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APPENDIX O 

BLM RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Appendix O provides BLM responses to substantive comments on the Atlantic Rim 
Draft EIS.  To locate specific comments and responses, please use the process for 
locating letter and unique email identification numbers provided in appendix N. 
Complete comments and context can be viewed in the original letters (appendix N) 
which have been annotated to identify specific comments and assertions.  Letters and 
emails that did not include an individual substantive comment are not included in 
appendix O, and are available at the BLM Rawlins Field Office. 

The procedure for locating a specific comment and response in appendix O is as 
follows: 

1. The log of substantive letters is included as table O-1. 

2. After locating the appropriate letter number, follow the instructions in 
appendix N to locate the corresponding comment numbers and assertion 
numbers (if applicable). 

a. Letter # - Comment # - Assertion # (if applicable) 

3. Then search table O-2, BLM Responses to Comments which can be found on 
the compact disc (CD) enclosed in appendix N for the specific letter # - 
comment # and assertion # (if applicable).  Table O-2 is organized 
chronologically by letter number.   

Comment responses in appendix O are presented using the following format: 

Comment Number Letter (or Unique Email) # - Comment # - Assertion # 

Comment 
The specific comment or assertion requiring a response is included in this field.  The complete 
comment and context can be viewed in appendix N. 

Response 
BLM’s response to the specific comment or assertion appears in this field. 
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Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-1. Log of DEIS Letters with Substantive Comments 

Unique 
Identifying 

Number 
Date 

Received Agency, Organization, or Individual 
Hard Copy File 1 

250 01/25/2006 Jason A. Lillegraven (letter) 
384 01/30/2006 Brian T. Kelly, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (letter) 
388 02/08/2006 Ray and Kathleen Weber, Weber Ranch Company (letter) 
393 02/09/2006 Douglas Arcand (fax) 
396 02/09/2006 Loni McKinney (fax) 
397 02/09/2006 Harley McKinney (fax) 
399 02/09/2006 Jason Dolce (fax) 
407 02/09/2006 Corky Faler (fax) 
413 02/10/2006 Bill Wichers, Wyoming Game and Fish Department (letter) 
416 02/13/2006 Mike Vandenberg (letter) 
420 02/13/2006 Alan Hayes (letter) 
424 02/13/2006 Brittany Shaklee (letter) 
428 02/13/2006 Angela Pacheco (letter) 
456 02/14/2006 John Gillaspy (fax) 
460 02/14/2006 Lloyd Denton (fax) 
466 02/15/2006 John V. Corra, State of Wyoming, Department of Environmental Quality (letter) 
470 02/15/2006 Ken Funk (letter) 
471 02/15/2006 Art Zeiger, Commissioners of Carbon County (letter) 
472 02/15/2006 John A. MacPherson (letter) 
476 02/16/2006 Ron Hedlund (letter) 
482 02/16/2006 Shaun Foster (letter) 
483 02/16/2006 Robin P. Diedrich, Nance Petroleum Corporation (letter) 
490 02/16/2006 John Zampedri (fax) 
508 02/16/2006 Hollie Butler (letter) 
521 02/16/2006 Joyce Allen (letter) 
545 02/16/2006 Linda Winner (letter) 
547 02/16/2006 Pete A [last name undecipherable] (letter) 
548 02/16/2006 [name undecipherable] (letter) 
557 02/16/2006 Marie [last name undecipherable] (letter) 
581 02/16/2006 Barbara Parsons (letter) 
588 02/17/2006 J.B. Anderson (fax) 
590 02/17/2006 Bonnie Egbert (fax) 
593 02/17/2006 Debbie Rubeck (fax) 
598 02/17/2006 Kole Egbert (fax) 
603 02/17/2006 Tiffaney Egbert (fax) 
605 02/17/2006 Leigh Nation (fax) 
606 02/17/2006 D. Steven Degenfelder, Double Eagle Petroleum Company (letter) 

Hard Copy File 2 
607 02/17/2006 Tom Clayson, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation (letter) 

Hard Copy File 3 
619 02/17/2006 Kathy Staman (letter) 
620 02/17/2006 Rowe Anderson (letter) 
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Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-1. Log of DEIS Letters with Substantive Comments 

Unique 
Identifying 

Number 
Date 

Received Agency, Organization, or Individual 
632 02/17/2006 John P. Lockridge, Mountain Energy, LLC 
636 02/17/2006 Laurie Milford and Jeff Rickerl (letter) 
642 02/17/2006 Jay Linderman (letter) 
647 02/17/2006 Laura Lindley, Bjork, Lindley, Little PC, for Redwine Resources, Inc. (letter) 
648 02/21/2006 Shane Spear, Sun-West Oil and Gas, Inc. (letter) 
652 02/21/2006 Lane Lasrich (letter) 
653 02/21/2006 Michel E. Curry (letter) 
664 02/21/2006 Jodee G. Pring, State of Wyoming, State Engineer's Office (letter) 
665 02/21/2006 Larry Svoboda, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (letter) 
666 02/21/2006 A. William Alldredge, Ph.D. (letter) 

Hard Copy File 4 
671 02/21/2006 Erik Molvar, Biodiversity Conservation Alliance (letter) 

Hard Copy File 5 
673 02/22/2006 Mark S. Dolar, Dolar Energy, LLC (letter) 
674 02/23/2006 Lynn Boomgaarden, State of Wyoming, Office of State Lands and Investments (letter) 
675 02/23/2006 John D. Adamson (letter) 
678 02/28/2006 John Etchepare, State of Wyoming, Wyoming Department of Agriculture (letter) 
681 02/22/2006 Dave Freudenthal, State of Wyoming, Office of the Governor (letter) 
682 02/22/2006 Michael A. Saul, National Wildlife Federation (letter) 
683 03/02/2006 Jaralyn Beek, Bureau of Reclamation (letter) 
684 04/20/2006 D. Steven Degenfelder, Double Eagle Petroleum Company (letter) 

Unique Emails File 6 
E3 01/23/2006 Andrew Blair  andy_blair@faculty.nols.edu 
E4 01/23/2006 Donald Duerr  djjduerr@hotmail.com 
E6 01/28/2006 Jane Robinett jane_robinett@bresnan.net 
E7 01/28/2006 Danny Dale  ddale@uwyo.edu 

E11 02/02/2006 Jeffrey A. Lockwood - Professor of Natural Sciences & Humanities - University of Wyoming 
Lockwood@uwyo.edu 

E13 02/02/2006 Martha Christensen  martchris@charter.net 
E33 02/09/2006 Gordon James  gtjames1940@yahoo.com 
E38 02/10/2006 Mark Jenkins mark@thehardway.com 
E39 02/10/2006 Linda Costello strega@adelphia.net 
E42 02/12/2006 Jonathan Madsen  JMadsen@uwyo.edu 

E45 02/13/2006 

David Ludlam - Fish For Life fishforlife8@hotmail.com 
10 Attachments that follow from N.E.W. Electric, Inc. 
1)Bud Alley 2) Ivan Martinez 3) Don Hockett 4) Spenser Rossi  
5) Shawn Darlow 6) Brad Hubbard 7) Todd Wawrzyniak  
8) Gilbert Medina 9) Curt Wendling 10) Mike Ulanski 

E45A 02/13/2006 Bud Alley 
E45B 02/13/2006 Ivan Martinez 
E45C 02/13/2006 Don Hockett 
E45E 02/13/2006 Shawn Darlow 
E45F 02/13/2006 Brad Hubbard 
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Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-1. Log of DEIS Letters with Substantive Comments 

