
the Management Area.

Record # 7008 provides that the lands one-quarter of a mile on each side 
of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail Extensive Recreation 
Management Area will be managed as CSU relative to oil and gas leasing and that 
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the remainder of the Heritage Tourism and Recreation Management Corridor will 
be managed as NSO from 0 to 3 miles on each side of the trails and CSU from 3 
to 5 miles on each side of the trail. We strongly support the application of NSO 
stipulations to this historically significant area and believe that the NSO 
requirement should be applied to the entire 5 mile buffer. In any event, in the 
CSU area (from 3 to 5 miles on each side of the trails) BLM states the CSU will 
“ensure that a project causes no more than a weak contrast upon the Trails . . . .” 
This provision should be carefully adhered to. Moreover, Record # 5034 provides 
that BLM will “Prohibit surface-disturbing activities” within VRM Class I and 
Class II areas. 

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. 

H. The Beaver Rim and Green Mountain ACECs should be Established at 
their Maximum Size.

Under alternative D, the Beaver Rim ACEC would only be 6,421 acres 
whereas under alternative B it would be 20,254 acres.  Record # 7087. We believe 
the expanded ACEC should be adopted by the BLM in the Lander RMP. This 
would compliment both the MLP that will be developed for this area and the 
special recreation management area we believe should be designated in this area. 
There is no doubt the Beaver Rim area contains an array of important resources, 
including unique plant communities, unique geology, and visual resources. The 
larger ACEC would better protect these important resource values.  
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Likewise we believe the 24,860 acre Green Mountain ACEC proposed 
under alternative B should be adopted in preference to the 21,389 acre ACEC 
proposed under alternative D. BLM recognizes in the DEIS that the relevance and 
importance values of this area include wildlife and plant communities. Given the 
threats this area faces related to mining and oil and gas development, BLM would 
be well advised to establish the larger ACEC so as to fully protect the relevance 
and importance values in the Green Mountain area. 

I. The Sweetwater Rocks Area should be Protected Even if it is not 
Designated an ACEC.

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. 

J. The Area in Roughly T27-28N R89-93W Should be a Wind Energy 
Development Exclusion or Avoidance Area and the Area should also 
be a Rights-of-Way Exclusion Area.

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. 

LFO_RMP_10053



20

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. Map 104 indicates that this same 
area would be open to rights-of-way (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. 

K.  The Bridger Mountains.

Our concerns about this area have been mentioned, and we will provide a 
detailed discussion of the management needs in this area below in Part 3.I. 

PART 2—DISCUSSION OF LAND MANAGEMENT PROVISIONS 
PROPOSED IN THE LANDER RMP DEIS. 

We will now turn to a discussion of the proposed management provisions 
for many of the resource areas or categories considered in the Lander RMP DEIS. 
This discussion will primarily be tied to the provisions presented in Chapter 2 of 
the DEIS, Resource Management Alternatives. 

I. Air Quality. 

The proposed plan states that, “In all project-level EISs and EAs, on a 
case-by-case basis . . . require quantitative air quality monitoring of industrial 
activities in order to determine the potential impacts of proposed emission sources 
and subsequent potential mitigation strategies.”  Record # 1007. We support this 
provision and urge the BLM to adopt it. However, we want to highlight an issue 
for BLM’s consideration. 

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 
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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 (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. 

II. Soil. 

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. 

LRP is not a defined term in the glossary, but it seems obvious that these 
areas have a high potential to create serious soil erosion problems. This should be 
avoided.  Consequently, the BLM should strongly consider applying more 
stringent restrictions than Category 2 restrictions in these areas. Under BLM’s 
Category Restrictions Key, Category 3 restrictions more often would put in place 
a requirement for avoidance than would Category 2 restrictions which invariably 
make the area “open.” See DEIS at 58 (making provisions for the 6 restriction 
categories). 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 
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“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. 

LRP areas are portrayed in Map 11. Many of these areas occur in the 
Dubois area and the Sweetwater Watershed, areas where stringent mitigation 
should be the norm. Moreover, many LRP areas occur in the area that would be a 
DDA near Moneta and Lysite. Map 134. While we are supportive of the DDA 
designation in this area, we do not believe oil and gas development activities 
should be excused from strong reclamation requirements in areas with inherent 
reclamation problems such as LRP areas. This emphasizes the need to ensure 
strong CSU provisions are put place that mandate effective protection of soil 
resources in the DDA areas. Stipulations or conditions of approval should be 
applied to oil and gas development in the DDAs to ensure soil resources are 
protected.

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 with 
prohibition of surface disturbing activities on slopes of 25 percent or more. 

We note that many slopes of 25 percent or greater are found in the Bridger 
Mountains and in the Lander Front, and some are also found in the Dubois area 
and the Sweetwater Watershed. Map 10. This emphasizes the need to provide for 
strong protection on these steep slopes, so as to ensure the numerous high quality 
resource values in these Priority Conservation Areas are fully protected. 
Therefore, we support a prohibition on surface-disturbing activities on slopes 
greater than 25 percent and the imposition of more restrictive CSU provisions on 
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slopes of 15 to 24 percent (Category 3 restrictions should be applied on slopes of 
15 to 24 percent). 

III. Soil Reclamation. 

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. 

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. 

We support the provision in Record # 1019 for follow-up seeding as 
needed.  We also support the provisions relative to Wyoming stormwater 
discharge requirements specified in Record # 1020, although this should perhaps 
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be clarified to state that any needed State permits will be acquired prior to 
disturbance. The provision in Record # 1021 is also important, and all 
unsuccessfully reclaimed areas should not be released from bonding requirements 
until successful reclamation is achieved. 

As Maps 7 and 8 make clear, large areas of the Lander Field Office are 
subject to severe levels of wind and water erosion potential. This emphasizes the 
need to for strong measures to deal with the reclamation challenges these 
conditions will present. 

IV. Water.

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 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.

We believe the provision under alternative B relative to Record # 1045 is 
preferable to that specified for alternative D. We believe that actions that degrade 
ground and surface water should be prevented in all cases to the extent possible, 
not just on a “case-by-case basis.” This would be consistent with BLM’s 
obligations under the Clean Water Act, which include policies of restoring the 
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of our waters, eliminating the 
discharge of pollutants into navigable waters, providing for the protection and 
propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife, providing for recreation on the waters, 
and prohibiting the discharge of toxic pollutants in toxic amounts. 33 U.S.C. §§ 
1251(a)(1)-(3). The vague and uncertain “case-by-case” standard should be 
revised to make it clear exactly when requirements to prevent degradation of 
ground and surface water will apply. 

We support the provision under Record # 1046 relative to alternative D 
that permanent facilities in floodplains, riparian, and wetland areas will be 
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managed with NSO restrictions. These areas contain resources of such 
significance that physical intrusions into these areas should be prevented 
whenever possible. However we believe that the provision under alternative D 
allowing linear watercourse crossings “on a case-by-case basis” is too vague, and 
that the provision under alternative B requiring boring of linear underground 
facilities that cross watercourses is preferable and should be adopted. 

As discussed in Part 4.IV, which considers the Moneta Divide area, BLM 
should fully consider prohibiting the discharge of produced water.  Produced 
water discharges in the Beaver Creek area, for example, might contaminate the 
Little Wind River, and the sauger is becoming increasingly imperiled in the Wind 
River watershed, making it appropriate to limit produced water discharges. 

V. Lands with Wilderness Characteristics. 

We strongly support the provisions under both alternatives B and D 
pursuant to Record # 1048 to manage the Little Red Creek Complex as lands with 
wilderness characteristics. We also support the provision under Record # 1049 
relative to alternative D to close the Little Red Creek Complex to motorized 
travel, and the provision under Record # 1050 to manage recreation in the area to 
maintain wilderness characteristics. However, we believe the provision under 
alternative B to designate a 5,490 acre land with wilderness characteristics is 
preferable to the 4,954 acre area that would be established under alternative D. 
The Little Red Creek Complex is immediately adjacent to the Forest Service 
Fitzpatrick Wilderness area, and it is a basic tenant of conservation biology that 
larger, contiguous areas provide more conservation value than smaller areas. 
Consequently, the BLM should not pass up this chance to designate a somewhat 
larger protected area that would be contiguous with an even larger protected area. 

We will not bog these comments down with a detailed review of BLM’s 
Wild Lands Policy and the political theatrics that have accompanied it. But we 
note this: regardless of the Wild Lands Policy, the BLM has an ongoing 
affirmative duty under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) to 
both inventory lands with wilderness characteristics and to make management 
decisions for those lands, which in some cases may lead to the protection of 
wilderness values in an area. See Oregon Natural Desert Ass’n v. Bureau of Land 
Mgmt., 625 F.3d 1092 (9th Cir. 2008) (discussing the BLM’s obligations pursuant 
to FLPMA relative to lands with wilderness characteristics). Consequently, the 
BLM is well justified in protecting the Little Red Creek Complex regardless of 
the status of the Wild Lands Policy. See generally Memorandum from the 
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Secretary of the Interior to the Director of BLM (June 1, 2011), BLM Instruction 
Memoranda (IM) 2011-147 and -154 (addressing duties regarding lands with 
wilderness characteristics and establishing a program to identify areas with 
support for wilderness designation).

VI. Mineral Resources. 

Our primary concerns relative to the mineral resources provisions 
presented in the Lander RMP DEIS relate to locatable minerals, oil and natural 
gas, and phosphate development. These will be discussed in turn. 

A. Locatable Minerals.

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. 

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. 

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 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. 
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Our primary concern with regard to locatable minerals relates to the 
potential for uranium development in recognized uranium project and district 
areas. Map 15. This issue was discussed above in Part 1.III.B where we asked 
BLM to ensure the goal specified for all minerals development, namely that BLM 
will “Provide protections for resource values in area of conflict with mineral 
exploration and development,” be fully adhered to in the Sweetwater Watershed 
where conflicts between uranium development and a number of resource values is 
present or likely.   This could well include withdrawal from mineral entry. 

Some issues related to bentonite mining will be considered in Part 3.III 
below.

B. Leasable Minerals—Oil and Gas.

While alternative D, the preferred alternative, would only close 110,014 
acres to oil and gas leasing, Record # 2012, we are generally supportive of the oil 
and gas leasing direction in the preferred alternative because the Priority 
Conservation Areas would generally only be available for leasing with major 
constraints, and the Dubois area would be closed to oil and gas leasing. Map 32.

However, as we discussed above in Part 1.III.A, we believe the entire area 
of the Priority Conservation Areas should be NSO, not subject to just overlapping 
TLS (a type of major constraint), and the BLM should provide a clearer 
description of which areas will be NSO. The Dubois area would be closed to 
leasing, which is appropriate and strongly supported given its high wildlife 
values.7 However, we believe that more constraints should be imposed on leasing 
in the Bridger Mountains area, an issue which will be discussed in Part 3.I below. 

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. 

7 See Record # 4108 (providing that the Dubois area is closed to oil and gas leasing and various 
other minerals exploitation activities so as to protect special status species and their habitats). 
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These restrictions are unlikely to impede development, which will almost 
certainly be focused in the DDAs. 

In addition to the above oil and gas leasing provisions, the DEIS also 
specifies provisions for a master leasing plan (MLP) in the Beaver Rim area and 
makes allowance for DDAs. As we mentioned above, we generally support the 
designation of the DDAs. Map 134. They are consistent with the areas specified 
as “available for development/developed” presented in our report. Exhibit 1. But 
while the management direction in these areas will be focused on the development 
of minerals, we believe it is appropriate to nevertheless apply standard CSU and 
TLS stipulations in these areas, as the preferred alternative provides for.8 Record 
# 2018.

However, exceptions to these stipulations would be “routinely 
authorized.” We believe it is nevertheless critical that the provisions in Appendix 
E, which relate to the authorization of exceptions, modifications, and waivers to 
stipulated conditions, be carefully applied. The standards specified in this 
appendix must be met before exceptions are granted, and the proposed Lander 
RMP should be modified to so provide. The provision in Record # 2018 that 
would uniformly relieve operations in the DDAs from the restrictions of 
stipulations at the operations and maintenance stages of  development should be 
rethought, and provision should made for continued application of these 
restrictions if they do not significantly impair or impede the development activity, 
which might often be the case. We support the provision in Record # 2020 that 
would apply the provisions in Appendix D to reclamation activities, but as we 
discussed above in Part 2.III, the provisions in Appendices G and H should also 
be applied. 

The DEIS makes extensive provisions relative to the Beaver Rim MLP. 
Map 143; DEIS at 78-82. We will not review all of these provisions in detail, but 
we generally support the management direction specified for this MLP. We 
particularly support the provisions in Record # 2027 that would limit surface 
disturbance to no more than 5 percent in a township, seek to co-locate new 
disturbance if possible, and which would require that new disturbance be at least 

8 As the son of a ranching family in the Lysite area told us, “Just bear in mind this is a community 
and the residents have to live with the consequences of energy development every day. Adequate 
protections must be in place for them. Water, especially good potable quality, is hard to come by. 
Much of the gas in this area is sour and therefore hazardous.” 
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1.2 miles from existing disturbance. These provisions will help protect the highly 
significant wildlife, geologic, scenic, paleontological, and cultural resource values 
in the Beaver Rim area.   

However, we note that some of the Beaver Rim area is designated VRM 
Class II while some is VRM Class III. Map 78. While significant mitigations are 
specified for both VRM categories, 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. 

We also note that a number of objectives are specified for the MLP area. 
See Objectives MR 3.1 to 3.6 (providing that management in the MLP area will 
prevent degradation of resources, protect the headwaters of the Sweetwater River, 
protect Native American sites, protect paleontological resources, and protect wild 
horses). We support these provisions and urge the BLM to maintain them so as to 
ensure protection of the significant resource values in the Beaver Rim area. 

We support the provision to not re-offer oil and gas leases when they 
expire in areas that are closed to oil and gas leasing. Record # 2006. This is a 
compliment and supplement to the policy of closing an area to leasing, such as the 
Dubois area, reflecting a recognition that resource values in these areas are too 
significant to allow them to be threatened by oil and gas development. 

C. Leasable Minerals—Phosphate.

Under BLM’s proposed preferred alternative for the Lander RMP, a large 
area of the Field Office would be closed to phosphate leasing. Record # 2015, 
Map 41. We support this provision. As can be seen on Map 41, the majority of the 
Priority Conservation Areas would be closed to phosphate leasing, which is 
appropriate given the extraordinary resource values in these areas.  Our concerns 
and recommendations relative to potential phosphate mining in the Bridger 
Mountains Priority Conservation Area will be discussed in Part 3.I below. 
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We must note for BLM the extreme environmental impacts that can attend 
phosphate mining. We ask the BLM to consider the situation and history relative 
to the large area of phosphate mining not so far away from the Lander Field 
Office, on Forest Service and BLM lands north of Soda Springs, Idaho. This area 
has been severely impacted by phosphate mining. Among other things, at least 13 
Superfund hazardous substance remediation sites have been designated at mines 
in this area. The BLM should consider this history as it makes decisions regarding 
phosphate mining in the Lander Field Office, and it should take strong steps to 
ensure this unfortunate legacy in Idaho is not repeated in Wyoming.   

D. Other Minerals Provisions.

Under the proposed RMP, areas within the NLCS would be closed to 
geothermal energy development. Record # 2003, Map 28. This is appropriate 
given that the NLCS is established to “conserve, protect, and restore nationally 
significant landscapes and places that have outstanding cultural, ecological, and 
scientific values for the benefit of current and future generations.” BLM, The 
National Landscape Conservation System, 15-Year Strategy, 2010-2025, The 
Geography of Hope, at 1. Certainly the National Historic Trails component of the 
NLCS has these values, which warrant protection. However 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. 

The Dubois area would be closed to geothermal development, and much 
of the Sweetwater Watershed and Lander Front and Beaver Rim areas would be 
available with major constraints. This is appropriate, but again larger closure 
areas around the historic and scenic trails should be considered. Issues related to 
the Bridger Mountains, which are generally open to geothermal development with 
only moderate constraints, will be discussed below. We support the provision that 
geothermal constraints would replicate the constraints that apply to oil and gas 
leasing. Record # 2008.
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VII. Fire and Fuels Management. 

We recognize a need for fire suppression activities in the Wildland Urban 
Interface (WUI). Record # 3015. In areas outside the WUI, we do not believe that 
“full suppression” efforts should routinely be used, and thus the provision that “a 
full range of wildland fire suppression tactics are allowed throughout the planning 
area” area should be reconsidered and provision made that full fire suppression 
will only be used when resource conditions can tolerate such efforts and such 
tactics are in conformance with the management direction for the area. Modern 
firefighting can be an industrial scale onslaught of massive equipment which can 
tear up the land, with the use of great quantities of potentially toxic or fertilizing 
chemicals, and army scale human intrusions into an area. Such tactics should be 
reserved solely for situations where human life and property are threatened. 

Many recommendations relative to fire management were contained in the 
letter we submitted to the BLM Lander Field Office on October 21, 2008. That 
letter is included as Exhibit 3. We continue to believe these recommendations 
have merit, and we again ask the BLM to consider adopting them as components 
of the Lander RMP. 

VIII. Vegetation. 

We will not offer detailed comments regarding this lengthy section of the 
proposed RMP. But relative to Forests and Woodlands, we continue to urge the 
BLM to consider the points we made in our October 21, 2008 letter regarding 
vegetation treatments and logging issues. Exhibit 3. We urge the BLM to consider 
adopting those provisions in the RMP.  We believe we have articulated reasonable 
reasons for why these provisions should be adopted in the Lander RMP. 

Relative to Grasslands and Shrublands, we believe the BLM should 
recognize the critical nature of protecting and preserving sagebrush habitat in the 
Lander Field Office. This is a critical component of sage-grouse and big game 
conservation, and in many ways the sagebrush community—ecosystem—defines 
the very essence of BLM lands in the Lander Field Office. The sagebrush 
community is a unique community not due to its rareness but due to its 
fundamental importance in ecological conditions and processes in the Lander 
Field Office. Accordingly it should be “manage[d] to protect, preserve, or 
enhance” its status. Record # 4017. Later, in the “Special Status Species” section, 
the BLM seems to recognize the need to give priority to maintenance of 
sagebrush habitats. There it is provided that a goal is to maintain the integrity of 
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the sagebrush biome so as to sustain sage-grouse and other species, and objectives 
include maintaining large patches of sagebrush habitat and maintaining 
connections between sagebrush habitats. Goal BR:13, Objectives BR: 13.1 and 
13.2. See also Record # 4079 (providing that sagebrush understory diversity will 
be maintained). It is important that the sagebrush biome be recognized for its 
unique and important role in the ecological function of the Lander Field Office 
area, and we encourage the BLM to maintain these provisions. 