Unique 
Identifying 

Number 
Date 

Received Agency, Organization, or Individual 
E45G 02/13/2006 Todd Wawrzyniak 
E45H 02/13/2006 Gilbert Medina 
E45J 02/13/2006 Mike Ulanski 
E51 02/13/2006 Amy Lowichik  AmyLowichik@lycos.com 
E66 02/13/2006 Chris Naumann jcnlmr@msn.com 
E67 02/13/2006 Gloria McClain GMcinSJ@webtv.net 
E70 02/14/2006 Candace Makowski  holywonderland@yahoo.com 

E84 02/16/2006 Norman F. Swanton  - Chairman & CEO - Warren Resources, Inc.  Wrnswanton@aol.com 

E85 02/14/2006 Joan E. Binder - Wyoming State Geological Survey  JEBinder@uwyo.edu 

E86 02/14/2006 Pamela A. Lacey - Senior Managing Counsel for AGA - submitted by Susan Wegner 
swegner@aga.org 

E88 02/15/2006 Barabara Dobos  bdobos@bresnan.net 
E91 02/16/2006 John Greer - Greer Services  jgreer@GreerServices.com 
E95 02/15/2006 Chuck Mollica chuckmollica@wyoming.com 

E100 02/16/2006 Steve Liles sliles@warrenep.com 
E102 02/16/2006 Mary Lou Morrison  mamorrison@vcn.com 
E105 02/17/2006 Bob Solomon bsolomon@tower-energy.com 
E107 02/16/2006 Lloyd Davies  lloyddavies@earthlink.net 
E108 02/17/2006 Mike Neumiller - North Fin LLC  mikeneu@wyoming.com 
E110 02/17/2006 Robert W. Schafer  RobertS@hdgold.com 
E112 02/17/2006 Arla Strasser - SERCD  runkayak@aol.com 
E114 02/17/2006 Linda Guthrie - Sr. Regulatory Specialist - Devon Energy  Linda.Guthrie@dvn.com 
E115 02/17/2006 Richard Currit  RCURRI@state.wy.us 
E117 02/17/2006 Ericka S. Cook - Petroleum Association of Wyoming  Ericka@pawyo.org 

E118 02/17/2006 Jason Blake - President - Titan Energy Resources  jason@titanenergyresources.com 

E121 02/17/2006 Harold Schultz harolds@wyoming.com 

E122 02/17/2006 Ellis G. Vickers - Sr. Vice President - Land Management & Regulatory Affairs  Warren 
Resources, Inc. submitted by Shawna Hamilton at sshwarren@qwest.net 

E123 02/17/2006 Ken Gobble - Warren E&P, Inc.  kgobble@warrenep.com 
E124 02/17/2006 Little Snake River Conservation District  lsrcd@yahoo.com 
E125 02/17/2006 Jeff Kessler  jkessler@xmission.com 

E126 02/17/2006 James Raney - Northern Regulatory Manager - Anadarko Petroleum  
Jim_Raney@anadarko.com 

E127 02/17/2006 Claire M. Moseley - Executive Director - Public Lands Advocacy 
Clair@publiclandsadvocacy.org 

E128A 02/17/2006 
Sharon O'Toole (Patrick & Sharon O'Toole  & George R. Salisbury, Jr.)  - Submitted for 
Ladder Livestock Company LLC, Salisbury Livestock Co.,  Banjo Sheep Company LLC 
sharon@ladderranch.com  

E128B 02/17/2006 Sharon O'Toole submitted for George R. Salisbury, Jr. of Salisbury Livestock Co. 
E130 02/19/2006 Brett Pearson brettpearson05@msn.com 

Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS  Page O-4 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-1. Log of DEIS Letters with Substantive Comments 

Unique 
Identifying 

Number 
Date 

Received Agency, Organization, or Individual 

E132 02/21/2006 Dave Welch - National Preservation Officer - Oregon-California Trails Association  
welchd@comcast.net 

E133 02/21/2006 Don Christianson  DCHRIS@state.wy.us 
E134 02/21/2006 Mike Bersch - The University of Alabama  mgbersch@bama.ua.edu 
E139 02/22/2006 Bill Lee blee@warrenep.com 
E141 02/09/2006 David Stout - dstout9@bluemoon.net 

Type A Form Email File 7 
TA1 02/07/2006 Sarah Schoenback - sschoenbach@nrdc.org 

Type B Form Email File 8 
TB1 01/23/2006 gallo@ucar.edu 
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Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Hard Copy File 1 

Comment Number 250-1-1 

Comment 
Page 3-13 contains the following quotation: "With the exception of the Holocene deposits that are probably too young to contain 
fossils, all sedimentary rock units exposed in the project area are known to produce or have the potential to produce scientifically 
significant, vertebrate fossil resources." I am in professional agreement with that statement. It is unclear to me, however, how that 
assessment could have been translated in Chapter 2 as paleontological resources being "Not significant." 

Response 
The effects of the Atlantic Rim project are expected to be “not significant” in the sense of effects upon the human environment.  That 
there may be paleontological resources of “significant” scientific value present is not disputed. 

Comment Number 250-1-2 

Comment 
Chapter 5: Cumulative Impact Analysis (page 5-4) provides an essentially correct general statement of the potential for cumulative 
loss of paleontological resources by way of the proposed development. in reference to acknowledgment of the existence of unique 
paleontological resources within the limits of the DEIS, one sentence states: Loss of resources from such localities could be very 
significant. Again, I’m not at all sure how that viewpoint can be reconciled with what was stated in Chapter 2, wherein 
paleontological resources were identified as Not significant in each of the proposed alternatives. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 250-1-1. 

Comment Number 250-2 

Comment 
The following quotation exists on page 4-3: "The magnitude of impacts associated with the loss of fossil resources associated with 
the proposed action or its alternatives would be reduced by the implementation of paleontologic resource mitigation measures 
described in Appendix K and 4.1.5.3." Thorough search of Appendix K, however, reveals no mention of the protection of 
paleontological resources. "Section 4.1.5.3 Paleontology" states, in its entirety: "With implementation of mitigation measures 
identified in Appendix H, Required Best Management Practices for Paleontology, no additional mitigation measures are required." 

Response 
The wrong appendix is cited in the Draft EIS.  This text is corrected in the final EIS to reference appendix H – “Required Best 
Management Practices”, “Paleontological Resources”. 

Comment Number 250-3 

Comment 
If paleontological resources are discovered at any time during construction, all construction activities would halt and BLM personnel 
would be immediately notified. Work would not proceed until paleontological materials are properly evaluated by a qualified 
paleontologist." If true, the final two sentences of the preceding quotation would seem reassuring in terms of protection of 
paleontological resources. Much more negatively, however, is the observation from Table 3-2 that (using the BLM's own jargon), 
none of the known paleontological sites within the limits of the DEIS qualifies as "BLM Paleontologic Condition 1," and the DEIS 
itself made no ratings for the "Probable Fossil Yield Classes" characteristic of the locally represented rock units. Those are the kinds 
of mechanical inconsistencies within the DEIS that cause me great professional concern. 

Response 
Paleontological Condition 1 is applied to areas of concentrated significant localities, not on an individual locality basis.  Condition 2 
is typically applied on a geologic unit basis, such as an entire formation or member.  (There are no known areas of concentrated 
significant localities in the project area that would merit a Condition 1 determination.) 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 250-4 

Comment 
Of still greater concern to me are the perhaps unanswerable questions I hold about who applied this pair of classification schemes 
to the immediate area covered by the DEIS - and upon what scientific criteria were they applied? Finally, it is exceedingly difficult for 
any interested outsider to review this information because, at least as far as I was able to discern, the above-referenced evaluative 
criteria (i.e. “Paleontology Condition” and “Probable Fossil Yield Class”) were neither defined in the DEIS nor referenced via another 
source. 

Response 
The Paleontological Condition classification is described in BLM Handbook H-8270-1.  The Potential Fossil Yield Classification is not 
mandated by BLM at present time, but Wyoming BLM is using it in trial fashion.  

Comment Number 250-5 

Comment 
Chapter 5's relevant section closes (page 5-5) with the following quotation: "Cumulative beneficial consequences, including the 
recovery of scientifically significant fossil resources at known and as yet undiscovered fossil localities could occur anywhere in the 
project area. To be most beneficial, a mitigation plan for recovery and curation of newly discovered specimens and recording 
associated geologic data should be adopted." I agree wholly with that statement. The DEIS itself, however, does not present a 
workable, realistic plan for that form of mitigation. 

Response 
As provided for in appendix H, when paleontological resources are found, work would not proceed until paleontological materials are 
properly evaluated by a qualified paleontologist.  An over-arching mitigation plan will not be prepared for the overall project area, but 
instead the need for survey and monitoring on a site-specific basis will be determined by the reviewing professional. 

Comment Number 250-6 

Comment 
In "Appendix A - Interim Drilling Policy" (page A-2) is stated: "Some sensitive resources such as high density paleontological or 
cultural resources sites, are not mapped and will also be handled on a pod basis." In this regard, I have grave doubts that BLM 
personnel will be aware of where the individual sites actually are. Also stated in Appendix A (page A-4) is the following: "Field 
inspections by the BLM will be conducted to verify presence of these resource values and potential impacts prior to considering 
authorization of any proposed development activity on Federal surface and/or minerals." So far as I am aware, none of the various 
Wyoming offices of BLM has a research-experienced vertebrate paleontologist on its staff. 

Response 
Appendix A refers to the development of exploratory coal bed natural gas pods.  As such this work is completed and these 
provisions are moot. The BLM does not have a research experienced vertebrate paleontologist normally conducting site reviews, 
however as discussed in appendix H: “Each proposed facility located in areas with known and potential vertebrate paleontological 
resource significance (class 1 and 2 areas and probable fossil yield class 3,4, and 5 areas) would be surveyed by a BLM approved 
paleontologist prior to surface disturbance (USDI – BLM 1987b; 1990).”  BLM will require project proponents to utilize qualified 
consultants where applicable. 

Comment Number 384-1-1 

Comment 
We recommended that the Bureau complete the EIS before any drilling was permitted to ensure that decisions made by the Bureau 
considered the consequences of the full field development; however, to date, 116 wells have been drilled under the Interim Drilling 
Policy. 

Response 
The exploratory pods were proposed and developed under the Interim Drilling Policy in order to develop information on the impacts 
of various actions that are envisioned under full field development and to obtain baseline information on geologic and biologic 
conditions within the ARPA. There is no library where this information may be “checked out”; instead it must be obtained by 
exploration in the field. In addition, the productivity of the coal formations targeted in producing natural gas is a critical piece of 
information. Experience has shown that there are a certain minimum number of wells necessary to successfully obtain such 
information, and the 116 wells you refer to were developed for just such reasons. All the elements of a coal bed methane operation 
must be in place (production wells, plumbing, disposal wells, roads, gas lines and compressor stations) in order to adequately 
develop this information. The DEIS provides the analysis of full field development (see final EIS chapter 4), including cumulative 
effects (see final EIS chapter 5) within and around the Atlantic Rim area. An example of the utility of this process is the recent 
revision of the proposed action from 3,880 wells to 2,000 wells, based on the results obtained from exploratory drilling. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 384-2-1 

Comment 
The Service is concerned that the effects to habitats important to the above species may be irreversible and no amount of mitigation 
can restore or replace what is lost. As several of these species are known to be in decline from loss of habitat, the Service 
recommends that the Bureau not authorize an action that may exacerbate their decline and possibly result in listing of one or more 
of these species under the Act. 

Response 
Significant effects to several species of wildlife are expected.  This includes pronghorn antelope, elk, mule deer, sage-grouse, 
sensitive fish species, vegetation and recreation under any of the action alternatives.  BLM believes there is no way to fully develop 
the oil and gas resources within the project area without these effects, although site-specific review at the annual work planning 
stage would allow for the use of best management practices to reduce adverse effects. 

Comment Number 384-3-1 

Comment 
The Service is concerned that the long term disturbance figures may not reflect on the ground difficulties with reclamation as are 
discussed on page 3-48 of the DEIS (current POD conditions). 

Response 
The BLM wishes to improve the success of reclamation efforts throughout the ARPA.  To that end BLM has included a revised 
reclamation plan in appendix B of the final EIS which includes several elements that the BLM believes will improve the success of 
reclamation efforts.  These elements include geospatial tracking of disturbance areas, annual monitoring and tracking of reclamation 
efforts, and an adaptive management approach allowing for modification of reclamation procedures based on the monitoring results. 

Comment Number 384-3-2 

Comment 
The Service recommends that the Bureau consider phasing in the completion of each POD based on the reclamation success of the 
previous POD. The Bureau should also work closely with the project proponent during the siting of well pads, roads and other 
facilities to minimize erosion problems. 

Response
Consistent with its regulations, once annual work plans, APDs or other applications for specific site activities are submitted, BLM will 
conduct more site-specific analysis of potential environmental impacts, tiered to the Project-level EIS.  Prior to issuing any permit or 
authorization to implement these activities on the BLM-administered lands, the BLM must analyze each component of the proposed 
action on a site-specific basis and subject to NEPA review.  The final EIS includes a revised Preferred Alternative which limits the 
amount of surface disturbance which can occur in the ARPA at a given time providing an incentive to achieve successful interim 
reclamation. Please also refer to our response to comment 606-2.Phased development was considered but eliminated from detailed 
consideration due to the legal and economic conflicts that arise from a phased approach, plus BLM's policy of approving reasonable 
access for oil and gas development.  Please also refer to our response to comment 606-2. 

Comment Number 384-4-1 

Comment 
The Service is very concerned that authorization of this project, as proposed, will significantly affect the population of greater 
sage-grouse that occurs in this area of Wyoming. 

Response 
BLM shares the Service’s concern.  Also, please refer to our response to comment 384-2-1. 

Comment Number 384-4-2 

Comment 
Adverse affects to sage-grouse may occur through the long-term loss of sagebrush habitat, fragmentation of habitat, and noise 
associated with project activities. 

Response 
As discussed in chapter 4 of the draft and final EISs, the BLM agrees with this assertion. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 384-4-3 

Comment 
The Service does not support a 0.25-mile protective buffer around sage-grouse leks as a mitigation measure, nor do we support a 
2-mile buffer to protect nesting habitat. 