Riparian-Wetland resources are also a critically important ecosystem and 
plant community in the Lander Field Office. We generally support the provisions 
in Record #s 4030 to 4034. That said, 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. Since alternative D 
“balances the use and conservation of planning area resources,” DEIS at 52, this 
intermediate setback distance would be appropriate. Yet outside of DDAs, 
alternative D simply follows the prescriptions for alternative A; that is, current 
management. We believe that much has been learned about riparian area ecology 
and function since 1987 when the current management framework was put in 
place (i.e., alternative A), and given this improved knowledge and understanding 
a greater setback distance is warranted. We do, however, support the provision 
(stated for alternative A but apparently also applicable for alternative D) that 
mineral and reality actions within the setback distance be managed with Category 
4 restrictions. 

IX. Fish and Wildlife. 

A. General Wildlife.

An objective is that BLM will “manage for no greater than a 10 percent 
net loss of big game crucial winter range and parturition habitat over the life of 
the plan.” Goal BR: 8.1. We support this provision, which we believe can help 
ensure that big game populations in the Lander Field Office are maintained even 
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if development activities occur. We also support the related goal of managing so 
that impacts to wildlife habitats are “such that no unnecessary or undue 
degradation results” from BLM authorized activities. Goal BR: 8. However, we 
would suggest that BLM commit to monitoring the scientific literature related to 
the impacts big game can withstand on crucial winter ranges and parturition areas 
and if the literature comes to make it apparent that net losses of less than 10 
percent should be managed for, the Lander RMP should make provision for the 
adjustment of BR: 8.1 to allow for accommodation of this new information, 
without a need for an RMP amendment or maintenance action. 

We also support the provision that would prohibit surface disturbing and 
disruptive activities on big game crucial winter ranges from November 15 to April 
30 and within identified big game parturition areas from May 1 to June 30. 
Record # 4037, Maps 50-54. It is well established that big game crucial winter 
ranges are critical for supporting big game, so this provision is called for. In 
addition, the WGFD’s mitigation policy calls for the protection of these areas. We 
are concerned, however, that only Category 1 restrictions would apply in these 
areas relative to mineral and realty actions, with some (not clearly specified) 
exceptions. Category 1 restrictions do not limit mineral or realty actions, they 
open areas to these activities, subject only to stipulations.  DEIS at 58 (Table 2.5). 
This provision seems to assume that stipulations will be in place to prohibit 
development during the specified time periods, but we believe the BLM should 
not make this assumption. It should prohibit development during the specified 
time periods in crucial winter ranges and parturition areas whether stipulations are 
in place or not. At least with respect to oil and gas development, BLM’s authority 
to put in place conditions of approval (COA) would allow for this action even if 
stipulations are not in place. This issue will be discussed in Part 4.II below. But 
accordingly, more stringent restrictions than Category 1 restrictions should be put 
in place. 

We also support the provisions in Record #s 4049, 4050, and 4051. We 
believe it is especially important that the Dubois, Red Canyon, Lander Slope, 
Green Mountain, and Sweetwater River areas be priorities for the management of 
fish and wildlife habitat. Record # 4050. This is fully consistent with our 
recommended management of these areas as shown in Exhibit 1. All of these 
areas have extremely valuable wildlife resources and habitat, and this should be 
reflected in BLM’s management direction for these areas.  

The provision stating that BLM will “utilize recommendations” found in 
the WGFD’s oil and gas development mitigation document and its wind energy 
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wildlife protections document is extremely important and we congratulate BLM 
for including it. Record # 4051. We have been encouraging the BLM in other 
RMP revision efforts to adopt a provision such as this, and this may be the first 
instance in which BLM has committed to utilizing these mitigation measures. So 
again, we strongly support this provision. The WGFD is the expert wildlife 
management agency, so attempting to adhere to its recommendations is fully 
justified, and needed.  We urge the BLM to use the most current WGFD guidance 
documents since these are updated on a regular basis to include recommendations 
based on the best available science and best-known mitigation measures, and the 
RMP should make allowance for this. 

Two extremely important provisions are made in the “General Wildlife” 
section. First, BLM will seek to minimize the footprint of 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. 

But most importantly, the BLM would apply seasonal restrictions for 
wildlife protection outside of DDAs “to maintenance and operations actions” if 
the activity is detrimental to wildlife, in addition to the limitation on development 
during actual construction activities. Record # 4056. This is an extraordinary step 
forward. There has been a long-standing need to extend seasonal protection 
provisions beyond just the actual development phase to also include future 
operations. These activities can be as disruptive and detrimental to wildlife as the 
impacts during the construction period. And they may extend over far greater time 
periods.  So this is an important provision and we urge the BLM to maintain it. As 
will be discussed below in Part 4.II, there is no doubt that BLM has the legal 
authority to require the continued application of these seasonal protections.

We also support the fencing provisions in Record # 4058. We particularly 
support the provision that fences will not be constructed in identified big game 

9 An equivalent provision is made in the “Special Status Species” section of the alternatives 
descriptions where it is provided that BLM will, “Reduce the footprint of development and 
facilities to the smallest practical to protect special status species and their habitat.”  Record # 
4074. 
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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. Record # 4083 also provides important provisions relative 
to fencing that will help protect the greater sage-grouse, and these provisions 
should be implemented. Likewise Record # 6066 provides for the removal or 
modification of fences where wildlife movement and management can be 
facilitated, which is a beneficial provision. 

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). 
This should be the overarching management direction in wind energy avoidance 
areas relative to wildlife protection—an effort to “keep from happening” the 
targeted activity—wind energy development. Id.

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 
disturbance not exceed 5 percent of the sagebrush habitat in the project area. It 
does not appear this provision complies with the State of Wyoming’s Executive 
Order (EO) for greater sage-grouse core area protection. EO 2011-5 (June 2, 
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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 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.10

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. 

10 Relative to compliance with the EO with regard to wind energy development, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service’s July 7, 2009 letter to the WGFD must be noted. Exhibit 4. In this letter the Fish 
and Wildlife Service responded to requests for clarification of its policy regarding the EO and 
wind energy development. The Fish and Wildlife Service stated: “In summary, constructing wind 
farms in core areas, even for research purposes, prior to demonstrating it can be done with no 
impact to sage-grouse, negates the usefulness of the core area concept as a conservation strategy 
and brings into question whether adequate regulatory mechanisms are in place to protect the 
species.” As the Service also pointed out, “allowing impacts within core areas, for research or 
other reasons, destroys the function and value of the Strategy.” Consequently it is clear the BLM 
cannot allow wind energy development in core areas if it is to abide by the EO. Moreover, a 
failure to prevent wind energy development in core areas could well lead to a determination by the 
Fish and Wildlife Service that listing the sage-grouse under the Endangered Species Act is 
“warranted” when it next makes this determination in 2015 and 2016. 
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B. Big Game.

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). Again, and as will be discussed in Part 4.II, there is 
no doubt the BLM has the authority to require these restrictions whether a 
stipulation is in place or not. 

C. Raptors.

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 

11 This clarification should also be applied to Record # 4056, which makes these seasonal 
restrictions also applicable to “maintenance and operations actions.”  These timing limitation 
requirements should be applied to the operations stage of development activities whether 
stipulations providing for such are in place or not. 
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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. 

Given concerns expressed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service over 
golden eagle population declines in the West12 and given the sensitivity of this 
species to disturbance, we believe the BLM should prohibit surface-disturbing 
and disruptive activities under Alternative D within one mile of golden eagle nests 
as well as within one mile of ferruginous hawk nests.  Maximizing setback 
distances from energy development activities for both golden eagles and 
ferruginous hawks will help to minimize local population declines of these 
sensitive raptors.

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. 

X. Special Status Species. 

We support the provision in Record # 4104 that would prohibit surface-
disturbing activities within 200 feet of occupied pygmy rabbit habitat. But as we 
have stated elsewhere, we believe the BLM should commit to continued 
monitoring of the scientific literature and the results from activities it approves to 
determine if this limitation remains well-founded. If the science or experience 
indicates a need for change, the BLM should be able to make changes in the 
prohibition distance as needed. The RMP should provide for these modifications 
based on improved understanding so that time-consuming maintenance or 

12 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2011.  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Draft Land-Based Wind 
Energy Guidelines – Recommendations on measures to avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
effects to fish, wildlife, and their habitats. February 15, 2011. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
Department of the Interior.  Washington, D.C.  Page 14. 
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amendment actions are not needed. Perhaps this is an example of adaptive 
management. 

We also support the provision requiring BLM to avoid surface disturbing 
activities in occupied white-tailed prairie dog colonies where possible. Record # 
4105. That said, as discussed above, we believe that BLM should interpret what 
the requirement to “avoid” means in light of the normal dictionary definition of 
the word:  to “stay clear of; shun” and to “keep from happening.” THE
AMERICAN HERITAGE DICTIONARY OF THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE 125 (4TH

ed.) (defining avoid). The need for BLM to define what avoid means as part of 
this RMP revision will be discussed further below in Part 4.III. We particularly 
urge the BLM to avoid permitting wind turbine construction in occupied white-
tailed prairie dog colonies since such prey concentrations attract foraging raptors 
which are especially vulnerable to collisions with wind turbine blades. 

We also support the provision relative to bat maternity roosts and 
hibernation areas. Record # 4106. 

A. Sage Grouse

The management provisions that would apply to this special status species 
call for special discussion. The Lander Field Office of the BLM is frequently 
referred to as the “core of the core” since it has perhaps the most extensive and 
significant greater sage-grouse habitat in the core areas that Wyoming has 
designated to protect this iconic sagebrush species. Sustaining healthy populations 
of sage-grouse by protecting the sagebrush habitat on which the species depends 
is not only a critical responsibility of the Lander Field Office, but also of 
fundamental importance to the State of Wyoming, since healthy populations of 
grouse in this area will help to ensure that a listing of the species under the 
Endangered Species Act is unnecessary. We generally support the provisions 
focusing on sage-grouse management in the Lander RMP (Record #s 4093-4103) 
since these appear to be in compliance with the Governor’s Executive Order (EO) 
2011-5 on sage-grouse. However, we would like to caution the BLM that certain 
issues regarding the implementation of the provisions outlined in the EO (and 
thereby the Lander RMP) could undermine sage-grouse protection in Wyoming.  
The BLM should be aware of these limitations (discussed below), should not 
entertain exceptions to its sage-grouse provisions, should consider its 
management prescriptions as minimally protective thresholds, and should provide 
stronger protections for sage-grouse whenever possible.
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Although we acknowledge that the provisions provided for in Alternative 
B generally are more protective for the area’s greater sage-grouse than those 
outlined in Alternative D, we recognize, as supporters of Wyoming’s core area 
conservation strategy, that compromises have been made to allow development to 
go forward in less critical sage-grouse habitats in exchange for affording sage-
grouse greater protections in more critical habitats. We therefore support the 
provisions outlined for Alternative D in Record #s 4093, 4094, 4095, and 4096. 
We particularly appreciate that the timing stipulation for surface-disturbing and/or 
disruptive activities would be initiated on March 1, in Alternative D instead of on 
March 15.

However, we remind the BLM that although disallowing surface-
disturbing activities and/or disturbing activities and surface occupancy within 
0.25 miles of occupied or undetermined leks outside core area is the accepted 
provision in the 2011-5 EO and this policy has been accepted by the WGFD, 
research has shown that this distance is inadequate for protecting sage-grouse 
populations.13 Outside of the core area, the BLM should evaluate proposed 
development on a case-by-case basis and not allow development 0.25 miles from 
leks that support robust numbers of grouse simply because they happen to occur 
outside of a core area boundary. Many core area boundaries are not based wholly 
on scientific research but rather reflect compromises that were made to 
accommodate energy development in Wyoming. We recommend that the BLM
include a caveat similar to that included with the raptor nest buffer stipulations to 
the effect that setback distances included in Record #s 4094 and 4096 may be 
extended if necessary to protect particular leks. Doing so would give the BLM the 
option of affording greater protections for sage-grouse if needed during the life of 
the management plan.   

In addition, we recommend that the BLM pay particular attention to the 
construction of roads and transmission lines in sage-grouse core areas. Exceptions 
already have been allowed to the road (no surface occupancy) and transmission 
stipulations provided for in the EO.  If such exceptions continue to be allowed 
through the accommodating language of the EO and development projects 
repeatedly violate the stipulations that scientific research suggests are necessary 

13 Holloran, M.J.  2005.  Greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) population response to 
natural gas field development in western Wyoming.  Ph.D. Dissertation.  University of Wyoming, 
Laramie, WY.  Walker, B. L., D. E. Naugle, and K. E. Doherty.  2007.  Greater sage-grouse 
population response to energy development and habitat loss.  Journal of Wildlife Management 
71(8):2644-2654. 
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for protecting grouse, the sage-grouse core area conservation strategy will be 
undermined and a “warranted” listing decision by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service will be more likely.14

Furthermore, although we generally support Record #s 4094, 4095, and 
4096, 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 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. 

 We are unclear whether managing core areas as subunits and ensuring that 
the cumulative unreclaimed disturbance average does not exceed five percent of 
the sagebrush habitat within the subunit will help to address this problem nor 
whether the research underlying the five percent disturbance criterion for energy 
development projects is applicable over the scale of core area subunits. However, 
we find it difficult to believe that allowing cumulative disturbance to five percent 
of the quality sagebrush habitats that occur in Lander Field Office core areas 
would not have adverse impacts on the area’s (and thereby the State’s) sage-

14 We note that under court order, the Fish and Wildlife Service will make its next initial 
determination of whether listing the sage-grouse under the Endangered Species Act is warranted 
by 2015 and must make a final determination by 2016. We also direct you again to Exhibit 4 
where the Fish and Wildlife Service’s views regarding sage-grouse conservation and the EO are 
presented. 
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grouse populations. Although we support the BLM’s adoption of provisions 
outlined in EO 2011-5, we believe the BLM should be aware of their limitations, 
and permit only developments that ensure that sage-grouse populations remain 
adequately protected. 

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. We support Alternative B in Record # 4100 (“Exclude 
wind-energy development in greater sage-grouse Core Area”). And we believe 
that Alternative D should be amended so that it is the same as Alternative B (as 
opposed to Alternative A). Given the Lander RMP’s expected longevity as a 
planning document, the BLM could state for Alternative D that wind energy 
development is excluded from core areas unless scientific research determines 
that wind energy development does not adversely affect greater sage-grouse.
Currently Alternative D states that wind energy development will be managed on 
a case-by-case basis in consideration of impacts to greater sage-grouse and its 
habitat, but in conformity with Record # 4097. We do not believe this provision is 
sufficiently restrictive to protect sage-grouse given the potential adverse impacts 
of wind energy development on grouse. If BLM does apply Record # 4097 to 
wind energy development in the Lander FO, we urge the agency to include the 
boundary of a wind farm when conducting analyses to determine project impacts 
rather than considering only the acreage of individual turbine footprints because 
sage-grouse may be displaced or disturbed by wind turbines, in addition to being 
subject to direct habitat loss. Adverse impacts of wind farms also are likely to 
extend beyond leks to nesting grouse. 

 Even if wind energy development is restricted to non-core areas, the BLM 
should be aware that such development still could have significant adverse 
impacts on core area sage-grouse populations. For example, the proponents of the 
proposed Chokecherry/Sierra Madre wind energy project have committed to 
constructing turbines only in non-core areas. Nevertheless, these areas are 
adjacent to core area and between 89,566 acres and 126,455 acres (depending on 
the alternative selected) of core area habitat would be within four miles of wind 
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turbines.15 Such a scenario is alarming since research suggests that energy 
development impacts on leks are discernable out to four miles and some leks 
within this distance have been extirpated as a result of such development.16

Furthermore, 74-80 percent of female sage-grouse typically nest within four miles 
of leks.17 Thus the BLM should be aware that even wind energy development in 
non-core areas could have significant adverse impacts on core-area sage-grouse 
and should permit wind energy development accordingly. Minimizing adverse 
impacts of wind energy development on sage-grouse through strategic placement 
of wind turbines will be critical to maintaining sustainable grouse populations in 
the important sage-grouse habitats that comprise the Lander Field Office. 

 We support Alternative D for Record #s 4098, 4099, 4101, and 4102 
(although we prefer Alternative B for Record # 4099). 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 

15Bureau of Land Management.  2011.   Draft Visual Resource Management (VRM) Plan 
Amendment Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Volume I) and Chokecherry and Sierra 
Madre Wind Energy Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement  (Volume II) .  July 2011.  
High Desert District – Rawlins, Field Office, Rawlins, Wyoming.  Page 4.15-15. 

16 Holloran, M. J.  2005.  Greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) population response to 
natural gas field development in western Wyoming.  Ph.D. Dissertation.  University of Wyoming, 
Laramie, WY.  Walker, B. L., D. E. Naugle, and K. E. Doherty.  2007.  Greater sage-grouse 
population response to energy development and habitat loss.  Journal of Wildlife Management 
71(8):2644-2654. 

17 Moynahan, B.  2004.  Landscape-scale factors affecting population dynamics of greater sage-
grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) in north-central Montana, 2001-2004.  Ph. D. Dissertation.  
University of Montana.  Missoula, MT. Holloran, M. J. and S. H. Anderson.  2005.  Spatial 
distribution of greater sage-grouse nests in relatively contiguous sagebrush habitats.  Condor 
107:742-752. 

18 See, e.g., Bui, T.-V. D., J. M. Marzluff, and B. Bedrosian.  2010.  Common raven activity in 
relation to land use in western Wyoming: Implications for greater sage-grouse reproductive 
success.  Condor 112:65-78. 

19 Coates, P. S., and D. J. Delehanty.  2010.  Nest predation of greater sage-grouse in relation to 
microhabitat factors and predators.  Journal of Wildlife Management 74:240-248. 
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may have a significantly adverse impact on local grouse populations.20 The 
WGFD recently summarized the significant threat that ravens that colonize 
anthropogenic development may pose to sage-grouse.21 The BLM therefore 
should ensure that energy companies and others with plans to erect any structures 
that might accommodate ravens in sage-grouse habitat take the necessary steps to 
prevent ravens from nesting on these structures. 

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. 

XI. Cultural Resources. 

Record #s 5009 and 5010 provide general guidance for the protection of 
cultural resources. Record # 5010 states that appropriate viewshed protections 
will be imposed and that BLM will seek to limit degradation of cultural resources. 
                                                                  

20 Coates, P. S.  2007.  Greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) nest predation and 
incubation behavior. Ph.D. Thesis, Idaho State University, Boise, ID.  191 pp. 

21 Christiansen, T.   2011.  Ravens and greater sage-grouse in Wyoming.  A report compiled by the 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department.  Wyoming Game and Fish Department, Cheyenne, WY. 