Response 
The sage-grouse is a BLM sensitive species, listed as such on 04/09/2001.  Because of this status no actions that might jeopardize 
the future existence or viability of this species may occur.  The Great Divide Resource Management Plan (RMP) in appendix I lists 
sage-grouse in several areas of the Wildlife Mitigation Guidelines including 2b and 2c.  2c provides for the prohibition of surface 
activities or use within important habitat areas for the purpose of protecting sage-grouse breeding grounds and or habitat where 
timing stipulations are not appropriate.  The purposes of the Guidelines are (1) to reserve for the BLM the right to modify the 
operations of all surface and other human presence disturbance activities as part of the statutory requirements for environmental 
protection, and (2) to inform a potential lessee, permittee, or operator of the requirements that must be met when using 
BLM-administered lands.  The Guidelines in the RMP are not specific as to the distance an action must be moved to mitigate 
impacts of a proposal on sage-grouse.  Literature reviews show that requirements for no surface disturbance (NSD) from a lek 
generally run in the quarter-mile to 2-mile range.  The quarter-mile NSD mitigation is generally a minimum distance. 

Comment Number 384-4-4 

Comment 
Additionally, Holloran concluded that stipulations placed on oil and gas development in the Pinedale Anticline, which are identical to 
those proposed for the Atlantic Rim development, were insufficient to maintain sage-grouse breeding populations in natural gas 
fields. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 384-4-3. 

Comment Number 384-4-5 

Comment 
The Service strongly recommends minimum protection measures as described by Connelly et al. (2000). The Service also 
encourages the Bureau to use its authority and not grant exceptions to protection measures for sage-grouse. 

Response 
Exception, waiver and modification are actions provided for in the Great Divide RMP.  The Approved Plan, appendix I under 2. 
”Wildlife Mitigation Guideline" provides the following for sage-grouse.  It reads in part: “Exception, waiver or modification of this 
limitation in any year may be approved in writing, including documented supporting analysis, by the Authorized Officer.” 

Comment Number 384-4-6 

Comment 
Finally, the Service would like to remind the Bureau of the 2001 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that the US. Forest Service, 
the Bureau, and the Service signed on with the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies to conserve the greater sage-
grouse and its habitat. This MOU outlined the participation of Federal and State wildlife agencies, including the Wyoming Game and 
Fish Department, in greater sage-grouse conservation, and these commitments should be considered in project planning in 
sage-grouse habitat. 

Response 
The commitments arising from the 2001 MOU will be considered in project planning in sage-grouse habitats. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 384-5-1 

Comment 
The Service is concerned that the DEIS does not discuss the Bureau's obligation to protect migratory birds under the MBTA. 
Although the DEIS states that the effects exceed the established criteria threshold, it does not state what measures will be 
implemented to directly protect migratory birds, especially Brewer's sparrow, sage sparrow, sage thrasher and Baird's sparrow, all 
known to occur within the project area. 

Response 
Chapter 4 of the EIS, at 4.7.3.1 “Direct and Indirect Impacts – Common to All Alternatives" states in part: “Applicant voluntarily 
committed measures (appendix K) and the BMPs (appendix H) would be implemented under all alternatives. The Wildlife 
Monitoring and Protection Plan (appendix E) would be followed to prevent, reduce, and detect impacts to wildlife and fish species 
throughout the life of the project.  This plan serves two purposes. One is to describe the protocols to monitor wildlife responses, 
habitats, behavioral shifts, etc.  The other is to provide protocols to protect wildlife species and track the effectiveness of the 
monitoring plan. BMP’s implemented for other resource concerns may provide indirect protection for a variety of wildlife species.” 

Comment Number 384-5-2 

Comment 
To avoid further decline of sagebrush obligate songbirds we recommend that the Bureau identify habitats within the project area 
important to migratory birds and clearly identify measures that will be implemented to reduce the effects so that they fall below the 
Bureau 's significant effects criteria. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 384-5-1. 

Comment Number 384-6-1 

Comment 
The Service recommends that the final EIS clarify whether these species may be affected by the project. In the event that listed 
species may be affected, the Bureau should initiate section 7 consultation under the Act and request Service concurrence their 
determinations. 

Response 
The BLM will fully comply with its obligations under the Endangered Species Act and any other relevant environmental and/or land 
management direction. 

Comment Number 384-7 

Comment 
Pane 5-16, Greater Sage-grouse and Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse: The DEIS's cumulative effects analysis for the greater 
sage-grouse states that direct and indirect impacts from habitat fragmentation, dust, noise and long term loss of sagebrush habitat 
would be cumulatively significant leading to long-term decline in the population of sage-grouse. Please see comment #2 above. The 
Service reminds the Bureau of their commitment to conserve the greater sage-grouse and its habitat. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 384-4-3, 384-4-5, and 384-5-1. 

Comment Number 388-1 

Comment 
We think the reclamation of the disturbed land is very important.  There has been a lot done toward that end in the last year with the 
wells drilled on our land.  We are confident the land will be reclaimed.  Control of invasive weeds is a concern of ours. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 384-3-1. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 388-2 

Comment 
We could adjust our livestock grazing operation to the gas development if it is spread out over the whole project area easier than if 
everything on the Doty Mountain Allotment is developed at once. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 393-1-1 

Comment 
Most importantly wrong with this EIS is the seasonal restriction portion. By creating only a 135 day window for activity in an area, 
BLM will essentially be creating a transient workforce through the implementation of this guideline. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter 460. 

Comment Number 393-1-1 

Comment 
Most importantly wrong with this EIS is the seasonal restriction portion. By creating only a 135 day window for activity in an area, 
BLM will essentially be creating a transient workforce through the implementation of this guideline. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter 460. 

Comment Number 396-1-1 

Comment 
Anadarko's findings during the 4 years of research in the Atlantic Rim area. 

Response 
Input from BLM's Reservoir Management Group (RMG) and Anadarko detailing the findings of the exploratory drilling program in the 
ARPA was used to develop a new preferred alternative in the Final EIS for the project. 

Comment Number 396-1-2 

Comment 
Gas recovery between 80 and 160 acre spacing, specifically how much of the 1.5 trillion cubic feet of gas will not be recovered at 
160 spacing. 

Response 
BLM is unable to predict how much less gas would be recovered due to the unknown nature of the coal formations, their permability, 
and their gas content, but the findings of the RMG and Anadarko indicate that gas recovery would be much less at 160 acre spacing 
than at 80 acre spacing.  In addition the BLM is unable to predict the specific location of wells at this time. 

Comment Number 396-1-3 

Comment 
A review of the economic cost to local communities (Sweetwater and Carbon Counties), Wyoming, the Federal Government, and 
the American consumer by not recovering the gas at 160 acre spacing. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 396-2. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 396-1-4 

Comment 
The BLM's preferred alternative's consistency with the new Energy Bill and the President's Energy Policy. 

Response 
The preferred alternative is consistent with the Energy Bill and the President's Energy Policy. 

Comment Number 397-1 

Comment 
All these activities add to the local payroll, local taxes and federal royalty payments. Has the BLM adequately reviewed these issues 
in the DEIS? Have you considered all the socioeconomic impacts? 

Response 
The socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Action and the alternatives, including the effects on local and federal revenues are 
thoroughly evaluated in section 4.12 of the Final EIS. 

Comment Number 397-2 

Comment 
The preferred alternative as proposed might result in 1 trillion cubic feet of gas not being developed or recovered. I feel this is clearly 
the wrong direction and opposite of the Presidents energy plan. 

Response 
Authorization of a development plan that does not allow for full resource extraction would not be consistent with the purpose and 
need for the proposed action under this EIS.  Based in part on this along with input from the BLM's RMG and Anadarko, BLM 
modified the preferred alternative in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 399-1-1 

Comment 
Nonetheless, my worry is that both Anadarko test results and a significant amount of data collected by BLM technical experts from 
the Resource Management Group in Casper have been ignored in the preferred alternatives of this DEIS. 