22 Christiansen, T.   2009.  Fence marking to reduce greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus 
urophasianus) collisions and mortality near Farson, Wyoming – Summary of interim results.  
Wyoming Game and Fish Department, Cheyenne, WY.   
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It also states BLM will continue to preserve and stabilize significant sites. 
However, these provisions do not seem to be accompanied by the requirement 
that BLM will seek “avoidance” of impacts to cultural resources that Record # 
5009 provides for. We believe this should be corrected and that Record # 5010 
should state that BLM will seek to avoid degradation (not limit it) and that 
“appropriate viewshed protections” will be accomplished through avoidance of 
the activity if possible. Furthermore, where cultural resources are associated with 
the important resource values associated with VRM management classifications, 
recreation management areas, wind energy avoidance and exclusion areas, oil and 
gas leasing closure and major constraint areas, the Heritage and Tourism 
Recreation Management Corridor, ACECs, and the Reference and Education 
Area, the management provisions that apply in those areas should govern how 
cultural resources are managed. Maps 32, 78, 93, 100, 127, 132, and 135. The 
RMP should so provide. 

The provision in Record # 5011 that tribes will be consulted relative to 
cultural resources that are important to them is very important and should be fully 
implemented, as should the provision that tribally important sites, areas, and 
resource will be protected whenever possible. 

XII. Visual Resources. 

We strongly support the provision in Record # 5034 stating that BLM will 
“Prohibit surface-disturbing activities within important scenic areas (VRM Class I 
and II visual resources).” Map 78. There is no doubt the WSAs as well as the 
Dubois, Lander, Beaver Rim, and Sweetwater Watershed areas (a significant 
portion of the VRM Class I and Class II areas) are all “important scenic areas.” A 
VRM Class I management standard by definition requires BLM to “preserve the 
existing character of the landscape” and the level of change “will be very low.” 
And in VRM Class II areas the BLM must “retain the existing character of the 
landscape,” the level of change “will be low.” Given these mandatory 
management requirements, the BLM is right to prohibit surface disturbance in 
VRM Class I and Class II areas. 

While we might prefer the greater acreage of VRM Class II management 
designation that would be provided for under alternative B, we believe that the 
visual resource management prescription under alternative D are sufficient to 
protect the Priority Conservation Areas. Record # 5036, Map 78. The Dubois area 
is entirely subject to a VRM Class II designation (and some VRM Class I). Much 
of the Lander Front and Beaver Rim and the Sweetwater Watershed are 
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designated VRM Class II. We believe these areas are sufficiently covered by 
VRM Class II designations to meet the management needs for these areas, as we 
have identified them in Exhibit 1. But we do want to make a couple of points.   

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.   

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 in Map 78 would need to meet VRM Class II standards even 
though the corridor is designated VRM Class III.  This again emphasizes the need 
to designate the narrowest VRM Class III corridor possible, and we ask the BLM 
to ensure careful compliance with the provision in Record # 5037 relative to the 
Jeffrey City-area VRM corridor. 

Finally, we note that much of the Bridger Mountains area as we have 
defined it is designated VRM Class III and some of it is designated VRM Class 
IV. Map 78. We believe this is insufficient protection for the stunning visual 
resources in this area. Management needs for the Bridger Mountains area will be 
discussed below in Part 3.I. 

XIII. Renewable Energy. 

We support the provision in Record # 6015 that would make 961,696 
acres of the Lander Field Office wind-energy avoidance areas and 972,794 acres 
wind-energy exclusion areas. As can be seen on Map 100, these avoidance and 
exclusion areas correspond closely with our Priority Conservation Areas, and this 

LFO_RMP_10053



47

management direction is in correspondence with what we recommend for these 
areas. Exhibit 1. 

The draft RMP provides that management prescriptions for wind-energy 
development as it relates to important wildlife habitat, VRM Class I and Class II 
areas, Recreation Management Zones, areas with cultural resources, and specially 
designated areas are to be found in the management prescriptions for those areas 
or resources. Record # 6010. While we appreciate that these sections of the 
alternatives discussion in the DEIS may provide some guidance for management 
direction for wind energy development in these areas, we believe the BLM should 
make it clear that in wind-energy avoidance and exclusion areas the management 
direction is to avoid wind-energy development or to exclude it. This should be 
recognized as the dominant management prescription in these areas or for these 
resources even if the specific discussion in, say, the wildlife habitat management 
section of Chapter 2 in the DEIS does not discuss particular wind-energy 
prescriptions.

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. 

While some of the Bridger Mountain area is a wind-energy avoidance 
area, much of the area is open to wind-energy development. As will be discussed 
below, we believe the Bridger Mountains area as we have defined it in Exhibit 1 
should be managed as a wind-energy development exclusion area, or at a 
minimum as a wind-energy development avoidance area. 

XIV. Rights-of-Way and Corridors. 

We generally support the rights-of-way (ROW) exclusion and avoidance 
areas shown in Map 104 and the ROW designated corridors and communications 
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sites shown in Map 108.  Record #s 6020, 6022, and 6023. We support the 
provisions that new ROWs will be located in areas already disturbed by existing 
ROWs, requiring linear ROWs to be located along currently established road 
systems, limiting the width of designated ROW corridors to one-half mile with 
provision made for narrower corridors, and the requirement to locate other (non-
designated) ROWs in existing disturbance areas. Record #s 6017, 6018, and 6020. 
We also support the provision that new communications sites will be co-located 
with existing communications sites under most circumstances. Record # 6021. We 
support these provisions because they are necessary to protect important resources 
and resource values in the Lander Field Office, particularly in the area of the 
National Historic and Scenic Trails. 

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. 

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. 

XV. Comprehensive Trails and Travel Management and 
Wilderness Study Areas. 

We support the provision that would close The Bus at Baldwin Creek and 
the Johnny Behind the Rocks areas to motorized travel. Record # 6040. These are 
key recreation attractions in the Lander area and are of tremendous value and 
benefit to local citizens. Thus, these areas should be protected from the potentially 
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destructive and disruptive disturbance that motorized vehicles and motorized 
travel can cause. 

However, we believe the Whiskey Mountain area should be closed to 
motorized and mechanical travel in order to protect its extremely sensitive and 
valuable bighorn sheep herd, as alternative B provides for. Record # 6033. We do 
not believe the provision under alternative D that would open much of the 
Whiskey Mountain ACEC to motorized and mechanical travel on designated 
roads and trails would be protective enough of the bighorn sheep herd, which are 
very sensitive to human disturbance. 

We are opposed to any provision that would allow the use of motorized 
vehicles in WSAs, even on designated roads and trails. Map 128. Pursuant to 
Record # 7022 several of the WSAs would be open to motorized travel on 
designated roads and trails. Motorized travel is almost completely banned in 
wilderness areas, so the BLM should not contribute toward building a perception 
that the use of motorized vehicles in these areas is “OK.” If these areas were 
designated as wilderness, vehicular travel would almost certainly be prohibited. 
Consequently, the BLM should not contribute toward building an opposing sense 
of what is acceptable in these areas. Building this history and this expectation will 
only make BLM’s management responsibilities that much more difficult should 
these areas be designated wilderness. We urge the BLM to ban motorized travel in 
all WSAs in the Lander Field Office pursuant to the Lander RMP. The BLM 
should also strongly consider prohibiting the use of mechanized travel in the 
WSAs because this form of transportation, for example mountain bikes, is also 
prohibited in wilderness areas. Vast areas of the Field Office would remain 
available for motorized and mechanized modes of travel and recreation even if 
they were prohibited in these areas. 

We also believe that motorized travel should be prohibited in citizen 
proposed wilderness areas. Map 12. These areas contain numerous wilderness and 
other resource values. Therefore the BLM should seek to fully protect these 
values particularly since there is some chance they will be considered by 
Congress for wilderness designation, even if the BLM does not believe they meet 
the criteria for wilderness areas. So, for example, Record #s 6100 and 6101, 
which apply to the Sweetwater Rocks Undeveloped Special Recreation 
Management Area, should be modified to ensure that motorized travel is not 
permitted in citizens’ proposed wilderness areas, which likely occur in this  area. 
Compare Map 12 with Map 93. This prohibition should be replicated in all 
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citizens’ proposed wilderness areas. Again, large areas will remain available for 
motorized forms of travel. 

XVI. Livestock Grazing. 

Issues related to livestock grazing will be discussed in Part 3.II below. 

XVII. Recreation. 

Under alternative D a number of recreation management areas would be 
designated. Map 93, Record #s 6076 to 6116. We generally support the 
establishment of these recreation management areas and the management 
direction specified for them.23 We think there is little doubt that areas such as the 
Lander Slope, Red Canyon, the Lander Valley Community Special Recreation 
Management Area (Johnny Behind the Rocks and The Bus), the Continental 
Divide National Scenic Trail and National Historic Trails, the Green Mountain 
area, and the Sweetwater Rocks Undeveloped Special Recreation Management 
Area are extremely important to recreationists and management of these areas 
primarily to support recreational pursuits will pay numerous social and economic 
benefits.

We do have one concern relative to an area that would apparently not be 
designated a recreation area under the preferred alternative, alternative D. 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. Map 
143. Likewise, since BLM plans to retain the Beaver Rim ACEC, designating a 
companion recreation area would be complimentary. Map 132. The BLM would 
put in place a number of restrictions in the MLP area intended to protect visual 

23 However, we note that Table 4.33 indicates that 1,653,961 acres of the planning area would 
have a recreation setting trending toward urban/industrialized.  DEIS at 1020 (Table 4.33). We 
encourage the BLM to adopt management prescriptions that allow more of the recreation setting in 
the planning area to trend toward primitive, or at least to be maintained in the current setting.  We 
do not believe the public is seeking to have such a large area of the Field Office becoming more 
recognizable as a urban or industrialized area than the “wide open spaces” experience that now 
characterizes most recreation settings in the Lander Field Office. 
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quality, provide for NSO in a considerable portion of the area, would seek to 
protect riparian resources and ensure reclamation, limit the amount of disturbance 
to no more than 5 percent of the surface area and make other provisions to limit 
disturbance, consult with Tribes regarding sites of interest, and seek to protect 
paleontological resources. Record #s 2023 to 2034. In the ACEC BLM would put 
in place a number of protective provisions, including working with the State of 
Wyoming and others “to develop educational signage, driving loops, and kiosks 
regarding unique plant communities, unique geology, and visual resources.” 
Record #s 7087 to 7093 (Record # 7091 makes the referenced statement).24 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.

XVIII. Congressionally Designated Trails. 

Proper management of the extensive length of Congressionally Designated 
Trails that are found in the Lander Field Office is crucial because these 
historically and recreationally remarkable paths are key components of the NLCS. 

24 The Objectives stated for the Beaver Rim ACEC are also noteworthy. DEIS at 187 (providing 
that objectives for this area include maintaining wildlife habitat especially for raptors, maintaining 
views in the area, maintaining sensitive plant species, protecting significant Tribal Cultural 
Properties, and protecting the geological resources of the Beaver Rim).   
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The key provisions that would be made for the protection of these trails is 
the establishment of the Heritage Tourism and Recreation Management Corridor 
covering the eastern and central part of the trails and the establishment of the 
South Pass Historic Landscape ACEC and several recreation management areas 
along the western part of the trails. Maps 93, 127, and 132. Record #s 7003, 7004, 
and 7005. The management proposed for these trails would generally be 
protective of the extremely important resources found along the trails or 
associated with them. 

The Heritage Tourism and Recreation Management Corridor, including 
the 5 mile buffer surrounding it, would be managed as a VRM Class II area, 
although the utility corridor that traverses the area would be managed as VRM 
Class III. Record # 7006. As we discussed above, the BLM should strongly 
consider reducing the width of this utility corridor. Map 78. In any event, the 
BLM should ensure careful compliance with the standards for a VRM Class II 
area. We again note the provision at Record # 5037. As we discussed above, 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. 

Intrusions through this utility corridor could include the Lost Creek 
Corridor, Lost Creek Lateral Corridor, and the Pathfinder Reservoir/Sinclair 
Corridor. Record # 7011. But as we discussed above in the Rights-of-Way and 
Corridors section, every effort should be made to reduce the width of these utility 
corridors in the vicinity of the trails; they should be combined and made as 
narrow as possible. We strongly support the provision in Record # 7011 that 
provides that projects in the utility corridor “shall employ every feasible practice 
to limit disturbance to as small an area as possible.” 

Record # 7008 provides that the lands one-quarter of a mile on each side 
of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail Extensive Recreation 
Management Area will be managed for CSU relative to oil and gas leasing (see 
further discussion of this issue below) and that the remainder of the Heritage 
Tourism and Recreation Management Corridor will be managed as NSO from 0 to 
3 miles on each side of the trails and CSU from 3 to 5 miles on each side of the 
trails. We strongly support the application of NSO stipulations to this historically 
significant area and believe that the NSO requirement should be applied to the 
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entire 5 mile buffer. We urge the BLM to make a determination of the maximum 
horizontal reach for drill rigs that is possible today.25 Moreover, the area of the 
Heritage Tourism and Recreation Management Corridor is almost entirely 
unleased currently, so the BLM has the option of making this corridor, including 
its full 5 mile buffer, NSO with little impact on industry. Maps 33 and 127. BLM 
could offer NSO leases in this area, and industry could choose to purchase them, 
or not. 

In any event, in the CSU area (from 3 to 5 miles on each side of the trails) 
BLM states the CSU will “ensure that a project causes no more than a weak 
contrast upon the Trails . . .” with respect to oil and gas leasing. Record # 7008. 
This may or may not be the standard for a VRM Class II area; the BLM should 
ensure that if this CSU zone is maintained, the VRM Class II standards are met, 
as Record # 7006 provides.26 See, e.g., SD: 1.2 (presenting the standard for a 
VRM Class II area). And we note again that Record # 5034 provides that BLM 
will prohibit surface disturbing activities in VRM Class I and Class II areas. 

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 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 

25 Encana currently has extended the reach of directional drilling to 4,877 feet, nearly a mile. 
Exhibit 4. A reach of this length would allow much of even a 5 mile NSO buffer to be reached, 
since in many areas there are likely private or State lands where drilling could be conducted from. 

26 This same concern applies to Record # 7012. It provides that projects such as wind-energy 
development projects will be subject to a requirement that they will be authorized, even if outside 
of the 5 mile buffer, only “if the project causes no more than a weak contrast . . . .” Again, we ask 
the BLM to ensure that it complies with the stated VRM Class II standards, not necessarily this 
standard. Under the VRM Class II standard BLM must ensure the existing character of the 
landscape is retained and that the level of change is “low” (which may or may not be same thing 
as “weak”).  And again, the provision at Record # 5037 providing that intrusive surface-disturbing 
activities within view of the Congressionally Designated [Historic and Scenic] Trails will be 
evaluated based on VRM Class II standards should be adhered to, even if these projects are 
outside of the 5 mile buffer. 
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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. 

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. 

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 of the experience along both the historic trails and the 

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. 
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Continental Divide National Scenic Trail. It is also consistent with the direction 
and goals of the NLCS. 

XIX. Wild and Scenic Rivers. 

While we support the proposal pursuant to alternative D to recommend the 
Baldwin Creek and Sweetwater River units as suitable for inclusion in the 
National Wild and Scenic River System (NWSRS), it is our view that all nine of 
the eligible segments should be recommended as suitable for the NWSRS, as 
would occur under alternative B. As Table 4.42 in the DEIS shows, all nine
segments contain a host of outstandingly remarkable values, such as scenic, 
recreational, wildlife, cultural, historical, and ecological merits. DEIS at 1058. 
Consequently, all nine segments should be nominated as suitable for inclusion in 
the NWSRS. BLM seems to largely be excluding rather small or short segments, 
such as Ice Slough and Rock Creek. Map 129. But the significance of these 
smaller reaches should not be underestimated. These streams can provide wild 
and scenic water-based refuges, a rarity because most riparian areas are owned by 
private parties and because riparian areas are by definition rare in this arid 
landscape. BLM should recognize the uniqueness of all NWSRS eligible 
segments that are found on its lands and make its recommendations accordingly. 
If this were done, all nine segments would be nominated for inclusion in the 
NWSRS. 

Record # 7028 provides that the waterways recommended as suitable for 
inclusion in the NWSRS will be managed to “protect free flowing values, 
outstanding remarkable values, and ensure maintenance of eligible and suitable 
classifications.” This is certainly appropriate management direction for the 
remarkable Baldwin Creek and Sweetwater River segments that are recommended 
for inclusion in the NWSRS. A number of the subsequent Record Numbers 
provide specific management direction for the Baldwin Creek and Sweetwater 
River segments. We support those provisions, such as NSO for oil and gas leasing 
and management as VRM Class II in the Baldwin Creek area and VRM Class I in 
the Sweetwater River area. Record #s 7030 and 7035. 

Record # 7036 provides that all nine eligible segments will be managed to 
“improve characteristics which would facilitate future suitability classification.” 
This is an important provision and we strongly support it. Even if BLM does not 
plan to currently recommend seven of the segments as suitable for inclusion in the 
NWSRS, it appears it will attempt to retain that option for the future. We support 
that provision and encourage the BLM to adopt it. Again, even small segments of 
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natural free-flowing rivers can have a tremendous value that is out of proportion 
to their short length. Consequently, maintaining the option of recommending 
these segments as suitable for NWSRS designation in the future is laudable.  
Table 4.42 in the DEIS makes it clear that all nine segments were found to be 
eligible for the NWSRS, stating on page 1058 that the table “lists the waterways 
found to be eligible for inclusion in the NWSRS . . . .” Therefore, the provision in 
Record # 7036 seems to apply to all nine segments, and should be implemented.29

XX. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. 

BLM proposes to retain four ACECs (Lander Slope, Red Canyon, 
Whiskey Mountain, and Beaver Rim), to retain and expand two ACECs (East 
Fork and Green Mountain), and to designate a new South Pass Historical 
Landscape ACEC. Record # 7040, Map 132. Rather than establishing the 
proposed Government Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage-Grouse ACEC, BLM would 
instead establish the Government Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage-Grouse 
Reference and Education Area with an accompanying smaller ACEC, the Twin 
Creek ACEC. Id. The DEIS goes on to describe the management prescriptions for 
each of these ACECs and we generally support the proposed management 
direction. Of particular interest and concern to us are the prescriptions for VRM 
classifications and oil and gas leasing. The management proposed for each of 
these ACECs relative to these two management issues is as follows: 

ACEC VRM 
Classification 

Oil and Gas 
Leasing

Prescription 

Other 

Lander Slope Class II NSO Closed to 
phosphate leasing. 

Red Canyon Class II NSO Closed to 
phosphate leasing. 

Whiskey Mountain Class II Closed Closed to 
phosphate leasing. 

Beaver Rim Class II NSO  Managed pursuant 
to an MLP. 

29 Table 4.44 indicates one means by which this provision can be implemented, the provision for 
“other special designation management” that applies to a NWSRS segment.  DEIS at 1061 (Table 
4.44). In many instances an ACEC could also be designated that encompasses an NWSRS 
segment, and this would assist considerably in protecting the outstanding remarkable values of 
these streams. 
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East Fork Not specified but 
probably Class 
II—See Map 78 
and Record # 
7064.

Closed Closed to 
phosphate leasing. 

Green Mountain Class II NSO  
South Pass Historical 
Landscape

Class II NSO Projects such as 
wind-energy
development and 
transmission lines 
authorized outside 
of the 5 mile 
buffer only if they 
cause no more 
than a weak 
contrast.30

Twin Creek Not specified31 NSO  

30 There is also a provision that in the area 0 to 5 miles on each side of the trails, “new audible and 
atmospheric effects will not exceed current levels.” Record # 7110. We support this provision, but 
as we discussed above we believe it should be made clear that this provision applies to protecting 
dark night skies from the effects of light pollution. 

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 activities 
could 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 
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Government 
Draw/Upper Sweetwater 
Sage-Grouse Reference 
and Education Area 

Not specified31 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. 

As can be seen, the management prescriptions for the eight ACECs and one 
special management area generally propose to manage these areas as VRM Class 
II and NSO or closed for purposes of oil and gas leasing. We support this 
management direction and urge the BLM to adopt it. This is necessary to protect 
the relevance and importance values in these areas, values which BLM 
recognizes. DEIS at 465-473. It will also contribute toward needed protection for 
the Priority Conservation Areas. 

We do believe, however, that in two of the proposed ACECs a more 
protective management plan should be adopted. Under alternative D, the Beaver 
Rim ACEC would only be 6,421 acres whereas under alternative B it would be 
20,254 acres. Record # 7087. We believe the expanded ACEC should be adopted 
by the BLM in the Lander RMP. As discussed above, BLM is also proposing a 
143,448 acre MLP area on the Beaver Rim. Map 143. By putting in place an 
expanded ACEC the BLM could better ensure complimentary management 
direction and efforts with respect to both the ACEC area and the MLP area. And 
as also discussed above in Part 2.XVII, this would also compliment the special 

                                                                  
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. 
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recreation management area (Muskrat Basin) that we feel should be designated in 
this area. There is no doubt the Beaver Rim area contains an array of important 
resources, including unique plant communities, unique geology, and visual 
resources. The larger ACEC would better protect these important resource values.

Likewise we believe the 24,860 acre Green Mountain ACEC proposed 
under alternative B should be adopted in preference to the 21,389 acre ACEC 
proposed under alternative D.32 BLM recognizes in the DEIS that the relevance 
and importance values of this area include wildlife and plant communities. “The 
area contains important elk winter range and constitutes almost all of the winter 
range for the Green Mountain elk herd. The important plant communities in this 
area are the riparian-wetland systems scattered throughout the ACEC, including 
wet meadow complexes formed by beaver dams.” DEIS at 469. This area is 
facing threats: 

The primary management challenge for this area is energy 
development. Energy development activity could result in the loss 
or alteration of the elk crucial winter range, which could threaten 
the viability of the Green Mountain herd. The area has historically 
undergone intensive exploration and development for uranium and, 
to a lesser degree, oil and gas. The resurgence of the uranium 
market has resulted in renewed mining activity in the area. There 
has also been increased interest in wind-energy development and 
drilling for oil and gas in and surrounding the ACEC. 

DEIS at 469-470. Given these threats to the important and relevant resource 
values in this area, BLM would be well advised to establish the larger ACEC. The 
BLM acknowledges that this expanded area “contains wildlife resources. In 
addition, the expansion area includes an elk parturition area near the top of Green 
Mountain. This portion of Green Mountain consists of open sagebrush surrounded 
by forested areas.” DEIS at 470. So again, expansion of the ACEC to the full 
24,860 acres is advised so as to fully protect the relevant and important values 
BLM recognizes. 

In addition to the ACECs BLM proposes to designate under the Lander 
RMP, it also proposes to not establish several ACECs.  BLM would not establish 

32 However, we support the provision in alternative D that would manage the area as VRM Class 
II whereas alternative B would manage some of the area as VRM Class II and some as VRM Class 
III.  Record # 7098. 
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the Castle Gardens, Cedar Ridge, Sweetwater Rocks, Continental Divide National 
Scenic Trail, and Regional Historic Trails and Early Highways ACECs, all of 
which would be designated under alternative B. Record # 7040, Map 131. 
However, even though BLM does not propose to designate these ACECs these 
areas nevertheless will be “manage[d] to protect the identified relevant and 
important characteristics.” Record # 7040 (underline added). This is a very 
important provision. The effect of it should be to ensure significant protection for 
all of these areas, areas the BLM recognizes meet the relevance and importance 
criteria for ACEC designation. DEIS at 471-73. 

Pursuant to this provision the BLM should ensure that it meets the 
management direction that it specifies for each of these ACECs. Record #s 7113 
to 7140. This management direction—specified under the provisions for 
alternative D—presents the management requirements that would generally 
ensure BLM “manage[s] to protect the identified relevant and important 
characteristics,” as Record # 7040 provides for. 

Of the ACECs not proposed for designation pursuant to the preferred 
alternative, we are particularly interested the Sweetwater Rocks ACEC. This 
ACEC 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 an ACEC. This emphasizes 
the importance of abiding by the requirement mentioned above, 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. BLM described 
these values: 

The Granite Mountains-Sweetwater Rocks area represents a 
preserved landscape from Wyoming’s geologic past, unique in 
Wyoming for its mountain tops’ partial burial in upper Tertiary 
sedimentary deposits. Other mountain ranges in Wyoming have 
been almost entirely exhumed, and the Tertiary sedimentary record 
destroyed by erosion. The geologic history that caused this 
phenomenon has also resulted in uranium ore deposits and jade and 
agate occurrences. Scenic values in the area include large granite 
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spires, domes, and peaks, which the most recent VRI found to be 
one of the most scenic areas in the planning area. The Granite 
Mountains are a focal point for travelers along State Highways 220 
and 287, where there are several rest areas, scenic pullouts, and 
interpretive facilities. Climbing in the Granite Mountain area is a 
rapidly increasing activity. Cultural values in the area include 
landmarks used during the historic western migration through this 
portion of Wyoming (e.g., Devil’s Gate, Split Rock, Three 
Crossings, and Independence Rock). 

DEIS at 465 (Table 3.61), 472. Thus, 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.   

But in addition we believe that management of this area should seek to 
compliment that in the above-mentioned, adjacent special recreation management 
areas. So, for example, this area should be managed to compliment the 
management direction in the Heritage Tourism and Recreation Management 
Corridor, which includes a goal to “Preserve and protect the historical remains 
and historical settings of the Oregon, Mormon Pioneer, California, and Pony 
Express [National Historic Trails] and their associated historic sites for public use 
and enjoyment.” Goal SD: 4. An objective is to “Manage the landscape 
(viewshed) associated with the [National Historic Trails] so that visitors continue 
to get a sense of how this landscape influenced emigrants along the trails.” 
Objective SD: 5.1. This direction would be a valuable compliment to other 
management direction for the Sweetwater Rocks area. 

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.    

XXI. Socioeconomic Resources. 

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 
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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 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. 

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.

PART 3—MANAGEMENT NEEDS FOR THE BRIDGER MOUNTAINS 
PRIORITY CONSERVATION AREA, LIVESTOCK GRAZING, 
PHOSPHATE MINING, AND BENTONITE MINING. 

I. Management Needs for the Bridger Mountains Priority 
Conservation Area. 

A. Introduction.
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As we have made clear throughout these comments, we believe the BLM 
should focus a greater of level of resource protection on the Bridger Mountains 
area under the auspices of the Lander RMP. The proposed management of this 
area in the draft RMP is lacking relative to protections for this magnificent 
Priority Conservation Area. For example, much of this area would be open to oil 
and gas leasing with only moderate constraints. Map 32. The vast majority of the 
area is available for phosphate leasing. Map 41. Much of it is available for wind 
energy development. Map 100. The area is managed as VRM Class III or even 
Class IV. Map 78. Given this relative paucity of protective provisions, we believe 
the BLM should reconsider the management direction for this area, and in the 
following section we will propose management for this area that would help 
ensure its important resources and resource values are adequately protected. 

B. Proposed Management Direction for the Bridger Mountains.

With superb opportunities for recreation, a diverse assemblage of native 
plants and wildlife, and a strong likelihood that significant new oil and gas 
development will occur nearby, we believe that the greater Copper Mountain area 
(GCMA) deserves management that will maintain or minimize impacts to scenic, 
recreational, and ecological values of this area. Below in Figure 1 we present a 
map of this area. This is a revision to the area presented in the map entitled “The 
Bridger Mountains—Extraordinary Solitude, Geology, and Wildlife” in Exhibit 1, 
and the reasons for this modification will be discussed below.  
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Figure 1. Map of the proposed greater Copper Mountain area (GCMA). 

We propose that this area’s setting and the recreational opportunities it 
affords be maintained by crafting management that provides quiet recreational 
experiences and limits or prevents ground disturbing activities. Furthermore, 
because the proposed Moneta Divide Natural Gas Project will likely affect 
wildlife habitat outside of the GCMA, especially winter habitat use by the 
Southwest Bighorn mule deer herd, we suggest that BLM consider establishing an 
off-site mitigation fund for development-related activities of the proposed Moneta 
Divide project that will likely affect wildlife within the GCMA. Finally, we urge 
BLM to consider implementing changes to its management of livestock grazing 
for this area to restore degraded riparian areas and prevent further cheatgrass 
invasion. In the paragraphs that follow we provide recommendations that we 
believe will help maintain the superb scenic, recreational, and ecological 
resources of the GCMA.

The area encompassed in the GCMA has been modified from the 
Wyoming Outdoor Council’s earlier Bridger Mountains proposal, presented in the 
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map entitled “The Bridger Mountains” in Exhibit 1. The southern boundary has 
been modified to be consistent with the southern boundary of the WGFD’s Wind 
River Canyon Key Nongame Wildlife area (KNWA). The northern, eastern, 
southeastern, and eastern boundary of the GCMA is consistent with that of the 
earlier Bridger Mountains proposal. The southern boundary of the KNWA is a 
logical one, based upon the expertise and on-the-ground experience of the 
WGFD’s nongame biologists. It follows landscape features that separate the 
Copper Mountains and their foreground from the area to the south that will likely 
experience heavy development as part of the Moneta Divide project. Our on-the-
ground observations confirm that this southern boundary of the KNWA is 
appropriate for the GCMA as it will maintain the setting and visual quality of the 
Copper Mountains and provide a buffer from the proposed development to the 
south. Furthermore, as with the earlier proposal, the southern boundary of the 
GCMA remains north of producing oil and gas leases. In addition to presenting 
the map of this area above, we have also included it as a shape file included with 
Exhibit 1. 

As one of the best areas of the Lander planning area providing 
opportunities for quiet recreational pursuits, we hope BLM will implement 
management for the GCMA that maintains this area’s excellent opportunities for 
hunting, hiking, primitive camping, wildlife watching, and potentially, mountain 
biking. As the son of a ranching family in this area we have consulted with told 
us, “I want it to remain largely undeveloped and pristine.”

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 

33 Sawyer, H., R. M. Neilson, F. G. Lindzey, L. Keith, J. H. Powell, and A. A. Abraham.  2007.  
Habitat selection of elk in a nonforested environment.  Journal of Wildlife Management 
71(3):868–874. 
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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.

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 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.  As the son of the ranching family from this area mentioned above said to 
us, “Any such impacts [from oil and gas development or mineral extraction] 
should be minimal or effectively mitigated.” 

We believe that a VRM class II management and category 5 restrictions 
are warranted for this area because of the area’s outstanding scenic, recreational, 
and ecological values. Especially relevant is the importance of this area 
demonstrated by its designation as a Key Nongame Wildlife Area by the WGFD, 
for roosting bats and foraging raptors. These species include the Townsend’s big-
eared bat, peregrine falcon, and golden eagle. Because of the presence of a high 
concentration of these species, all of which are susceptible to wind energy facility 
induced mortality, we do not feel that wind energy development is appropriate 
within the GCMA. However, we feel that two exceptions to the category 5 
restrictions are appropriate: the designation of the Shoshoni/Badwater and 
Westwide 79-216 right-of-way corridors. We do not believe that electrical 
transmission within these corridors is compatible with the values of this area, but 
we would not be opposed to new pipelines within these corridors so long as 
surface disturbances are properly reclaimed to prevent the spread of cheatgrass 
and halogeton. Because of the ongoing threat to the integrity of this area from 
mining, we believe that it should be withdrawn from locatable mineral entry 
because the natural values of this area outweigh any potential mineral 
development. Finally, we also believe that the natural values of this area far 
outweigh the limited economic opportunities associated with the marginal 
phosphate deposits, especially those found at Lysite Mountain.
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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 the BLM to 
analyze and incorporate vegetation treatments in the RMP to facilitate removal of 
these woody invasive species. Our groups would attempt to assist any effort BLM 
may undertake to remove these woody invaders 

.
Recent research34 has shown that cheatgrass invasion is facilitated 

primarily by stress. The author found  that “[i]nherent differences in resilience 
driven by landscape orientation and soil properties create a mosaic of [plant] 
communities that differ substantially in the cattle grazing disturbance levels they 
can withstand before crossing a threshold to an alternative state.”35 He goes on to 
note that “[c]ommunities located on coarser-textured soils, flat terrain or south-
facing slopes are the least resilient to disturbance because of their lower 
productivity.”36 The author recommended that cumulative stress be reduced 
because climate change is likely to increase heat and water stress.37 In addition, 
“[r]educing cumulative cattle grazing intensities by altering utilization rates 
and/or seasons of use and other management strategies may be the only effective 
means” to reduce stress.38

The current distribution of cheatgrass within the GCMA seems to confirm 
these findings, according to our anecdotal observations, because cheatgrass is 
found primarily in areas with south-facing aspects and coarse granitic soils. 
Because this already xeric area may experience warming and drying as a result of 
climate change, we support this scientist’s recommendation to alter utilization 

34 Michael D. Reisner, Drivers of Plant Community Dynamics in Sagebrush Steppe Ecosystems: 
Cattle Grazing, Heat and Water Stress. PhD Dissertation, Oregon State Univ. Corvallis, OR (Oct. 
18, 2010). 

35 Id. at 223. 

36 Id.

37 Id.  

38 Id.  
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rates and seasons of use. In addition to cheatgrass invasion of upland plant 
communities, we also observed degradation of riparian areas within the GCMA. 
Figure 2, below, is an example of a small seep and associated mesic vegetation 
within the Fuller Peak CWP39 that exhibits hummocks and very high livestock 
utilization. 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. 

Figure 2. Hummocks and heavy utilization of a riparian area within the Fuller 
Peak CWP. Photo courtesy of Tony Furlisi. 

II. Livestock Grazing Management. 

Under the proposed preferred alternative, BLM would put in place a 
system that would allow range improvement projects only when necessary to 

39 The coordinates for this seep are: WGS 84 (NAD 83) UTM 13T 0272683, 4807103.    
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implement a comprehensive grazing management strategy that leads to improved 
rangeland health. Record # 6063. Range improvement projects would be avoided 
that would expand livestock grazing on the landscape unless there is clear link to 
a comprehensive grazing strategy. Id. Overall there would be a moderate forage 
utilization level (41 to 60 percent). Record # 6064. Virtually the entire Field 
Office would be open to livestock grazing. Record # 6060, Map 119. But over 
time there could be a reduction in the number of animal unit months (AUM) of 
grazing that is authorized.40 DEIS at 56. 

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 
requirements. 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. As the BLM notes, “how
livestock grazing will be managed is a planning area-wide issue.” DEIS at 24 
(emphasis in original). Given this, regulating the length of the grazing system is 
needed pursuant to this RMP.  

Generally the BLM should seek to avoid construction of range 
improvement projects if possible. These projects can have a number of significant 

40 The BLM estimates an overall reduction in actual AUMs of 18.4 percent, from 204,993 AUMs 
to 167,173 AUMs.  DEIS at 1000 (Table 4.32). 

41 See the PhD Dissertation cited at footnote 34. 
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environmental impacts. Before a range improvement project is authorized, the 
BLM should ensure compliance with this requirement: “Benefits associated with 
the projected improvement in rangeland health [due to the construction of the 
project] should exceed the adverse impacts associated with the project 
infrastructure.” Record # 6063. The BLM recognizes that range improvement 
projects “come[ ] with a price.” DEIS at 25. They can cause fragmentation of 
wildlife habitats, adverse effects on recreational values, “ever increasing volumes 
of fences” are problematic for wildlife, water projects can cause a redistribution 
of grazing pressure “in ways that are not always beneficial,” impacts on visual 
values occur due to fencing, and there is a nuisance factor for the public which 
can be forced to open and close numerous gates associated with range 
improvement projects. Id. Thus, before BLM authorizes a range improvement 
project it should ensure these adverse impacts do not exceed anticipated benefits 
from the project. Range improvement projects that occur without avoiding these 
kinds of impacts will not have a “clear link” to a valid comprehensive grazing 
strategy. Record # 6063. 

In adopting this approach to approving range improvement projects, the 
BLM seems to be guided by competing concerns about fostering maximum levels 
of grazing through permitting range improvement projects (alternatives A and C) 
or ensuring greater levels of environmental protection by imposing more 
restrictions on range improvement projects (alternatives B and D). See DEIS at 
23-26 (discussing closure of some areas to livestock grazing). By reducing the 
number of range improvement projects that will be approved, BLM anticipates 
that reductions in the number of AUMs authorized will be necessary to meet 
rangeland health standards. Id. at 24-25. This may prove to be true, the DEIS 
anticipates an 18.4 percent reduction in the actual AUMs. DEIS at 1000 (Table 
4.32). But this reduction will likely be a gradual reduction, and operators will 
have time to make adjustments, such as by finding grazing opportunities on 
private ranges. Furthermore, the environmental benefits of a careful review of any 
proposed projects so as to ensure they are linked to a comprehensive grazing 
management strategy that improves rangeland health will make any reductions in 
grazing levels justified and well supported. 

Reductions in livestock grazing use may not only be required because 
fewer range improvement projects are being built, reductions in grazing use may 
also be needed to meet the specified moderate forage utilization level (41 to 60 
percent). BLM should monitor compliance with this requirement carefully and 
ensure that it is met. Since only “approximately 131,000 AUMs could be 
authorized in the planning area without resource conflicts,” DEIS at 24, the BLM 

LFO_RMP_10053



71

may need to manage grazing levels at more like the 41 percent level than the 60 
percent level.42 It should take steps to determine what level of grazing is 
sustainable in each allotment, and levels which will allow rangeland health 
standards to be achieved, and not assume the 60 percent level is necessarily 
“moderate” and consistent with resource protection. 