Response 
Based on input from the BLM's Reservoir Management Group and Anadarko, which includes a summary of available production 
data from the exploration wells drilled in the ARPA, BLM has developed an additional alternative (Alternative D, the BLM's preferred 
alternative) for inclusion in the final EIS.  This information will be considered by the Authorized Officer in the development of a 
Record of Decision for the project. 

Comment Number 399-1-2 

Comment 
Alternatives B and C will be an unfeasible financial and logistical burden on Anadarko. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. Please note that the final EIS contains an additional alternative for consideration of the Deciding 
Official in the development of a Record of Decision for this project. 

Comment Number 407-1-1 

Comment 
The BLM's preferred alternative will also have a negative impact on our local economy including job loses and reductions in tax 
income to schools and local government. 

Response 
The effects anticipated under the various alternatives are detailed in chapter 4, section 4.12.  Values for all socioeconomic elements 
from Alternative C can be found at 4.12.3.4. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 407-1-2 

Comment 
Has the BLM researched the economic cost of 160 acres spacing compared to 80 acre spacing? 

Response 
Beneficial economic effects of 160 acre spacing may be substantially lower than those associated with 80 acre spacing. 

Comment Number 407-1-3 

Comment 
What are the costs of the lost resource in royalty payments, severance tax and employment to our local areas if the field cant be 
produced? 

Response 
Alternative A (No Action), under which the Operator's proposed development of the ARPA would not occur, is discussed in Section 
4.12.3.2 of the final EIS. 

Comment Number 413-1-1 

Comment 
We believe this means mitigating loss of habitat as it occurs, and in cases where development has already occurred, there is 
backlog of mitigation to be done. 

Response 
The BLM agrees with this assertion and strives to accomplish this in its land management activities.  Consultation with the Wyoming 
Game and Fish Department will be undertaken at the site-specific level to obtain the Department’s insight and ideas regarding such 
proposals, and to get recommendations on mitigations and other best management practices to employ. 

Comment Number 413-1-2 

Comment 
However, we could not find where and how much was going to be protected. 

Response 
These habitats are listed as “avoidance” areas where activities proposed in such habitats will be moved if possible.  If disturbance is 
not avoidable, the BLM in consultation with its cooperators will seek to limit disturbance to the maximum extend possible. 

Comment Number 413-1-3 

Comment 
We will utilize our Recommendations for Development of Oil and Gas Resources within Crucial and Important Wildlife Habitats 
(December 6, 2004) document for potential strategies for mitigation and avoidance of wildlife impacts, and we encourage the BLM to 
refer to it also. 

Response 
The BLM will consider these recommendations in its proposal review process. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 413-1-4 

Comment 
The Wildlife Monitoring Plan, as designed, will not be effective at detecting changes to the various wildlife populations. Because 
mitigation is predicated on the monitoring plan, it is essential monitoring be done effectively. We recommend the BLM review and 
summarize their current wildlife monitoring data that have been collected to date in adjacent gas fields. This will demonstrate the 
impact to wildlife in these fields and what we may expect as a result of the current development proposal. 

Response
Sage-grouse lek surveys by Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD), cooperative study of mule deer migration between BLM 
and WGFD and surveys and monitoring detailed in appendix E will ensure adequate monitoring.  Studies and observation from other 
oil/gas fields are also useful.  These surveys and monitoring will help determine when wildlife issues arise and must be dealt with, 
along with appendix E provisions. 

Comment Number 413-1-5 

Comment 
At present, we do not know whether other wildlife monitoring and protection plans (e.g., Continental Divide/Wamsutter II) have been 
effective in determining and mitigating effects in the last five years. 

Response 
The Wildlife Monitoring Plans are cooperative efforts of BLM, WGFD, USFWS, project proponents and other interested parties. 
Review of mitigation effectiveness is a joint responsibility of all parties and future collaboration will hopefully provide guidance on 
effective mitigation. 

Comment Number 413-2 

Comment 
Page 3-49 There are many descriptions of existing erosion and reclamation problems occurring on most PODs, as presented by the 
BLM. We recommend repairing these problems before additional sites are developed. 

Response 
The BLM is concerned about unsuccessful reclamation within the Atlantic Rim area.  Efforts to repair reclamation failures are being 
made and have been made.  These examples were included in chapter 3 to describe the current conditions in the affected 
environment. Pods were approved under Environmental Assessments that determined no significant impacts were likely to occur 
and are in some ways independent of this analysis. 

Comment Number 413-3 

Comment 
Page 3-70 In the big game table, mule deer Hunt Area 85 is listed. We removed Hunt Area 85 several years ago and incorporated it 
into Hunt Area 84. 

Response 
The draft has been revised so this information is correct in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 413-4 

Comment 
Page 3-73 It should be clarified that sage-grouse seasons were set at a later date to reduce the harvest of older, successful 
reproducing hens that were found with broods near water. The later season decreased the harvest of hens, since the birds were 
scattered in all habitats. 

Response 
The text has been clarified in the final EIS. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 413-5 

Comment 
Page 3-73 Under the section about sage-grouse severe winter relief, it would be helpful to include the report on sage-grouse severe 
winter relief by Hayden-Wing Associates. Is this report completed? 

Response 
The report is available in draft form upon request. 

Comment Number 413-6 

Comment 
Page 3-82 Under sensitive species, it is stated that no swift foxes were found near the project area. However, a swift fox was 
observed by a consultant southeast of Wamsutter during a ferret clearance survey about six to seven years ago. This was reported 
to us by the BLM. This makes it at least likely that swift fox may be present in the area. 

Response 
The text in 3.8.2.2 “Sensitive Wildlife Species” under Swift Fox states in part: “…studies have documented occurrence in Carbon 
County and Sweetwater County…..”  Please also refer to our response to comment 671-65-17. 

Comment Number 413-7-1 

Comment 
Page 4-47 We recommend the BLM develop an area-wide vegetation treatment plan if vegetation treatments are proposed. 

Response 
A vegetation treatment plan is currently being developed, but additional data is needed to complete it.  Site specific reviews of APDs 
in the annual planning process will allow detection and mitigation of vegetation related issues under the Atlantic Rim EIS Record of 
Decision. 

Comment Number 413-7-2 

Comment 
Vegetation management on the project area should be focused on weed control and reclamation, versus removal of shrubs, and on 
providing landscape-level vegetation needs for all native wildlife. If shrub control is used, we encourage mechanical treatments as 
the main treatment option for shrub control. 

Response 
Vegetation management activities should be directed at meeting the needs of all land uses within all types of treatments available. 
Preservation of the shrub component and reclamation to return disturbed sites back to their original vegetative regime is a goal of 
the Reclamation Plan presented in appendix B of the final EIS.  As site-specific proposals come forward annually, site reviews by 
BLM and cooperating agencies will allow avoidance and use of best management practices to reduce adverse impacts on shrub 
communities. 

Comment Number 413-8-1 

Comment 
Page 4-59 Under the "Impact Significance Criteria" section, some statements are made that if habitat function is lost, then 
substantial impacts will occur. Habitat function should be defined in the document. 

Response 
The term "habitat function" is included in the glossary in the final EIS. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 413-8-2 

Comment 
Also, mortality to T&E species is a criterion, but implementation of monitoring the mortality of T&E species needs to be addressed. 