In terms of ensuring compliance with Record #s 6063 and 6064, we 
believe the Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management presented in Appendix 
J have great value. These guidelines specify a number of the considerations that 
need to be incorporated into a comprehensive grazing management strategy in 
order to ensure it is in fact “comprehensive.” Record # 6063. Range improvement 
projects should be required to meet these guidelines before being approved—
these provisions largely define what a comprehensive grazing strategy must 
consist of.  The guidelines also specify many of the considerations that should be 
made in setting stocking rates, establishing utilization levels, and specifying the 
length of grazing seasons. Record # 6064. 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.

Finally, in addition to overall issues related to livestock grazing 
management, we think it is also worth noting one area that should be closed to 
grazing. That is the Sweetwater River Canyon area. This area is a remarkable 
recreational, scenic, wildlife and wilderness resource and livestock grazing in this 
narrow canyon is incompatible with these resource values. The impact of grazing 
on the riparian system, including the important and popular trout fishery in this 
canyon, is not sustainable and we do not believe it is consistent with rangeland 
health provisions and the grazing standards and guidelines. Alternative B would 
close the Sweetwater River Canyon to grazing. Map 118. We believe the 
preferred alternative should also make this provision so as to ensure the important 

42 Since the BLM anticipates 167,173 actual AUMs will still be permitted when the RMP is 
implemented, “resource conflicts” will still exist.  DEIS at 24, 1000 (Table 4.32).  This 
emphasizes the need to make both careful determinations of what constitutes moderate forage 
utilization levels, and what range improvement projects are acceptable. 
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resource values in the Sweetwater Canyon are not degraded. The conflicts with 
the recreational values in this canyon for boaters, hikers, and fishers are just too 
great. To relieve any impact that closing this area to grazing might have on 
permittees, the BLM might assist them in finding grazing opportunities elsewhere, 
including on other BLM lands. 

III. Bentonite Withdrawals. 

Bentonite mining could have significant impacts if it were to occur in 
certain areas. We believe these areas should be withdrawn from entry for location 
of bentonite.  Two of these areas include the Lander Slope and the Johnny Behind 
the Rocks area. It appears the Johnny Behind the Rocks area would be withdrawn 
from entry pursuant to the proposed preferred alternative. Map 24. We 
congratulate BLM for that proposed decision.43 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. 

IV. Phosphate Mining in Red Canyon and Sinks Canyon State 
Park.

While much of the Lander Field Office would be close to phosphate 
leasing under the preferred alternative, Map 41, there are State lands in Red 
Canyon and Sinks Canyon State Park that might remain threatened by this 
activity. Map 1. We urge the BLM to investigate whether land exchanges could 
be made in these areas that would place these State lands under Federal control, 
with the State of course acquiring valuable lands elsewhere. Phosphate mining on 
these lands would be highly undesirable and would destroy the character of the 
Lander area. That should not be allowed to occur. As we discussed above, the 
history of phosphate mining in the Soda Springs, Idaho area stands as a testament 
to the extremely destructive nature of phosphate mining. And we do note this 
about State lands: while the State may have an obligation to maximize revenues 

43 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.
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from these lands for the benefit of the public schools, the State also has long-term
trust responsibilities for these lands. Therefore, maximizing revenues in the short-
term may not be in accord with its long-term trust responsibilities. Short-term 
exploitation of any phosphate deposits in Red Canyon and Sinks Canyon State 
Park might lead to long-term environmental degradation and economic loss, as the 
situation in Idaho indicates. The BLM should seek to avoid this. 

PART 4—ADDITIONAL ISSUES AND CONCERNS REGARDING THE 
PROPOSED LANDER RMP. 

I. Additional Best Management Practices should be Recognized. 

Pursuant to numerous provisions in the proposed RMP, the Lander Field 
Office would require BMPs to be utilized to reduce the environmental impacts of 
many activities. Appendix H presents BMPs that might be utilized. However, 
BLM is clear that this is not an exclusive list and that other BMPs might be 
utilized. See DEIS at 1431 (providing in Appendix H that the purpose “is not to 
select certain practices or designs,” and these BMPs “are not to be considered as 
exclusive sources of information; rather, they should be used as a starting point . . 
. .”). Below we will present several additional sources of BMPs that we ask the 
BLM to consider, and to adopt as potential sources for BMPs to be used in the 
Lander Field Office.

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. 

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. 

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 
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BLM should carefully consider these options, and make reference to this 
important source of information in the Lander RMP.  

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.

II. BLM has Extensive Rights to Regulate Oil and Gas 
Development Proposals. 

Generally in the proposed Lander RMP the BLM seems to recognize the 
extensive rights it maintains to regulate oil and gas development proposals, 
despite an area having been leased. This is reflected in the large areas where 
“major” constraints would be imposed on leases,44 the provision to not re-offer 
existing leases when they expire in areas closed to leasing,45 and the BLM’s 
proposal to extend TLS to the operations phase of development and not just the 
construction or drilling phase.46

However, there do seem to be exceptions, times when the BLM 
incorrectly seems to diminish its oversight and regulatory authority. For example, 
in Appendix N, BLM indicates that reasonable measures that might be imposed 
on oil and gas development activities cannot exceed the “200-meter 60-day rule” 
limits specified at 43 C.F.R. § 3101.1-2. See DEIS at 1495 (stating that reasonable 
measures “may require relocating proposed operations up to 200 meters, but not 
off leasehold, and prohibiting surface disturbance activities for up to 60 days.”). 
Any suggestion that BLM’s regulatory and oversight authority is constrained to 
this degree is incorrect and has no legal merit. Therefore, we will discuss some of 
BLM’s extensive retained rights in areas it has leased in an effort to ensure that 
the BLM fully recognizes its continuing authority. 

Enclosed as Exhibit 7 is a publication that a Wyoming Outdoor Council 
attorney prepared that discusses the legal basis for BLM’s assertion of significant 

44 Map 32. 

45 Record # 2006. 

46 Record # 4056. 
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retained rights in areas that it has leased. Under applicable statutes, regulations, 
and other policy, the BLM has a great deal of authority to regulate the time, place, 
and manner of oil and gas development on its lands. An oil and gas lease is made 
“subject to” applicable laws (statutes), the terms and conditions of the lease and 
attached stipulations, BLM or Department of the Interior regulations or formal 
orders, and reasonable measures that may be specified to minimize adverse 
impacts.47 These retained rights give the BLM a great deal of authority to regulate 
oil and gas development. Development can be conditioned by regulating the 
timing of operations, the siting and design of facilities, and specification of the 
rates of oil and gas development and production. The BLM also has authority to 
suspend oil and gas operations in the interest of conservation and can even 
prohibit development if impacts are substantially different or greater than normal. 
The BLM retains the right to prevent “adverse impacts” by requiring “reasonable 
measures,” which can be used to limit all types of environmental harm. These 
reasonable measures are by no means limited to just the limits mentioned in the 
200-meter 60-day rule. The 3101.1-2 regulation itself states that the 200-meter 
60-day measures are “a minimum” of what is consistent with lease rights, and 
when BLM adopted the 3101.1-2 regulation it stated, “the authority of the Bureau 
to prescribe ‘reasonable,’ but more stringent protection measures is not affected 
by the final rulemaking.” 53 Fed. Reg. 17,340, 17,341 (May 16, 1988). 
Accordingly, the BLM should not in any way suggest that the reasonable 
measures it might specify are limited to just those in the 200-meter 60-day rule. 

An additional source of authority giving BLM broad latitude to regulate 
the conditions under which oil and gas development occurs relates to BLM’s 
obligation to “minimize” the environmental impacts of oil and gas development. 
An array of BLM regulations and other sources of authority require the BLM to 
“minimize” the environmental impact of oil and gas development. These include 
the following: 

Any rights granted in a lease are made “subject to” reasonable measures 
that may be required by the authorized officer, with such reasonable 
measures being as needed to “minimize adverse impacts to other resource 
values, land uses or users not addressed in the lease stipulations at the time 
operations are proposed.” 43 C.F.R. § 3101.1-2.

47 See BLM Standard Lease Form (Form 3100-11) and 43 C.F.R. § 3101.1-2 (making the lease 
“subject to” these conditions). 
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Section 6 of BLM’s standard lease form (form 3100-11) requires the 
lessee, under the direction of the BLM, to conduct operations in a manner 
that “minimizes” adverse impacts to a host of environmental resources.  

BLM’s regulations for leases, permits, and easements also require BLM to 
minimize environmental impacts. These regulations require that every 
land use authorization contain terms and conditions which shall 
“[m]inimize damage to scenic, cultural and aesthetic values, fish and 
wildlife habitat and otherwise protect the environment.” 43 C.F.R. 
§2920.7(b)(2).

Another source of authority requiring BLM to minimize adverse 
environmental impacts from oil and gas operations is Onshore Oil and Gas 
Order No. 1. The Order requires that, “[t]he operator must conduct 
operations to minimize adverse effects to surface and subsurface 
resources, prevent unnecessary surface disturbance, and conform with 
currently available technology and practice.” Onshore Order No. 1 § IV. 
In approving an Application for Permit to Drill (APD), the BLM must 
attach conditions of approval that reflect necessary mitigation measures, 
including reasonable mitigation measures to ensure that operations 
“minimize adverse impacts to other resources . . . .” Id. § III.F.a.3. 

And while it is not a regulation, BLM’s Gold Book also makes it clear that 
environmental impacts must be minimized. Under the Gold Book, the 
BLM must minimize undesirable impacts to the environment, the long-
term health and productivity of the land must be assured, and BLM and 
the operator must minimize long-term disruption of the surface resources 
and uses and promote successful reclamation. Gold Book at 2, 15. While 
the objective is to maximize oil and gas recovery, this is to be done “with 
minimum adverse effect on . . . other natural resources, and environmental 
quality.” Id. at 37. Design and construction techniques should “minimize 
surface disturbance and the associated effects of proposed operations and 
maintain the reclamation potential of the site.” Id. at 15. 

The effect of all these provisions is that BLM is under an obligation to minimize 
the environmental impacts of any oil and gas development it approves. This 
should be borne in mind when interpreting what a “major” constraint on oil and 
gas leasing and development means.   
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Minimize means “[t]o reduce to the smallest possible amount, extent, size, 
or degree.” THE AMERICAN HERITAGE DICTIONARY OF THE ENGLISH
LANGUAGE 1119 (4TH ed.). Obviously this is a strong standard. And it is not an 
analytical or procedural requirement—it is not just a mandate to comply with 
NEPA. It is a substantive obligation—in order to meet the obligation to minimize 
impacts established by its regulations, the BLM must reduce adverse 
environmental impacts “to the smallest possible . . . degree.” Now we recognize 
that a somewhat more flexible view of the meaning of “minimize” may perhaps 
be permissible under some Supreme Court precedent. But not all Supreme Court 
precedent would allow a more flexible interpretation. Therefore, we believe 
“minimize” means something, and BLM should adhere to the normal meaning of 
the word as closely as possible. 

If this is done, we think it is clear that BLM has both a great deal of 
latitude to regulate oil and gas development in a way that protects the 
environment, and in fact an obligation to do so. Consequently, we ask the BLM to 
review the Lander RMP and ensure that no statements or positions are put 
forward in the land use plan that would undermine BLM’s strong authority—and 
obligation—to regulate oil and gas development in order to protect the 
environment. 

Recent precedent from the Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) 
supports our view that BLM has strong authority to regulate oil and gas 
development, even if stipulations are not specifically in place allowing regulation 
of the activity. Discussing the 3101.1-2 regulation, the IBLA held that the 
regulation permits broad regulation: “[This] constrained interpretation of a 
‘reasonable measure’ [that the appellant claimed would only allow imposition of 
the 200-meter 60-day limits] is at odds with the plain language of the regulation, 
which describes what measures ‘at a minimum’ are deemed consistent with lease 
rights, and does not purport to prohibit as unreasonable per se measures that are 
more stringent.” Yates Petroleum Corp., 176 IBLA 144, 156 (2008). Given this, 
the IBLA held that BLM was allowed to impose COAs that protected the sage-
grouse even though stipulations allowing regulation were not in place. The 
BLM’s ability to impose “reasonable measures” is broad, not limited—the 200-
meter 60-day rule is a floor not a ceiling. We ask the BLM to recognize its broad 
authority to regulate the oil and gas industry in the Lander RMP, including 
through the imposition of needed COAs, even if lease stipulations are not in 
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place.48 We specifically ask the BLM to recognize that it is not limited to just 
requiring protective measures that are in accord with the 200-meter 60-day “rule.” 

III. Definition of Terms. 

There are several terms used repeatedly in the DEIS that we believe call 
for definition in the Glossary or otherwise need to be explained. These terms are 
pervasive in the DEIS, and their importance is clear. Thus, they should be 
defined.

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. 

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

48 The provision in Goal MR: 3 that BLM will “Provide protections for resource values in areas of 
conflict with mineral exploration and development” is appropriate and is the kind of assertion of 
authority that we believe is needed in the Lander RMP. 
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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.”   

This term should be approached, perhaps, through the lens of what 
constitutes cumulative impacts pursuant to NEPA: the incremental impact (or 
activity) when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable impacts 
(or actions). See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7 (defining cumulative impact). Approaching 
the definition of what constitutes a “case-by-case basis” in a manner that ensures 
the overall impacts are considered will help ensure the Lander RMP is 
implemented in a holistic, comprehensive manner. 

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. For any mitigation plan to be acceptable it should be tied to 
complying with recognized standards or outcomes, and not be left completely to 
“case-by-case” determinations with little or no public involvement, oversight, or 
review, or even more significantly, RMP guidance. So, for example, before a 
proposal to allow development on a slope in excess of 25 percent could be found 
to be acceptable, there should be assurance that the soil, soil reclamation, and 
water standards specified in the RMP will be met or achieved. See DEIS at 1495 
(making development on slopes in excess of 25 percent potentially permissible if 
there is an “acceptable plan for mitigation”), 62 to 70 (presenting the provisions 
and requirements for soil conservation, soil reclamation, and water resource 
protection).

We also note that the first choice in mitigation is to avoid the impact 
altogether. DEIS at 1326 (defining mitigation). See also 40 C.F.R. § 1508.20 
(same). Thus, an “acceptable plan for mitigation” should include avoidance of the 
activity or impact as the first choice wherever possible. 

The BLM must ensure that the determination of what constitutes an 
acceptable mitigation plan is not done completely behind closed doors with little 
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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. 

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. 

IV. Produced Water from Oil and Gas Development in the Moneta 
Divide Area must be Reinjected. 

We have been advised that oil and gas development in the Moneta Divide 
area which is being proposed by Encana would generate copious amounts of 
produced water. Given the potentially severe impacts of releasing these quantities 
of water, we ask the BLM to require reinjection of this produced water. Poison 
and Badwater Creeks could be impacted by this produced water, and Boysen 
Reservoir is just downstream. Selenium appears to be of special concern, but 
other compounds could also contaminate this produced water. At a minimum, 
disclosure of the compounds in the produced water and their concentrations 
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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 for its 
regulation and control in the Lander RMP, and not await project-level analysis. 
We also direct the BLM to our discussion of issues related to soils in the Moneta 
Divide LRP DDA on page 22 of these comments. These points also have 
relevance to this concern. 

V. BLM can Implement Strong Environmental Protections in the 
Lander RMP without Running Afoul of Local Land Use Plans. 

We understand that cooperating agencies have been given a formal role in 
the planning process through FLPMA, but we believe that the mandates of 
FLPMA and its implementing regulations regarding this role are perhaps 
misunderstood and exaggerated by some cooperating agency representatives.
Consistent with the requirements of FLPMA and other Federal laws, BLM retains 
ample discretion to exercise authority as lead agency to ensure Federal law and 
policy is fully reflected in the Lander RMP. As discussed below, a survey of local 
land use plans indicates that adoption of alternative D and portions of alternative 
B in the final Lander RMP would be consistent with the State and local land use 
plans relevant to the Lander planning area.    

BLM is required to consider local land use plans and policies during the 
RMP revision process.49 However, FLPMA only requires that a BLM RMP be 

49 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(9). 
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consistent with “officially adopted and approved”50 local plans or policies and 
only when those local plans or policies are consistent with Federal law and 
policy.51 Obviously it would be impossible for the BLM to draft a plan that would 
be perfectly consistent with the plans and policies of Fremont County (not to 
mention Natrona, Carbon, Sweetwater, Hot Springs, and Teton Counties), three 
conservation districts, and the Wyoming Game and Fish Department. In addition, 
current Federal statutes, regulations, and policies do not provide BLM with the 
latitude to draft a management plan that would be consistent with the anti-
regulation and anti-Federal government viewpoint that is sometimes espoused by 
some local cooperating agency representatives.  

Moreover, to allow a cooperating agency representative to express oral or 
written desires that are not in accord with their officially adopted and approved 
plans or policies is in contravention of their role as an elected representatives of 
local citizens and is ostensibly what the “officially adopted and approved” 
language at 43 C.F.R. § 1610.3-1(d) was designed to guard against. Local 
cooperating agencies are given a heightened role in the BLM’s RMP revision 
process so that they may “represent their constituencies” because “[p]ublic 
involvement at the deliberative stage is gained through elected official 
representation.”52 Unless cooperating agency representatives present positions 
that stem from officially approved and adopted plans, policies, and programs, a 
danger exists for a focus on the desires of a select group of interests rather than 
the needs and desires of the local populace who have not participated at the 
deliberative stage. Wyoming law requires that local governments provide notice 
and an opportunity for public participation during the formation of local land use 
plans.53 Advocacy of local representatives that lies outside the confines of their 
local plan is not appropriate and undermines the spirit of Wyoming law.  

We believe that a discussion of “officially adopted and approved” state 
and local plans and policies is important. Below, we provide an analysis of 
provisions from local and State land use plans, relevant to the Lander planning 
area, that we think, generally contemplate a balanced approach to public lands 
management. We believe that BLM’s final land use plan, even with provisions 

50 43 C.F.R. § 1610.3-1(d). 

51 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(9). 
52 BLM Instruction Memorandum No. WY-2010-033. 

53 W.S. § 18-5-202(b). 

LFO_RMP_10053



83

from Alternative B, will generally be consistent with most of these State and local 
land use plans.

The Popo Agie Conservation District (PACD) created the Popo Agie 
Watershed Plan (PAWP) to allow local people to identify natural resource 
concerns, determine desired conditions, and formulate a plan to achieve those 
desired conditions.54 Public meetings were held and the public was given 45 days 
to provide their comments on the draft plan.55 Two goals, most relevant to the 
BLM’s planning process, were “[t}o maintain ecosystems and resources capable 
of sustaining ecological, economic, and social values in which upland health is a 
fundamental component” and “[t]o maintain ecosystems and resources capable of 
sustaining ecological, economic, and social values in which riparian and wetland 
health is a fundamental component.”56 The PACD does not adopt provisions that 
would be inconsistent with balanced management of BLM public land, 
management that limits certain activities in certain areas. These goals promote 
management of riparian and upland areas that are not inconsistent with what the 
BLM has proposed under alternative D, or even portions of Alternative B, 
because ecological and local economic and social values will be sustained through 
balanced management that limits some land uses because of their impact to these 
values.

We were unable to find a land use plan for the Lower Wind River 
conservation District and the Dubois-Crowheart Conservation District (DCD).
However, the DCD’s objective for recreation and wildlife states: “[r]ecognizing 
that a sustainable and healthy wildlife population is an important area asset, 
support carefully planned public and private land use proposals to minimize 
adverse impacts on critical wildlife habitat.”57 We believe that the BLM’s plan to 
protect the Upper Wind River Valley because of this area’s world-class wildlife 
resource is consistent with the DCD’s wildlife and recreation objective. 

54 2005 Popo Agie Watershed Plan, Popo Agie Conservation District. http://www.popoagie.org/ 
Publications/PAWatershed%20Plan.pdf, p. 1. (Accessed November 23, 2011). 

55 Id. at 6. 

56 Id. at 1-2. 

57 Dubois-Crowheart Conservation District Website.  http:// 
duboiscrowheart.org/index_files/Page1238.htm (Accessed November 23, 2011). 
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Fremont County’s land use plan does not contain substantive provisions 
but does contain a number of policy pronouncements relevant to public lands.58 In 
its plan, Fremont County defined “multiple use” which “means the sustained 
simultaneous use of public natural resources, both renewable and non-renewable, 
for the grazing of domestic livestock, wood harvesting, minerals extraction, 
hunting, fishing, commercial outfitting, motorized and non-motorized vehicle use, 
camping, hiking, horseback riding, shooting firearms, and/or other use that is 
customarily practiced and is integral to the economy and/or culture of the local 
citizenry.”59 Multiple use is a broad concept but “[i]f all the competing demands 
reflected in FLPMA were focused on one particular piece of public lands, in many 
instances only one set of demands could be satisfied. A parcel of land cannot be 
preserved in its natural character and mined… Accordingly, BLM’s obligation to 
manage for multiple use does not mean that development must be allowed . . . .”60

We think the 10th Circuit’s interpretation of multiple use is authoritative and 
clearly recognizes BLM’s longstanding responsibility to segment uses across the 
landscape even if such segmentation restricts some potential uses.  

Fremont County’s overarching goal is to “secure the right of use of the 
federally or State managed land on no more restricted level than is spelled out by 
the accompanying plan components for Water, Timber, Grazing, Mining and 
Minerals, Endangered Species, Recreation, and Transportation, and others.”61  For 
grazing, the goal of the Fremont County plan is to “[p]romote healthy, sustainable 
rangeland supporting a viable livestock industry upon which Fremont County, our 
small communities, and our citizens depend for their custom, culture, economic 
viability, and social stability.”62 BLM actions and plan decisions, including a 
reduction of authorized livestock use, that address the need to remedy degraded 
rangeland resources, especially within the Sweetwater Watershed, are necessary 

58 Fremont County, 2004 Fremont County Wyoming Land Use Plan, September 7, 2004. 
http://fremontcountywy.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/01/Fremont-County-Land-Use-Plan.pdf
(Accessed November 23, 2011). 

59 Id. at 6. (emphasis added). 

60 New Mexico ex rel. Richardson v. Bureau of Land Management, 565 F.3d 683, 710 (10th Cir. 
2009) (quoting Utah v. Andrus, 486 F. Supp 995, 1003 (D. Utah 1979)).

61 Fremont County Land Use Plan, § 5.02. 

62 Id. at § 8.02. 
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and not in contravention of Fremont County’s laudable goal to “[p]romote 
healthy, sustainable rangeland.”

Fremont County’s goal for minerals and mining is to “[p]roduce and 
encourage development of any valuable mineral within Fremont County.”63 This 
goal is not consistent with Federal law and policy because FLPMA requires that 
BLM manage public lands “in a manner that will protect the quality of scientific, 
scenic, historic, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, 
and archeological values.”64 Proper management of many of these resources 
cannot be achieved by allowing development of “any valuable mineral” in 
Fremont County. Furthermore, because FLPMA states that the BLM “where 
appropriate, will preserve certain public lands in their natural condition,” 
FLPMA’s consistency provisions do not require that BLM adhere to Fremont 
County’s goal of developing “any valuable mineral” within the county.  

Finally, Fremont County’s goal for recreation is to “[p]rotect for present 
and future generations of all citizens the right and privilege to recreate on 
federally or State managed lands and waters in Fremont County.”65 Recreation is 
a concept that encompasses the needs of citizens to find pleasure, solace, and 
escape from their daily lives. It is appropriate, in our view, to provide areas where 
a spectrum of recreational experiences can be found. Often, the recreational 
experience of one citizen can impact the actions of another citizen, and this is 
especially true when citizens who seek a quiet and primitive recreation experience 
have that experience disrupted by motorized recreationists. It is rarely true that 
those who seek quiet and primitive recreation disrupt the activities of others. 
Fremont County’s focus, in its land use plan, on motorized recreation, fails to 
represent the diverse recreational experiences sought by Fremont County citizens. 
We believe that BLM actions and plan decisions, even those that limit motorized 
recreation, could not be construed to be an infringement upon the right and 
privilege of citizens to recreate on BLM lands, and thus would not contravene the 
Fremont County Land Use Plan.  

The WGFD’s Strategic Habitat Plan (SHP) was crafted to provide 
strategies to deal with “unprecedented impacts and land use changes” to terrestrial 

63 Id. at § 10.02. (emphasis added). 

64 43 U.S.C. § 1701(a)(8). 

65 Id. at 11.01. 
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and aquatic ecosystems on both private and public lands.66 Goal 1 of the SHP is to 
“[c]onserve and manage wildlife habitats that are crucial for maintaining 
terrestrial and aquatic wildlife populations for the present and future.”67 One 
strategy that is integral to the implementation of Goal 1 is for the WGFD to 
participate in and provide expertise during Federal land planning processes.68 An 
array of other strategies have been developed to achieve protection of terrestrial 
and aquatic habitats.69 Toward this end the WGFD has selected “priority areas” 
that are “crucial to conserving and maintaining populations of terrestrial and 
aquatic wildlife for the present and future.”70 The “crucial priority areas” have the 
“highest biological values, which should be protected and managed to maintain 
healthy, viable populations of terrestrial and aquatic wildlife.”71 According to 
WGFD’s map of the priority areas, it is notable the four Priority Conservation 
Areas we have proposed for heightened protection as well as BLM’s proposed 
plan to protect the Upper Wind River Valley, the Lander Front, Beaver Rim, 
South Pass, and the Sweetwater Watershed are remarkably consistent with 
WGFD’s crucial priority areas.72 Clearly, the adoption of strong provisions for the 
protection of wildlife in the final RMP would be consistent with the WGFD’s 
SHP. 

After considering relevant local land use plans as well as Federal law and 
policy it is clear to us that BLM retains ample discretion and authority to move 
forward with the adoption of alternative D as well as adoption of provisions from 
alternative B, especially as applied to the Upper Wind River Valley, the 
Sweetwater Watershed, South Pass, Lander Front, Beaver Rim, and the Copper 
(Bridger) Mountains. We believe that such a plan would be consistent with all or 

66 Wyoming Game and Fish Department, Strategic Habitat Plan, p. 2. January 2009. 
http://gf.state.wy.us/downloads/pdf/SHP_Jan09.pdf (Accessed July 14, 2011). 

67 Id. at 12. 

68 Id. at 13. 

69 Id. at 12-22. 

70 Id. at 5. 

71 Id. 

72 See map at http://gf.state.wy.us/habitat/Narratives/Maps/Statewide_All_Crucial.pdf (Accessed 
July 14, 2011). 
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a significant portion of local land use plans. We believe that alternative D as well 
as adoption of select provisions from alternative B satisfies Federal law and 
policy and would generally be consistent with the various State and local land use 
plans. Even if BLM’s final plan were construed to be inconsistent with State or 
local plans, BLM is well within its legal right to move forward with a plan of its 
choosing. The Federal District Court of New Mexico held that RMPs only need to 
be consistent with State and local plans as the “Secretary deems appropriate, 
given the multiple-use purposes of FLPMA and other requirements of federal 
law.”73 This court went on to say that the “agencies have the final say over the 
consistency issue, and only a clear, specific conflict between a federal land use 
plan and a specific State plan could possibly rise to the level of a statutory 
violation.”74 Recently, the 10th Circuit Court of Appeals noted that the Secretary 
has “discretion to determine the extent to which the agency’s land use plans are 
consistent with State and local plans” and that “[i]n light of this discretion, it is 
doubtful that [§ 1712(c)(9)] was intended to, or could reasonably be construed as, 
creating a ‘procedural right’ enforceable by state or local government entities.”75

Even United States Supreme Court Justice Powell, after reviewing the legislative 
history of FLPMA, noted that “FLPMA only requires the Secretary to listen to the 
States, not obey them.”76 With these principles in mind we urge BLM to fully 
exercise its authority and finalize an RMP for the Lander Field Office that is in 
accord with Federal law and policy as well and the needs of all Americans.  

PART 5—CONCLUSION.

 We thank the BLM, particularly the Lander Field Office, for its 
consideration of these comments. We are hopeful that they will contribute toward 
the best possible final RMP. We believe that if the recommendations we have 
provided herein are adopted and implemented the Lander RMP would be 
improved and strengthened. We look forward to remaining involved in the Lander 
RMP revision process and please do not hesitate to contact us if we can be of any 
assistance. 

73 New Mexico ex rel. Richardson v. Bureau of Land Management, 459 F. Supp. 2d 1102, 1120 
(D.N.M. 2006). 

74 Id. 

75 Kane County Utah v. Salazar, 562 F.3d 1077, 1088 (10th Cir. 2009). 

76 California Coastal Com’n  v. Granite Rock Co., 480 U.S. 572, 596 (1987).

LFO_RMP_10053



88

Sincerely,

Bruce Pendery, 
Wyoming Outdoor Council 

And on Behalf of: 

Mike Clark, 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition 

Enclosures

cc : Governor Matt Mead 
       Don Simpson, BLM 
       Bob Abbey, BLM 
       Michele Dhieux, EPA 
       (w/out Exhibits excepting Exhibit 1) 

Appendix 1 

Doing it Right: Designing Oil and Gas Development Projects to Safeguard 
Wyoming’s Outdoor Heritage 

Wyoming Outdoor Council 
Bruce Pendery and Lisa McGee 

Wyoming has world-class energy resources and world-class 
natural resources. To ensure the Wyoming we love remains an 
incredible place to live and visit, the Wyoming Outdoor Council 
has established a balanced, two-pronged approach when it comes to 
energy development on public lands and federally owned minerals. 
There are some areas that are too valuable to our state for 
recreation, wildlife habitat, or other sustainable uses to risk 
losing to industrial development. These areas, which we often 
refer to as Heritage Landscapes, are places where development 
should not occur.  You can see the Heritage Landscapes on our 
website at
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http://www.wyomingoutdoorcouncil.org/html/what_we_do/public_lands
/heritage_landscapes.shtml.

 In areas where energy development is not inappropriate, it 
should be “done right.” That means safeguards should be put in 
place to protect human health, our clear skies and clean water, 
open space, and wildlife habitat. This review deals with this 
second category of lands, lands where oil and gas development 
must be “done right.”  These represent the majority of the public 
lands and federally owned minerals in Wyoming. 

This report focuses on practices that are designed to 
minimize the impacts oil and gas development can have. Each 
project and every landscape is unique, and this report is not 
intended to be a one-size-fits-all set of recommendations. 
Because new technologies and better science are being developed 
every day, this report is a starting point. And because one 
practice or technique may be appropriate in some places, but not 
in others, permitting agencies must tailor project design 
features appropriately in order to ensure development is “done 
right” every time. 

There are several stages that precede an oil and gas 
development proposal on public land and federally owned minerals. 
Although many of our “doing it right” suggestions focus on 
practices and strategies agencies can require, and companies can 
undertake, at the drilling stage, there are two prior 
opportunities to condition development, and both are also 
critically important. 

Land and Resource Management Plans 

On public lands and federally owned mineral estates, the 
first opportunity citizens have to ensure oil and gas development 
is “done right” is during the planning stage. Both the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) and the Forest Service are required by law 
to develop overarching plans that guide land management 
decisions. Known as resource management plans on BLM lands and 
forest plans on National Forest lands, these documents are 
revised every fifteen years or so. Within plan revision 
processes, the public is asked to weigh in about appropriate uses 
on specific lands. An environmental impact statement, which 
considers a range of alternatives and the impacts associated with 
them, accompanies a land use plan. 

Although BLM and National Forest lands are managed for 
multiple uses, not all uses can coexist on the same acreage. For 
this reason, plans designate areas suitable or unsuitable for 

LFO_RMP_10053



90

certain types of uses. An area of crucial moose winter range for 
example, or a popular recreation area, may be unsuitable and 
eventually determined to be unavailable for future oil and gas 
development. If lands are made available for oil and gas 
development, various stipulations and conditions may be 
recommended for certain parcels within available lands.77

Depending on the values at stake, sometimes doing it right means 
not doing it at all. 

Oil and Gas Leasing 

Once lands are designated available for leasing, the BLM and the Forest Service may
receive requests from interested companies or individuals to lease various parcels for oil and gas
development.78 The agencies will consider whether to lease (or in the Forest Service’s case
whether to consent to have the BLM lease) the parcels. If the agencies decide to lease, there is
opportunity to prepare additional environmental analysis. The agencies will also determine what
stipulations to attach to the lease at that time. Stipulations define the basic terms of the lease
contract. Many of the suggestions discussed below can be incorporated at the leasing stage in
the form of no surface occupancy stipulations, stipulations that limit the times of the year
companies can access certain areas, or stipulations that control surface use in other ways like
creating buffers around sensitive areas. Stipulations are not the only terms or restrictions placed
on a leaseholder; all federal oil and gas leases are issued “subject to” the terms and conditions of
lease (which include significant environmental protection provisions) and all state and federal
statutes, regulations, and other formal orders.

77 There is no mandate that the agencies must lease available lands. Plans are designed to be
visionary, “big picture” documents that guide management actions; but they do not typically
make final decisions themselves. However, it is most always the case that lands made unavailable
for leasing within a plan will not be leased during the life of the plan. Agencies have the ability to
amend plans if circumstances warrant. Further environmental analysis is needed to amend a
plan.

78 The BLM has adopted guidance for how it will conduct oil and gas leasing. This Instruction
Memorandum puts in place a number of requirements to ensure environmental protection prior
to leasing. One of the most important provisions requires the development of “Master Leasing
Plans” if certain requirements are met, and an MLP must consider a number of ways to reduce
the impacts of oil and gas development, including not developing the area.
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Drilling Stage

After public lands are leased, a company must file an Application for Permit to Drill
(APD) that outlines its plans to drill and to disturb the surface. There is usually site specific
environmental analysis at this time, which can result in the addition of conditions of approval.
These are additional terms a company must comply with in order to be granted permission to
drill. This stage of the oil and gas development process, the drilling stage, is the focus of this
report.

Many of the “doing it right” suggestions below can be added as conditions of approval
at the APD stage or as stipulations during earlier stages when lands are leased. Listed below are
suggested actions and technologies that if implemented have the potential to minimize threats
to wildlife, air and water quality, and human health.79

Safeguarding Wyoming’s Wildlife

In Wyoming, we live in a place that still supports large, 
free-roaming wildlife populations. Wyoming’s wildlife is diverse 
and bountiful. Our outdoor heritage is rooted in our appreciation 
for wildlife, and the many opportunities we have to encounter 
wildlife. The Wyoming Outdoor Council’s goal is to ensure that if 
oil and gas development is authorized that it is conducted in a 
manner that safeguards wildlife to the greatest extent possible. 
Depending on the values at stake, sometimes doing it right might 
mean not leasing an area in the first place.

In addressing how best to conserve wildlife in places that 
are already leased and facing oil and gas development proposals, 
the Wyoming Game and Fish Department has developed 

79 Three additional sources of information about practices that can help reduce the impacts of oil
and gas drilling are the University of Colorado’s website on oil and gas best management
practices (BMPs), the EPA’s Natural Gas STAR Program website, and the Earthworks Oil and Gas
Accountability Project’s website. These websites can be found at
http://www.oilandgasbmps.org/, http://www.epa.gov/gasstar/, and
http://www.earthworksaction.org/ bestpractices.cfm.
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recommendations, which are based on the following prioritized 
approach:

The approach recommended to protect and maintain important 
wildlife resources … sets forth the following priority of actions: 1) 
avoid the impact; 2) minimize the impact through appropriate 
planning and management actions; 3) mitigate the impact by 
providing replacement or substitute resources; and 4) provide 
financial compensation only when no reasonable alternative is 
available to avoid, minimize or mitigate the impact.80

We support attempting to avoid the impacts in the first place and 
minimizing impacts through appropriate planning and management action. That is 
why the planning and leasing stages are so important. But there is also much that 
can be done to condition development at the drilling stage in order to mitigate 
impacts. The following are practices that agencies may require and/or companies 
may voluntarily adopt in order to safeguard wildlife.