Response 
Monitoring of T&E species is addressed at a programmatic level in the Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan presented in 
appendix E.  More detailed plans, data collection efforts, and annual reporting requirements will be developed based on site-specific 
plans submitted by the operators. 

Comment Number 413-9 

Comment 
Page 4-63 This statement suggests that winter ranges are being moderately used by big game. It needs to be explained how the 
level of use was determined. 

Response 
This level was determined from the 2006 Browse Monitoring/Trend Report for the Lower Muddy Creek Watershed, dated June 19, 
2006. Internal documentation of this monitoring is available on request. 

Comment Number 413-10 

Comment 
Page 4-64 While free movements are difficult, we disagree that pronghorn are trapped within the herd unit during hard winters. 
There is a section of lay down fence panel along Highway 789 at Peach Orchard Flat that can be used in severe winters. 

Response 
Impediments to antelope crossing Highway 789 exist.  Using the laydown fencing is one mitigation that can be used to improve 
animal movement during severe winters.  BLM is concerned that there will still be adverse impacts to antelope movement and 
crucial winter range use. 

Comment Number 413-11 

Comment 
Page 4-63 We disagree that pronghorn and deer will habituate to predictable traffic. The project area has received a large amount of 
hunting pressure during pronghorn seasons in recent years, and because of this, pronghorn avoid any vehicle, and seem to remain 
wary most of the year. In addition, recent studies of mule deer suggest that avoidance is a more common response than habituation. 
If there are data that suggest these animals will acclimate, please reference these studies. 

Response 
Assessing the potential impacts to pronghorn (also commonly referred to as antelope) from implementing the Proposed Action is 
somewhat complex, discerning between direct and indirect impacts.  Some perception of pronghorn use in and near oil and gas 
development projects is that individuals may habituate to project construction and operational activities in both the short and long 
term. Over time, some individuals may habituate to certain disturbances, depending on the spatial relationship (i.e., distance) 
between these areas of disturbance to available forage, water, and thermal cover.  However, this is true for only certain individuals 
within a population.  Other individuals may exhibit a lower tolerance to certain human related activity thresholds.  Therefore, animals 
within a population may respond differently to construction and operational actions.  Rawlins Field Office biologists have noted 
anecdotally that in impacted areas, antelope herd sizes are significantly smaller than in undisturbed areas.  Those animals that 
acclimate seem to do so only in smaller herd sizes.  In undisturbed areas, the herds are much larger and show flight responses at 
much greater distances than in disturbed zones. 

Comment Number 413-12 

Comment 
Page 4-65 There may be higher rates of predation on sage-grouse due to increases in perches for eagles (e.g., buildings, panels at 
well sites). 

Response 
Text has been added to the final EIS (Section 4.7.3.1) to disclose the concerns identified in your comment. 
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Comment Number 413-13 

Comment 
Page 4-66 Serviceberry stand areas are important winter habitats for sharp-tails and should be protected within the project area. 

Response 
Serviceberry habitat is an avoidance area for the Atlantic Rim EIS.  Please refer to our response to comment 413-1-2. 

Comment Number 413-14 

Comment 
Page 4-67 Sage-grouse wintering areas should be mapped before too much development occurs. 

Response 
The BLM, in coordination with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department is attempting to map sage-grouse wintering areas. 
Currently Wyoming Game and Fish is the lead agency in this process.  Site reviews for subsequent development proposals will 
allow for the review of disturbance areas, and the identification of potential winter areas in cooperation with the Wyoming Game and 
Fish Department. 

Comment Number 413-15 

Comment 
Page 4-69 Not all animals may move onto adjacent habitats when development is clustered, but this development scenario is a 
good concept and would reduce the impacts of an "all at once" approach. We support some type of clustered development as 
opposed to having concurrent activities that are scattered throughout the impact area. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 

Comment Number 413-16-1 

Comment 
Page 5-11 In the cumulative impacts section, there are no data (i.e., amount of disturbance, miles of roads) to list the cumulative 
amount of disturbance, or maps illustrating the impacts. We recommend that the reader should determine the severity by looking at 
the data. 

Response 
This data is not available to the BLM at this scale. We agree this information would be useful if it existed. 

Comment Number 413-16-2 

Comment 
The current approach does not adequately describe what is occurring on the ground. For example, there are no acreages listed for 
the prescribed burns in the area, although it is important since this adds to the amount of shrub habitat that may already be out of 
production. It also states that most of the shrubs are over-mature and need to be removed, however, there are no supporting data 
on amount of age classes and where they occur. This is very important information for not only explaining impacts, but for planning 
vegetation enhancements for mitigation. 

Response 
Less than 5% of the area has been affected by burns / wildfires over the last 30 yrs. Field reviews and observation of disturbances 
in the area, coupled with discussion with cooperating agencies and on-going vegetation studies may provide this information in the 
future. 
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Comment Number 413-17 

Comment 
Page 5-13 In the Range Resources section, the cumulative impact is said to result in a "small net loss to annual forage." Unless 
reclamation is correctly done, it could be a larger impact, especially if drought occurs in this 8-10 inch precipitation zone. What if the 
disturbed areas result in undesirable weeds like halogeton? With areas taken out of production, livestock will be crowded onto the 
remaining acres, resulting in increased grazing pressure. 

Response 
Reclamation and weed control mitigations are required; with mitigation and enforcement of these measures impacts to livestock 
would be minimal. 

Comment Number 413-18 

Comment 
Appendix B Reclamation of well sites suggests using vegetation species useful for wildlife and livestock. Protection of reclaimed 
areas until forage re-establishment should be addressed. 

Response 
Appendix B has been rewritten for the final EIS, and calls for fencing when appropriate for vegetation establishment. 

Comment Number 413-19 

Comment 
Appendix B It may be beneficial to state how vegetation and soil inventories will be done. 

Response 
Please refer to appendix B in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 413-20 

Comment 
Appendix D Spotted and thirteen-lined ground squirrels have the same scientific names in this table. The spotted ground squirrel 
should be S. spilosoma, (from Chapman and Feldhamer, 1982), and is usually found in shortgrass prairie habitats in southeast 
Wyoming. 

Response 
The text is corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 413-21 

Comment 
Appendix E We recommend monitoring sage-grouse and sharp-tail leks annually, using population estimation protocol for 
comparisons of disturbed versus undisturbed sites, (i.e., Wyoming Game and Fish sage-grouse count lek protocol to determine 
effects). We recommend data be collected on our sage-grouse lek forms to be included in our statewide database. 

Response 
Thank you for your recommendations.  The BLM will seek to accomplish these in collaboration with the Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department. 

Comment Number 413-22 

Comment 
Appendix E What is going to be done with the raptor productivity data? It would be beneficial to compare developed areas to 
undeveloped areas to learn more about productivity on, and away, from project areas. 

Response 
Information gathered on raptors by the BLM will be maintained in our files and is available to cooperating agencies as they desire.  
Such a study, while a good idea, is outside the scope of this analysis. 
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Comment Number 413-23 

Comment 
Appendix E We will periodically update big game winter ranges, which can change over time, especially after the habitat has been 
altered. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this statement. 

Comment Number 413-24 

Comment 
Appendix E, 2.3.1.4 It should be explained what plover habitat is practical to protect. 

Response 
Plover habitat is described in a new paragraph added to the beginning of the section noted in your comment. 

Comment Number 413-25 

Comment 
Appendix H If there is already a POD in a migration corridor, is there an adaptive management process to alter development to deal 
with it? 

Response 
If a pod should be discovered by the Mule Deer study to be inhibiting, or even potentially inhibiting migration the BLM in cooperation 
with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department will modify site-specific proposals and / or use best management practices and 
mitigation to avoid or reduce adverse impacts. 

Comment Number 413-26 

Comment 
Appendix L In the sage-grouse section within alternative C, this section is confusing. Wildlife protection measures seem to only 
protect sage-grouse wintering areas. Is this in addition to 1/4- mile NSO' s for leks? The other protections are unclear. 

Response 
It is in addition to other sage-grouse standard mitigation measures and best management practices. 

Comment Number 413-27 

Comment 
Appendix M, Page M-34, Maps The SMA map key does not match the map fill (i.e., difficult to discern the different areas). Also on 
page M-38, please clarify the data source used for successful hunts. 

Response 
These maps have been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 413-28-1 

Comment 
Furthermore, we are concerned that if the proposal is implemented as written, the vast areas of disturbance will negatively impact 
the aquatic resources in the area. 

Response 
Impacts to aquatic resources are described under the fish subsection within section 4.8, "Special Status Plant, Wildlife, and Fish 
Species". 
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Comment Number 413-28-2 

Comment 
The resulting changes to hydrologic processes within the drainage will negatively alter natural instream processes, thereby altering 
the habitat necessary to support all life stages of the native aquatic communities within the Muddy Creek drainage. 

Response 
Impacts to aquatic resources are described in section 4.8 and impacts to stream channels are described in 4.4.3.1. under the 
heading "Surface Water Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives." 

Comment Number 413-28-3 

Comment 
At a minimum, no drilling or other field development activities should be allowed to occur within 1/4 mile of any active stream 
channel in the upper Muddy Creek watershed. 

Response 
Areas within 500 ft. (~1/10 mile) of surface waters, identified 100-yr floodplains, and wetlands are managed for controlled surface 
use, also called avoidance areas (see appendices J and H).  This management provides protection for these areas on public lands.  
Under Alterative C, these areas would be protected with a ¼ mile buffer.  Impacts from these alternatives are described in chapter 4. 

Comment Number 413-28-4 

Comment 
Outside the area defined above, no drilling activity or disturbance should be permitted within 500 feet of a riparian area, wetland or 
stream channel. We recommend applying a standard NSO stipulation to all riparian zones and a 500-foot corridor extending from 
the outermost limit of the riparian habitat (WGFD 2004). 

Response 
Areas within 500 ft. (~1/10 mile) of surface waters, identified 100-yr floodplains, and wetlands are managed for controlled surface 
use, also called avoidance areas (see appendices J and H).  This management provides protection for these areas on public lands.  
These areas would be managed under NSO standards under Alterative C.  Impacts are described in chapter 4. 

Comment Number 413-28-5 

Comment 
In particular, we suggest a transportation plan be developed for this project, and that Department personnel are consulted to 
minimize impacts to fish and wildlife resources. 

Response 
Annual planning will be required for the project including transportation.  Transportation impacts are described in section 4.13 and 
individual wildlife sections. 

Comment Number 413-28-6 

Comment 
If a new road must cross Muddy Creek anywhere in the drainage, a bridge or bottomless culvert of sufficient size to fully span the 
active channel, including the primary floodplain, should be used. New crossings should not impact the ability of fish to move 
upstream/downstream, nor change the stream hydraulics up to a normal high flow event. Under no circumstances should round, 
corrugated culverts be placed in stream channels. 

Response 
Stream crossings will be required to minimize changes in channel geometry and subsequent changes in flow hydraulics (see 
appendix H). 
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Comment Number 413-28-7 

Comment 
If reserve pits are used, we recommend designing drill pad sites to drain excess storm water and other fluids into a properly sized 
reserve pit. The pit should have adequate capacity to intercept and hold excess precipitation.  We recommend lining all reserve pits, 
irrespective of soil types, with a suitable, impermeable barrier to eliminate possible contamination of soil and groundwater 
(WGFD 2004). 

Response 
Reserve pit design is described in appendix K under K.1.3.7.2.  This provides for liners when needed and a 2 foot freeboard to 
handle excess storm water.  Site specific analysis (permeability below 10-7 cm/sec) can be used to determine the need for poly 
liners on reserve pits. 

Comment Number 413-28-8 

Comment 
Staging, refueling, and storage areas should not be located in riparian zones or on flood plains. Keep all chemicals, solvents and 
fuels at least 500 feet away from streams and riparian areas (WGFD 2004). 

Response 
Areas within 500 ft. (~1/10 mile) of surface waters, identified 100-yr floodplains, and wetlands are managed for controlled surface 
use, also called avoidance areas (see appendices J and H).  This management provides protection for these areas on public lands 
from this type of use. 

Comment Number 413-28-9 

Comment 
Stripping riparian canopy or stream bank vegetation should be avoided whenever possible. It is preferable to crush or shear 
streamside woody vegetation rather than completely remove it. Any locations from which vegetation is stripped during installation of 
stream crossing should be revegetated immediately after the crossing is completed (WGFD 2004). 

Response 
Areas within 500 ft. (~1/10 mile) of surface waters, identified 100-yr floodplains, and wetlands are managed for controlled surface 
use, also called avoidance areas (see appendices J and H).  This management provides protection for these areas on public lands 
from this type of use. 

Comment Number 413-29 

Comment 
Page 4-44, third bullet, "Drainage Crossings: – These would be designed for at the minimum for a 25 year storm event ......... " 
Designing for 25-year events is not adequate and will result in blown out culverts and increased sediment in the receiving 
watersheds. We recommend, at a minimum, designing drainage crossings to pass 100 year events as recommended in Appendix J 
of this DEIS on Page J-11, 5th paragraph: "In general, crossings designed to pass 100 year design storms would in most cases 
allow for unrestricted passage of flow and sediment from smaller storms." We further recommend that road crossings of the 
tributaries in the Muddy Creek drainage be designed to allow fish passage at all flows. Types of crossing structures that minimize 
aquatic impacts, in descending order of effectiveness, are a) bridge spans with abutments on banks; b) bridge spans with center 
support; c) open bottomed box culverts; and d) round culverts with the bottom placed no less than one foot below the existing 
stream grade. Perched culverts block fish passage and are unacceptable in any stream that supports a fishery (WGFD 2004). 

Response 
Culverts for ephemeral draws, some intermittent draws and road drainage will be designed for the 25-year event as specified in the 
Gold Book (USDA, 2006).  Drainage crossing will be designed based on the criteria given in appendix H where there are aquatic 
resources such as fish present.  For a description of how these criteria will be implemented, see Methods for Designing Road 
Crossings in appendix J. 

Page O-21 Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 413-30 

Comment 
Page 4-47, 2nd paragraph: It is good that the BLM and operator recognize the scarcity of wetland and riparian sites within the 
project area. The RMP indicated minimum buffers are a good start toward protecting these valuable recourses. Given the scarcity of 
these resources the operator should commit to no well locations or ancillary facilities in wetland habitats. Pipelines and roads should 
only cross-wetland habitats when unavoidable, and at a perpendicular. 

Response 
BLM agrees that limiting development within wetland / riparian habitats is a desirable activity, and that the minimum distances may 
not always be as desirable.  Site specific reviews at the APD level will allow the BLM and cooperators to review proposals on the 
ground and to determine areas especially in need to such mitigations or avoidance.  While the operators have not committed to 
avoiding these habitats under all conditions, BLM standard mitigation measures and COAs will allow for avoidance on federal lands 
within the ARPA. 