1) Wildlife:
a. Collect species-specific baseline data: 

i. Collect sufficient baseline data on all species 
of concern prior to development so that there 
is a full understanding of the species’ needs.

b. Reduce ground disturbance: 
i. Maintain large tracts of undeveloped/roadless 

lands by clustering development/consolidating 
infrastructure;

ii. Drill multiple wells per pad; 
iii. Phase development, i.e., no new well pads until 

other pads are reclaimed in part or in full; 
iv. Construct irregularly shaped/contoured well 

pads that blend with the landscape; 
v. Require interim reclamation of pads after 

drilling is completed; 
vi. Consider alternative access points to ensure 

minimal roadbuilding, or require road building 
in less sensitive areas; 

80 Recommendations for Development of Oil and Gas Resources in Important Wildlife Habitats,
Wyoming Game and Fish Department, Revised April 2010, at 4. This report can be found at
http://gf.state.wy.us/downloads/doc/
O&G%20Recommendations%20April%202010%20with%20changes%20identified.pdf
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vii. Gate single-purpose roads (i.e., new access 
roads) and close/reclaim all unnecessary roads; 

viii. If an area is particularly sensitive (e.g., 
steep slopes, unstable soil, roadless, etc.) 
require helicopter access instead of new road 
construction;

ix. Require ancillary facilities (work camps, water 
treatment facilities, etc.) to be located off 
site in less sensitive areas. 

c. Avoid and/or provide adequate buffers for road or 
well pad construction in sensitive areas such as: 

i. Known migration/stopover habitat;
ii. Big game crucial winter range;
iii. Sage-grouse core areas; 
iv. Critical habitat for Endangered Species Act

listed species or other agency-recognized 
sensitive species;

v. Key parturition areas;
vi. Den sites;
vii. Raptor nests and foraging areas; and
viii. Wetland and riparian areas. 

d. Implement timing limitations: 
i. Prohibit access during key times of the year 

such as in parturition habitats, crucial 
wintering areas, denning sites, and 
migration/stopover times. 

ii. To the extent possible, these timing 
limitations should be applied for the life of 
the project, not only during the drilling 
stage.

iii. Remote monitoring and/or shutting in wells for 
part of the year may be required. 

iv. Timing of operations may be controlled and 
limited to periods of the day when wildlife are 
less active. 

e. Additional practices to minimize impacts to wildlife: 
i. Prohibit open reserve fluid pits in favor of 

closed loop systems; 
ii. Install mufflers or noise reduction devices on 

compressor stations and other mechanical 
equipment;

iii. Require workers to carpool to reduce truck 
traffic;

iv. Install a centralized liquids gathering system 
to reduce truck traffic; 

v. Require training of employees about respectful 
and safe wildlife practices; 
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vi. Prohibit workers from carrying firearms to 
prevent poaching; 

vii. Restrict the use of lighting, to be used at 
night only, to periods when people are present 
on the site and as required by safety 
regulations;

viii. Bury pipelines and power lines. 
f. Monitoring, adaptive management and enforcement: 

i. For species of concern, baseline data should be 
collected throughout the life of the project 
(drilling, production, and reclamation). 

ii. Population thresholds or triggers should be 
established, and if met, pre-determined, 
specific management responses should be 
required.

iii. Clear consequences should be outlined and 
agreed to prior to drilling authorization if 
thresholds are exceeded. Consequences could 
include slowing the pace of development or 
disallowing new disturbances if warranted. 

iv. Adequate oversight and an active presence by 
regulatory agencies are necessary to ensure all 
mitigation measures are being implemented.

g. Mitigation:
i. Establish a mitigation plan for loss of 

habitat.
ii. Onsite mitigation is preferable to offsite 

mitigation.
h. Reclamation:

i. Require interim (i.e., partial) reclamation of 
well pads as soon as possible. 

ii. Require adequate bonding to ensure the 
protection of resources after the close of 
production.

iii. Clear standards should be set and enforced 
regarding the extent to which the surface area 
must be returned to its pre-development 
condition.

iv. Pre-disturbance ecological conditions should be 
reestablished.

v. Require the use of appropriate native plants 
for reseeding efforts. 

vi. Monitor for several years after reseeding to 
determine whether reclamation was successful. 

Protecting Wyoming’s Air Quality 
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Historically Wyoming has enjoyed some of the cleanest air 
and clearest skies in the country. In fact, until recently, the 
air quality in Wyoming was said to be some of the best in the 
world—rivaling rural, mountainous countries like Tibet. In areas 
of the state with some of the most concentrated oil and gas 
developed, however, all of that has changed. The formerly clear 
skies and 100-mile mountaintop views from the Pinedale area are 
now often marred by haze. And, dangerous levels of ozone have 
been recorded, resulting in the state’s recommendation to the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) that some areas in the 
western part of the state are not in attainment of the national 
ambient air quality standards. In a 2009 technical report, the 
Air Quality Division of the Wyoming Department of Environmental 
Quality attributed high ozone levels in this part of the state to 
local oil and gas operations.81

 The Wyoming Outdoor Council believes clean air and clear 
skies are essential components in keeping people in Wyoming 
healthy and providing for our high quality of life. State and 
federal agencies must do a better job of addressing air quality 
issues and ensuring air quality is something Wyoming can boast 
about again. Wyoming citizens should not have to sacrifice these 
values when there are practices and technologies agencies can 
require oil and gas companies to implement to ensure air quality 
is protected.

1) Air:
a. Comply with existing laws, regulations and 

policies aimed to safeguard air quality: 
i. In areas now facing violations of the Clean 

Air Act due to existing oil and gas 
development, it is reasonable to question 
whether new oil and gas drilling projects 
can and should be authorized.

1. Denying or pacing development is an 
option within areas that are not 
meeting standards.

ii. In areas out of compliance with existing 
ozone standards, companies must adhere to 
Wyoming’s state policy regarding offsets for 
nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), precursors to the 
formation of ground-level ozone, a regulated 
air pollutant.

81 See http://deq.state.wy.us/aqd/Ozone%20Main.asp for access to this report and other
information on high ozone levels in the Pinedale area.
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b. Accept additional safeguards to protect human health: 
 i.   There could be stricter standards for ozone or NOx and VOCs, or 
new regulations that may be designed to regulate all immobile oilfield 
equipment owned and/or operated by a single company as a single source. 
 ii.   Companies should show a commitment to “doing it right.”  

c. Conduct air quality monitoring and prepare modeling of future impacts: 
i. Monitor existing air quality to establish baseline data before new 

projects are authorized. 
ii. Modeling should be prepared to assess whether new development 

will be likely to violate existing laws and regulations that control 
pollution and protect visibility. 

1. Specific project design features should be incorporated 
within the modeling. 

iii. As a condition of project approval, monitoring throughout the life 
of the project should be conducted and established thresholds or 
triggers should be set with tangible consequences if exceeded. 

1. This can mean adjusting the 
rate, timing and places of 
development.

2. Project design features and best 
management practices may be 
refined accordingly. 

d. Adhere to BLM’s “Best Management Practices” 
recommendations to protect air quality82 and the 
Forest Service’s techniques for reducing emissions 
from oil and gas activities.83 These include: 

i. Reducing tailpipe emissions and fugitive 
dust from truck traffic by: 

1. Directional drilling. 
2. Centralized water storage and 

delivery.
3. Centralized fracturing (fracking) pads 

with “hard line frac pipes” that can 
serve multiple wells. 

4. Off site centralization of production. 
5. Use of liquids gathering systems. 
6. Remote monitoring and well automation. 

82 Many of the following recommendations come from BLM’s May 9, 2011, Air Resource Best
Management Practices for Fluid Mineral report at
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/
MINERALS__REALTY__AND_RESOURCE_PROTECTION_/bmps.Par.60203.File.dat/WO1_Air%20Re
source_BMP_Slideshow%2005 09 2011.pdf.

83 Emissions Reduction Techniques for Oil and Gas Activities. U. S. Forest Service. 2011.
Available at http://www.fs.fed.us/air/documents/EmissionReduction 072011x.pdf.
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7. Carpooling workers in vans. 
8. Applying water to dirt roads. 
9. Applying chemicals to dirt roads. 
10. Lowering speed limits. 
11. Preventing dust by chip 

seal/asphalt.
ii. Reducing emissions during the drilling stage 

by:
1. Requiring Tier 4 diesel drill rigs or 

the equivalent (e.g., natural gas or 
electric drill rigs). 

2. Prohibiting venting and flaring of 
gases during drilling stage and 
requiring “green completions” to 
recapture emissions. 

iii. Reducing emissions during the production 
stage by: 

1. Installing chemical pumps rather than 
pneumatic pumps. 

2. Monitoring of wells with remote 
telemetry.

3. Using electricity, rather than diesel 
engines, to power compressor stations 
if the presence of overhead power 
lines doesn’t pose a threat to 
wildlife or visual resources.

4. Updating seals, hatches, and valves to 
minimize VOC fugitive emissions. 

5. Requiring the use of enclosed tanks 
rather than open pits to contain 
fugitive VOC emissions.

6. Using “vapor recovery units” on oil, 
condensate, and produced water tanks 
to reduce fugitive VOC emissions. 

7. Optimizing glycol circulation in 
dehydrators to reduce methane 
emissions.

8. Capture and recycle methane by 
installing “flash tank separators.”84

84 For additional technical methods to reduce methane emissions see Cost Effective Methane
Emissions Reductions for Small and Midsize Natural Gas Producers, Roger Fernandez, et al.
published in the June 2005 issue of the Journal of Petroleum Technology. The report can be
found at: http://www.oilandgasbmps.org/docs/GEN07 Cost
EffectiveMethaneEmissionsReductionsforSmallandMidsizeNaturalGasProducers.pdf.
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9. Use “selective catalytic reduction” 
technology in compressor (and drill 
rig) engines. 

10. Replace “wet seals” with “dry 
seals” in centrifugal compressors. 

11. Replace compressor rod packing at 
frequent intervals. 

12. Replace “high-bleed” pneumatic 
devices with “low-bleed” devices and 
install retrofit bleed reduction kits 
on high bleed devices. 

13. Install “plunger lift systems” and 
“automated systems” in gas wells. 

iv. Monitoring at the well head: 
1. Implement a “directed inspection and 

maintenance” and “infrared leak 
detection” program. 

Leaks can be detected with 
infrared cameras, organic vapor 
analyzers, soap solutions, and 
ultrasonic leak detectors. 
Leaks can be measured using 
calibrated bagging, rotameters, 
and high volume samplers. 

e. Adhere to Wyoming Department of Environmental 
Quality (DEQ) best available control technology 
(BACT) requirements for oil and gas development85

and the offsets policy for ozone precursor 
emissions.86  These provisions include: 

i. 98 percent control of emissions from tank 
flashing, dehydration units, pneumatic 
pumps, and produced water tanks in the 
Jonah/Pinedale Anticline Development Area 
(JPDA).

ii. Additional controls in the JPDA for 
pneumatic controllers, well completions, 
blow downs/venting, and truck loading. 

iii. Similar controls are applicable in other 
parts of the state, especially in 
Concentrated Development Areas in the 
southwest quarter of the state. 

85 The DEQ’s BACT requirements are available at http://deq.state.wy.us/aqd/oilgas.asp.

86 The offsets policy is available at http://deq.state.wy.us/aqd/Ozone%20NSR%20Policy.asp.
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iv. Offsetting increases in NOX emissions at a 
1.1:1 ratio and increases in VOC emissions 
at a 1.5:1 ratio in Sublette County. 

Safeguarding Wyoming’s Clean Water and Protecting Water Reserves 

Clean and abundant water is essential for the health of Wyoming residents, for our fish
and wildlife populations, and for agricultural production. Oil and gas development can threaten
the quality of surface waters and groundwater in several ways. Water contamination can occur
through direct spills, leaking pits and tanks coupled with stormwater runoff, erosion and
sedimentation, well blow outs or underground migration of fluids and gases during drilling, and
hydraulic fracturing (“fracking”) operations. Although the stated goal in all development
proposals is that contamination should not occur, human error and technical failure is not
uncommon. For this reason, adherence to the highest operational standards is critical to prevent
and remedy these serious problems.

Oil and gas development also requires vast quantities of water, and in the case of
coalbed methane development, millions of gallons of groundwater are brought to the surface as
a consequence of extracting natural gas. Depletion of aquifers is a concern to nearby
landowners, whose water wells may be drawn down. In addition, the disposal of such large
amounts of often salty water into streambeds can negatively affect water quality, fish and
amphibians, and vegetation. Careful planning and siting as well as proper disposal methods for
produced water should be incorporated into any oil and gas development proposal.

1) Water: 
a. Comply with existing laws, regulations and policies 

aimed to safeguard water quality:
i. Adhere to voluntary agreements not to use 

diesel fuel in fracking fluids.87

ii. Support proposed regulation of all injections of fracking fluids 
under safe drinking water law designed to protect underground sources 
of drinking water. 

iii. Comply with the Wyoming Oil and Gas 
Conservation Commission’s regulations regarding 
disclosure of fluids used in fracking.

87 One such agreement can be found at http://www.epa.gov/ogwdw000/uic/pdfs/moa_uic_hyd
fract.pdf.

LFO_RMP_10053



100

iv. Rules regarding stormwater runoff and any 
needed Clean Water Act permitting should be 
adhered to.

b. Information gathering: 
i. Conduct groundwater/aquifer characterization, including areas 

(residential wells, springs, recharge areas) potentially affected within 
and down gradient of the project area. 

ii. Based on characterization results: 
1. Groundwater modeling will be used to adjust drilling based on 

projected impacts to springs, surface water, and groundwater. 
2. Groundwater monitoring wells will be established. 
3. Pre-drilling groundwater sampling in key aquifers will be 

conducted to establish a baseline. 
4. Limits will be established on the number of supply water wells 

that will be drilled. Locations and depths will be based on the 
groundwater characterization study and will inform the 
decision regarding concentration of facilities/footprint. 

5. Provide nearby property owners with information prior to 
development identifying the recommended water testing 
parameters/constituents for their private wells, to assist in their 
water quantity and quality baseline testing, if they so choose. 

A Water Well Mitigation Agreement should be 
offered to owners of wells and springs that could 
potentially be affected by drilling operations.88

6. Develop a groundwater pollution prevention and monitoring 
plan to be implemented during the life of the project through 
an agency-community team and with public review and 
comment. 

7. Monitor water wells throughout the life of the project. 
iii. Acquire baseline data for surface water quality: 

1. Map wetlands, flood plains and riparian areas and include 
classification of streams and flows. 

2. As a result of the mapping, 
Test surface water quality in any streams in the 
project area prior to any development. 
Establish a storm water pollution prevention plan for 
construction, with runoff and erosion controls 
factored in. Adhere to best management practices in 
the plan. 

88 See Coalbed Methane Best Management Practices: A Handbook at 13, Western Governors’
Association April 2006 at
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/MINERALS__REALTY__AND_RESOURCE_PRO
TECTION_/energy/oil_and_gas.Par.1132.File.dat/CoalBedMethane_WGA_2006.pdf.
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Monitor surface water quality for the life of the 
project.

iv. Public disclosure of chemicals used: 
1. Require full disclosure of all chemicals (using CAS numbers 

for identification) used in drilling and fracking operations. 
Include disclosure of the ingredients, 
Disclosure of the proportions of chemicals (i.e. the 
“formula”), 
Made a certain length of time before fracturing operations 
are scheduled to begin (e.g., 90 days advance notice), and 
Do not accept trade secret exemptions to the disclosure 
requirement. 

* Or, if trade secret exemptions are made, 
allow disclosure of trade secrets to 
regulatory agencies and to health care 
professionals (whenever exposure has 
occurred) on as as-needed basis. 

Require notification to affected landowners where 
drilling/ fracking is scheduled to occur. 

v. Project design features that can safeguard water resources: 
1. Apply NSO stipulations (or don’t lease areas) that overlie sole 

source aquifers or other important sources of drinking water. 
2. Require well pads to be sufficiently setback from all streams, 

riparian areas, wetlands, springs, groundwater wells and 
homes.

At least a 1/2 mile, or possibly 1-mile.
3. Require back flow prevention devices to be installed and used 

on all water supply wells and locked to prevent unauthorized 
use.

4. No open pits whatsoever should be allowed in favor of tanks 
and a closed loop system.

5. All wastes should be gathered and disposed of in proper 
locations off-site.

6. In coalbed methane production, produced water should be re-
injected into the same aquifer or formation (or into an aquifer 
or formation of equal or lesser quality) to prevent degrading 
higher water quality and prevent surface water degradation.

7. Development should be prohibited in areas 
of steep slopes or unstable soils.

8. Require good well integrity. 
Properly case, plug and abandon all wells no longer in 
use. 
Properly case and screen all wells that are in current use. 
Ensure that all water wells have good well integrity from 
top to bottom, to insure that excursions of fluids into 
those wells from other pressurized wells will not occur. 
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Supporting Communities and Our Small Town Quality of Life 

 In Wyoming, we treasure our small towns and safe, livable communities. An influx of 
temporary, non-resident workers—characteristic of oil and gas development—can have significant 
impacts on communities. Many towns around the state are experiencing increased crime and 
traffic, high housing costs, impacts to county and town roads and other infrastructure as well as 
overloaded services as a result of increased oil and gas development. Housing and non-energy 
related workforce shortages can be severe.  

 Although there is no easy solution to the societal consequences of oil and gas 
development, careful pacing of leasing and drilling may alleviate some of the adverse realities 
associated with a “boom and bust” economy. Phased development and proper long-range planning 
can help ensure that economic benefits of oil and gas development are realized into the future, not 
only for a short time. Special funding may also be required to maintain adequate social services, 
like law enforcement, medical clinics, and schools. 

Special issues with Split Estate Lands 
 In Wyoming approximately 12.9 million acres of privately 
owned land (48 percent of all private land in Wyoming) is “split 
estate.” This means that the federal government owns and controls 
the minerals underlying a piece of ground while a private 
landowner, often a farmer or rancher, controls the surface. The 
federal government can and does lease many of these split estate 
lands for oil and gas development. Obviously this creates 
important and difficult land management issues. 

 While this more complicated legal situation comes into play 
when there is a split estate, the BLM is still permitted and even 
obligated to protect surface resources on a split estate when it 
approves oil land gas drilling. If there are sage-grouse leks, or 
crucial big winter ranges, or sensitive aquatic resources, the 
agency must still take steps to protect these resources. That is, 
the “doing it right” provisions listed above can and should be 
applied to split estates as a condition of federal approval for 
drilling operations. 

 That said, a surface owner of split estate lands has 
special rights and a special role. Generally speaking the oil and 
gas operating company must demonstrate it has arrived at a 
surface owner agreement, received a waiver from the surface owner 
for access to the leased lands, arrived at a compensation 
agreement for damages to crops or tangible improvements, or in 
lieu thereof, the BLM can ensure an adequate bond is posted, as 
required by the Stock Raising Homestead Act, which is the law 
that governs operations on many split estates. Moreover, the 
surface owner is entitled to participate in on-site visits to the 
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proposed drilling location, and this affords the landowner an 
opportunity to have input regarding surface use protection 
provisions and reclamation specifications. The BLM is sensitive 
to this landowner input. The surface owner of a split estate has 
a special opportunity to ensure oil and gas development is “done 
right” on his or her property. 

 Wyoming has a law that affords split estate owners 
additional rights.  This law, the Wyoming Surface Owner 
Accommodation Act, W.S. § 30-5-401 et seq., provides that: 

30 days notice must be given prior to obtaining access to 
private lands to allow for negotiations that allow 
activities with the least impact. 
Requires fair compensation to landowners for economic 
losses, including lost land value. 
Requires oil and gas companies to negotiate with landowners 
to plan oil and gas activities that could affect their 
lands, including placement of roads, pipelines, well sites, 
traffic patterns, etc. 
Where agreement cannot be reached, provisions for bonding 
are provided. 

This law opens up additional opportunities to ensure oil and gas 
development is “done right” on privately owned surface lands.  
The BLM should commit to abiding by this Wyoming law. 

Conclusion
 If the above practices and procedures were fully applied, 
oil and gas development could occur in many areas of Wyoming, and 
in a way that makes the social and environmental impact of this 
activity acceptable to many citizens.  Consequently, the BLM and 
the Forest Service should require and fully implement these
practices.89  Requiring these procedures is a means to not only 
ensure needed environmental protections, but also to maintain 

89 Staff at the Wyoming Outdoor Council have developed a report 
that outlines the rights the agencies have to require these 
measures, and in fact their obligation to require them. See
Bruce M. Pendery, BLM’s Retained Rights: How Requiring 
Environmental Protection Fulfills Oil and Gas Lease Obligations,
40 ENVTL. L. 599 (2010). Available at: 
http://law.lclark.edu/law_reviews/environmental_law/past_issues/v
olume_40/40-2.php.
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support for oil and natural gas development, and the oil and gas 
industry, among the citizens of Wyoming.
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The Bridger Mountains  

Extraordinary Solitude, Geology, and Wildlife 

Nathan Maxon 



 
lonely, stark, and windswept mountainous uplift known only by a handful of hunters, 

cattlemen, and explorers rises above the vast arid sagebrush hills of Central Wyoming 

near Boysen Reservior. With incredible opportunities for solitude, even for Wyoming, the 

Bridger Mountains are one of few places where 

one is surprised to see another person. A variety 

of habitats including sagebrush steppe, salt desert 

scrub, grasslands, juniper woodlands, and lush 

riparian corridors provide an important refuge for a 

number of sensitive species and big game.   

 

The Wilderness Study Area (WSA) and two Citi-

zens' Wilderness Proposals (CWP) that lie within 

this relatively small region are indicative of its wild 

nature. The Copper Mountain WSA is a stunning 

area of high topographical relief characterized by 

sheer cliff faces and narrow granite slot can-

yons  that ensure seclusion and offer exceptional 

recreational challenges. East of the WSA lies the 

Fuller Peak CWP, which is a precipitous and jag-

ged landscape drained by clear streams that over 

the eons have scoured deep tranquil pools into the granite. East of Fuller Peak sits the 

Lysite Mountain CWP, a rugged badland canyonland where one can find soli-

tude,  fascinating geology, beautiful displays of unusual wildflowers, and of course, a vast 

array of wildlife. The late David Love, Wyoming’s most celebrated geologist, said “Lysite 

Mountain is one of the most significant areas in [Wyoming] because it is the only place 

where the late Cenozoic record is preserved.” Within this tiger-striped mountain, lies a one-

thousand foot cross-section of the Cenozoic sedimentary strata that once filled the Wind 

River and Bighorn basins before they were excavated by the Wind River and its tributaries.   

 A diverse assemblage of plants and animals 

provides a fitting complement to the incredible wild lands of the Bridger Mountains . At least six 

rare plant species are found here, including: Porter’s sagebrush, Owl Creek miner’s candle, bun 

milkvetch, hairy princes-plume, Watson’s prickly-phlox, Hapeman’s sullivantia, and tomentose 

balsamroot. The Wyoming Game and Fish Department has designated a substantial portion of 

this region as a Key Nongame Wildlife Area because of the area’s importance to rare species of 

bats such as the Townsend’s big-eared bat and birds including the peregrine falcon. Much of the 

area is also classified as crucial winter range for elk, mule deer, and pronghorn and as core or 

“priority” habitat for the Greater sage-grouse. The area also 

supports many common Wyoming species such as badgers, 

bobcats, foxes, coyotes, and golden eagles.   

Ensuring Future Opportunities for Solitude 

Significant oil and gas development is already occurring to the 

south of this area. We are asking for proactive management 

under the forthcoming Bureau of Land Management's Lander 

Resource Management Plan to ensure that the scenic, wild-

land, and wildlife values of this area are protected.  According to the BLM, this relatively small area has 

low potential for conventional oil and gas resources. Because of this low potential and because most of 

this area remains unleased, we believe it should be administratively withdrawn from future leasing in the 

Lander RMP to protect its wildlife and its remarkable wild and scenic character.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Bridger Mountains 
A  place of solitude where backcountry 
hunters  can pursue mule deer, elk, and 
pronghorn. 

A Wilderness Study Area and two Citizens’ 
Proposed Wildernesses provide rare oppor-
tunities for solitude. 

Home to the most complete stratagraphic 
record in Wyoming of the Cenozoic ep-
och—a true geologic treasure.  

Home to six rare plant species and one of 
Wyoming’s most important areas for roost-
ing and hibernating bats. 

To avoid attacks from Sioux warriors along 
the Bozeman Trail, Jim Bridger led a rush 
of emigrants along the Bridger Trail through 
these mountains to Montana’s gold fields in 
1864. 

Expansion of adjacent oil and gas develop-
ment would disturb the wild tranquility of 
this area. 

For more information contact Nathan Maxon at the Wyoming Outdoor Council (307) 332-7031 ext. 15 
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The Upper Wind River Valley  

A Great American Wildlife Sanctuary 

Nathan Maxon 



                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

he Upper Wind River Valley is one of our nation’s most spectacular landscapes and 

finest wildlife areas. Nestled between the high peaks of the Wind River, Absaroka, and 

Owl Creek ranges, these lands support a full array of native species, including grizzly bears, 

wolves, bighorn sheep, elk, peregrine falcons, bald eagles, and Yellowstone cutthroat trout. 

The iconic views, opportunities to see wildlife, and other nature-dependent recreational pur-

suits draw many visitors, who in 

turn support most of the busi-

nesses and residents of the Upper 

Wind River Valley. 

The entire valley lies within occu-

pied grizzly habitat and is used by 

the bears primarily after they 

emerge in the spring and move to 

lower-elevation lands to feed on 

green plants and winter-killed un-

gulates. With the devastating loss of so many high-elevation whitebark pines and their seed 

crops, an important food source for grizzlies, these lands may become increasingly important 

to foraging bears at other times of the year.  Bighorn sheep, once found throughout the 

Rocky Mountains, are still com-

mon in the Upper Wind River Val-

ley, which encompasses both 

their  winter range and their lamb-

ing grounds.  The resident sheep 

herd, often referred to as the 

“mother herd,” is robust enough to 

be used as a source population in 

efforts to re-establish native 

sheep in other parts of the American West. Every fall, over three thousand elk 

from the surrounding mountains and Yellowstone and Grand Teton National 

Parks migrate into the valley to spend the winter. The native grasses that are 

found on the windswept mid-elevation ridges and rolling terrain are key to the 

elk’s survival during the long winter months. While elk in many parts of western 

Wyoming congregate unnaturally on artificial feed grounds, elk in the Upper 

Wind River Valley 

are more dispersed  

and subsist on natu-

ral feed. Conse-

quently these elk 

exhibit a low inci-

dence of brucellosis 

infection.  Natural 

winter ranges that 

have lower concentrations of elk also may help to sustain the health of Yellow-

stone’s herds by reducing the potential transmission of the virulent and devastat-

ing chronic wasting disease.    

Honoring a Tradition of Conservation in the Upper Wind River Valley 

For more than forty years, the BLM, U.S. Forest Service, Wyoming Game and Fish Department, and private landowners have invested a 

substantial amount of time and money to protect crucial wildlife habitats in the Upper Wind River Valley. With no or very low potential for oil 

and gas in this valley, habitat and recreation are the highest-value and best use of the valley’s BLM lands, which should be conserved  to 

ensure a vibrant and resilient Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem for future generations. We strongly believe that the only reasonable manage-

ment strategy under the revised Lander Resource Management Plan is to protect the sustainable local economy and these wild and scenic 

treasures by administratively withdrawing this valley from oil and gas leasing.   

The Upper Wind River Valley 
The “Mother Herd” of bighorn sheep relies 
on  BLM lands for winter and lambing 
habitat.  

More than 3,000 elk from Yellowstone 
and the surrounding mountains rely on 
the windswept natural winter ranges of 
this valley. 

Grizzly bears roam throughout this valley 
in the spring, but these lands may be-
come more important to the bears with 
the continued loss of higher elevation 
whitebark pine trees and their seeds. 

Streams in this valley likely will become 
climate refugia for Yellowstone cutthroat 
trout as the climate warms.  

Oil and gas development is not compati-
ble with this wild area and would under-
mine local tourism and the recreation-
based economy. 

T 

For more information contact Nate Maxon at the Wyoming Outdoor Council (307) 332-7031 ext. 15 

Lisa Koitzsch 

Scott Copeland 

Scott Copeland 

Scott Copeland 
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The Lander Front and Beaver Rim  

Public Lands Essential to the Local Quality of Life 

Nancy Debevoise 



he Lander Front and Beaver Rim encompass some of the most celebrated 

viewsheds in Wyoming. Descending from South Pass, travelers see a dramatic view 

of the colorful Red Canyon and the impressive Wind River Mountains. Looking west from 

atop Beaver Rim, residents and visitors are treated to an awe-inspiring panorama of col-

orful sandstone outcrops, rugged canyons, and rolling hills which support sagebrush 

shrublands, juniper woodlands, aspen groves, cottonwood gallery forests, and native 

grasslands. The diverse BLM lands within this landscape are critical for wildlife and loved 

by local residents for their outstanding recreational opportunities. 

This area is part of 

what the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service identi-

fies as “one of two re-

maining areas of con-

tiguous range essential 

for the long-term per-

sistence of the [greater 

sage-grouse].” Many 

sage-grouse that 

spend the summer and 

fall on the higher-

elevation lands of the 

Sweetwater Watershed and South Pass descend into this area to take advantage of im-

portant winter and spring habitat. Recent research indicates that sage-grouse winter con-

centration areas, like those found here, are essential to the species. BLM lands in this 

area also ensure the survival of thousands of wintering elk, mule deer, and pronghorn 

that subsist on a variety of natural vegetation.  

Despite the recent economic downturn, the town of Lander continues to 

grow new businesses and attract young people, in large part because of 

its proximity to undeveloped public lands and the wealth of recreational 

opportunities they provide. Residents and visitors prize these lands be-

cause they offer some of the state's best hunting, hiking, biking, trail run-

ning, rock climbing, horseback riding, nordic skiing, and wildlife viewing 

opportunities. The undeveloped public lands in this area are a major eco-

nomic asset to the local community and help create a quality of life that is 

the envy of much of Wyoming. The fact that these lands remain undevel-

oped continues to make the Lander area one of Wyoming’s top destina-

tions for visitors, outdoors enthusiasts, new residents, and Wyoming retir-

ees. 

Conserving the Lander Front and the Beaver Creek Watershed 

With such celebrated viewsheds, unspoiled crucial wildlife habitat, and 

world-class recreational resources—all of which are essential to the local 

community, its economy, and its quality of life—we believe the Lander 

Front and Beaver Rim area must be managed with great care. We be-

lieve the BLM should administratively withdraw this area from future oil, 

gas, and phosphate leasing in order to protect these valuable wildlife and 

recreational resources so they will continue to support the social and 

economic stability of this area.  

The Lander Front and Beaver Rim 
This area provides critical winter and breeding 
habitat for greater-sage grouse and is one of 
the world’s most important areas for sage-
grouse conservation. 

Thousands of elk and mule deer winter along 
the Lander Front and within the Beaver Creek 
watershed. 

BLM lands provide a diverse array or recrea-
tional opportunities for visitors and local resi-
dents. 

A growing and diverse local economy relies 
on nearby undeveloped open spaces. 

Additional energy development in this area 
would harm the local quality of life and disrupt 
a treasured landscape.  

Andy Blair 

Jeff Vanuga 

Ken Driese 

For more information contact Nathan Maxon at the Wyoming Outdoor Council (307) 332-7031 ext. 15 
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BLM’s Lander Resource Management Plan  

Balancing Conservation and Development 

Special Landscapes that Deserve Protection  



LM lands in the Lander Field Office contain some of America’s finest wildlife habitats, 

intact historic trails, dramatic open spaces, and wildlands. An array of landforms give 

rise to salt deserts, sagebrush steppe, native grasslands, shrublands, juniper woodlands, as-

pen stands, cottonwood and willow riparian corridors, and evergreen forests—nearly every 

habitat type found in Wyoming can be found in this field office. These habitats support mule 

deer, elk, pronghorn, moose, beaver, prairie dogs, golden eagles, bald eagles, and many 

other wild creatures, including large predators such as grizzly bears and wolves. One of the 

best known wild herds of bighorn sheep relies on some of these BLM lands. The southern por-

tion of the Lander Field Office is home to 

one of the world’s best remaining sanctu-

aries for the greater sage-grouse. The 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service described 

this area in 2010 as one of the two most 

important "remaining areas of contiguous 

range essential for the long-term persis-

tence of the species."    

Every year, thousands of visitors from 

across the nation travel to the Sweetwater Watershed to celebrate and commemorate 19th 

century pioneer journeys along the Oregon, Mormon, and California trails. Hikers can enjoy 

the unique high desert portions of the Continental Divide Scenic Trail on their way through the Red Desert. The historic and recreational 

trails in the Lander Field Office are nationally recognized and are some of Wyoming’s finest contributions to the National Landscape Conser-

vation System—a system that the Department of Interior has prioritized for special management. 

This proposal envisions a balance between energy development and the protection of 

wildlife and special places. With so much of Wyoming already dedicated and available 

to energy development, we believe the BLM, through the Lander RMP, can and should 

ensure protection of some of Wyoming's most extraordinary, open, wild, and undevel-

oped landscapes. Even if the BLM were to ensure the protection of these treasured 

landscapes, a significant portion of the Lander Field Office—an area with oil, gas, ura-

nium, and wind resources—could remain available for development. This is the very 

definition of balance. Towns such as Lander and Dubois have been growing even during 

the recent economic downturn because of their diversified economies that rely in part on 

the natural and recreational values that draw tourists and new residents. Providing protection to the landscapes that surround these towns 

and draw tourists, hunters and anglers, and outdoors enthusiasts to the region will not prevent economic development; in fact it would help 

to bolster continued diverse economic growth. 

A Balanced Approach for Jobs, Wildlife, and Open Spaces 

With this proposal we ask the BLM to protect four remarkable landscapes within the Lander Field Office. These landscapes—the Upper 

Wind River Valley, the Bridger Mountains, the Sweetwater Watershed, and the Lander Front—each have unique and priceless resources 

that are incompatible with industrial development and should be protected for current and future generations. We ask that these four areas, 

51 percent of the BLM managed federal mineral estate within the Lander Field Office, be made administratively unavailable for industrial de-

velopment throughout the life of the revised Lander RMP.  The remaining 49 percent of the federal mineral estate in the field office—an area 

with oil, gas, uranium, and wind—would remain available for development. Because relatively few conflicts occur in the areas we propose for 

protection, the BLM can protect sensitive natural, historic, and recreational resources while also allowing the development of energy re-

sources to help satisfy national energy needs. 

The Lander Field Office 
A sanctuary for the greater sage-grouse. 

The Oregon, Mormon, and California Na-
tional Historic trails draw visitors from 
across the nation. 

Rare species such as wolves, grizzly 
bears, and peregrine falcons continue to 
roam some of these BLM lands.  

Hikers experience the high desert as 
they pass through this area on the Conti-
nental Divide National Scenic Trail.  

Thousands of bighorn sheep, elk, mule 
deer, pronghorn, and moose range 
across these public lands throughout the 
year.  

A balance between energy development 
and conservation will maintain natural 
and recreational values and will continue 
to support diversified local economies.  
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For more information contact Nathan Maxon at the Wyoming Outdoor Council (307) 332-7031 ext. 15 
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The Sweetwater Watershed  

 History, Recreation, and Primitive Lands 

 World Class Wildlife Habitat 

Markgocke.com 



he Sweetwater Watershed is home to some of the last, best, intact sections of the 

Oregon, Mormon, California, and Pony Express National Historic Trails. These trails 

traverse a vast and stunning landscape that is teeming with iconic western wildlife—a land-

scape that endures today much as it was when pioneers traveled through 150 years ago. 

Hikers on the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail can experience a vast, unfrag-

mented, and healthy  sagebrush 

landscape as they stride toward the 

Wind River Mountains. Recreation-

ists appreciate this landscape for 

the opportunities to climb, hike, run, 

rock hound, fish, hunt, and explore 

in a seemingly boundless and un-

trammeled setting.  

According to the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service, this area’s vast un-

broken stands of sagebrush are “one of two remaining areas of contiguous range essential 

for the long-term persistence of the [greater sage-grouse].” These sagebrush uplands, ri-

parian corridors, and scattered stands of aspen and pine also support robust populations of 

pronghorn, white-tailed prairie dogs, badgers, mule deer, abundant ferruginous hawks and 

golden eagles, and the occasional wolf and Shiras moose.   

To cross through the formidable Rocky Mountains, pioneers followed the Sweetwater River 

from Independence Rock up relatively gentle terrain to South Pass. Today, thou-

sands of visitors flock to this area to learn about and sometimes reenact the heroic 

journeys that played out here over a century ago. The increasingly popular Continen-

tal Divide National Scenic trail provides an awe-inspiring passage from the southern 

Rockies to the northern Rockies for adventurous travelers.  

This landscape's greatest economic values, are its world-class wildlife, fishing, hunt-

ing, hiking, climbing, and horseback riding. Several recreation enterprises that con-

tribute consistently and substantially to the local economy—in a sustainable man-

ner—rely on the unspoiled character of this landscape.    

Conserving the Sweetwater Watershed 

With so many irreplaceable national resources—whose integrity demands minimal human intervention—we believe that the ecological, his-

torical, and recreational significance of this watershed should take priority over the relatively minor and short-lived benefits that oil and gas 

development would provide. We are deeply concerned about climate change and understand the pressing need to develop renewable en-

ergy sources, but because of this area’s importance to greater sage-grouse and the sensitivity of historic and recreational resources, we be-

lieve that industrial-scale wind facilities and their associated, roads, activity, traffic, transmission lines, and collector lines are not appropriate 

in this landscape. Visionary stewardship by the Bureau of Land Management can and should seek to protect these last vestiges of our indis-

pensable ecological, cultural, and recreational heritage. 

The Sweetwater Watershed 
Vast and unfragmented sagebrush habi-
tats make this one the world’s most im-
portant areas for the continued survival 
of the greater sage-grouse. 

The Oregon, Mormon and Pony Express 
National Historic Trails draw thousands 
of visitors to this landscape every year. 

The unique high-desert portion of the 
Continental Divide National Scenic Trail 
passes through this spectacular land-
scape. 

Several Wilderness Study Areas and 
Citizens Proposed Wilderness Areas 
provide some of Wyoming’s finest op-
portunities for solitude. 

This landscape is a favorite of hikers, 
bikers, anglers, climbers, hunters, 
horsemen, and campers.   
The many priceless resources found 
throughout this landscape warrant pro-
tection in the Lander RMP and the Na-
tional Landscape Conservation System.  

For more information contact Nathan Maxon at the Wyoming Outdoor Council (307) 332-7031 ext. 15 
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