Comment Number 413-31 

Comment 
Appendix B, page B-10, 1st Paragraph: "All drainage channel crossing structures should be designed to carry the 25 to 50 year 
discharge event as directed by the BLM." As pointed out earlier; we recommend, at a minimum, designing drainage crossings to 
pass 100 year events as recommended in Appendix J of this DEIS on Page J-11, 5th paragraph: "In general, crossings designed to 
pass 100 year design storms would in most cases allow for unrestricted passage of flow and sediment from smaller storms." We 
further recommend that road crossings of the tributaries in the Muddy Creek drainage be designed to allow fish passage at all flows. 
Types of crossing structures that minimize aquatic impacts, in descending order of effectiveness, are a) bridge spans with 
abutments on banks; b) bridge spans with center support; c) open bottomed box culverts; and d) round culverts with the bottom 
placed no less than one foot below the existing stream grade. Perched culverts block fish passage and are unacceptable in any 
stream that supports a fishery (WGFD 2004). 

Response 
Culverts for ephemeral draws, some intermittent draws and road drainage will be designed for the 25-year event as specified in the 
Gold Book (USDA, 2006).  Drainage crossing will be designed based on the criteria given in appendix H where there are aquatic 
resources such as fish present.  For a description of how these criteria will be implemented, see Methods for Designing Road 
Crossings in appendix J. 

Comment Number 413-32 

Comment 
Appendix B, page B-18, 4th paragraph: "A designated official or responsible party should annually inspect and review the condition 
of all ........ " Inspection intervals should be more frequents, especially early in the field development to issue compliance with all the 
BMPs, mitigation measures, and stipulations identified in this document. A large amount of resource damage could occur during the 
1-year intervals between proposed inspections. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 413-33 

Comment 
Appendix B, page B-6, 4th and 5th paragraphs: Both paragraphs discuss establishing staging areas at least 50 feet from drainages 
or wetlands and hazardous material and refueling areas at least 100 feet from similar areas. We recommend combining the staging 
areas and hazardous material/ refueling areas into one location a specified distance from sensitive areas. Combining the two areas 
should result in a reduction in surface disturbance adjacent to sensitive habitats. Furthermore, we recommend adopting the 
herbicide loading site recommendation from Appendix J, page J-3, third bullet: "Herbicide loading sites would be located at least 
500 feet from live water, floodplains, riparian areas, and all special status plant locations". We recommend establishing the staging, 
hazardous material, and refueling area a minimum of 500 feet from all drainage channel bottoms and wetland habitats. 

Response 
Areas within 100 feet of ephemeral channels are managed as controlled surface use or avoidance areas.  This section was not 
meant to refer to open water or wetlands which are subject to the 500 ft. buffer.  Storing of hazardous materials in these avoidance 
areas would not be allowed without serious mitigation. 
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Comment Number 413-34 

Comment 
Appendix H, page H-7, Water used for construction, maintenance, and drilling activities, #3: We recommend hydrostatic water be re
injected following use. 

Response 
Hydrostatic water is typically discharged near the location where it was withdrawn to reduce impacts to surface quantity.  Water 
quality is typically not an issue and the erosional BMPs described in appendix H should be adequate to protect surface resources.  
Injection of hydrostatic test water is an option that can be implemented by the operators, but it is not a requirement.  Test water may 
be re-injected, or it may be surface discharged in compliance with the appropriate state and federal authorizations. 

Comment Number 413-35 

Comment 
Appendix J, page J-7, 4th paragraph: "Pits should be lined if there is not sufficient clay in the building material to prevent infiltration 
of fluids into shallow groundwater." We recommend all pits be lined as an extra precaution against infiltration of fluids into shallow 
groundwater. Once a mistake is made and the groundwater is contaminated it is impossible to clean up. 

Response 
Reserve pit design is described in appendix K under K.1.3.7.2, this provides for liners when needed and a 2 foot freeboard to handle 
excess storm water.  Site specific analysis can be used to determine the need for liners on reserve pits, which would be based on 
local soil conditions and the BLM operating officer would make the decision to line the pit.  Reserve pit liners are typically required in 
soils with high sand contents. 

Comment Number 413-36 

Comment 
Appendix J, page J-11, 3rd paragraph: "All crossings should consider the failure of the crossing during flows beyond the design 
capacity." Although we agree with the strategy of building in a relief valve to limit the damage caused if a drainage crossing is 
compromised, we contend it is a better strategy to avoid this problem by building the crossing with adequate dimensions to pass all 
expected flows, including the debris and sediments transported with the flows. As commented previously, we do not believe 
designing the crossings for a 25 or a 50- year event is adequate. At a minimum we recommend building all crossings for a minimum 
of 100 year events.  This recommendation applies to ephemeral, intermittent and perennial drainages. The design should take into 
account the active channel and the flood plan. The design should pass both the water in the active channel and drain the water on 
the flood plain. 

Response 
Drainage crossing will be designed based on the criteria given in appendix H where there are aquatic resources such as fish 
present. Appendix J goes on to say that crossings designed to pass the 100 year event would allow for unrestricted flow, in most 
cases. 

Comment Number 413-37 

Comment 
Appendix K, page K-22, 3rd bullet: This requirement is not adequate. We recommend the following language, "Limit construction of 
drainage crossings to no-flow periods or low-flow periods. Exceptions to this would be granted by the BLM based on an 
environmental analysis and site-specific mitigation plans." 

Response 
Appendix K is the operator’s plan of operation. Appendix H says that the construction of drainage crossings will be limited to no-flow 
or low-flow periods. 

Comment Number 413-38-1 

Comment 
All pipeline crossings of a watercourse should be protected against surface disturbances and damage to the pipeline (WGFD 2004). 

Response 
Appendix H requires pipelines to be buried a minimum of 4 feet below the channel surface. 
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Comment Number 413-38-2 

Comment 
Any pipeline crossing of a perennial stream should be done by boring underneath the stream rather than trenching, especially main 
Muddy Creek and its primary tributaries (WGFD 2004). 

Response 
A recently completed planning process for a pipeline across Muddy Creek required boring due to the fisheries and cultural concerns. 

Comment Number 413-38-3 

Comment 
Pipeline crossings can be installed through ephemeral streams by trenching. Use appropriate size riprap to stabilize stream banks. 
Place riprap from the channel bottom to the top of the normal high water line on the bank at all stream crossings. We recommend 
double-ditching techniques to separate the top one-foot of stream bottom substrate from deeper soil layers. Reconstruct the original 
layers by replacing deeper substrate first(WGFD 2004). 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 416-1-1 

Comment 
How is the 160 acre spacing justified? 

Response 
The development protection measures for Alternative C are summarized in section 2.2.4 and the justification for the development 
protection measures are provided in the right-hand column of the appendix L table.  BLM will not specifically approve a well spacing 
for the project but will analyze and disclose the impacts for surface disturbance associated with the project based upon resource 
constraints throughout the project area. Depending upon the environmental resources present in various portions of the project 
area, BLM would apply protection measures for sensitive resources which may restrict surface disturbance. 

Comment Number 416-1-2 

Comment 
Has the BLM considered the findings of Anadarko's field research and the need for 80 acre spacing? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 399-1-1. 

Comment Number 416-1-3 

Comment 
Has the Rawlins BLM office considered the economic impacts of not recovering more natural gas from the project area? 

Response 
Section 4.12.3.4.1 states that reductions in economic effects would occur if fewer wells were allowed or economically feasible under 
development protection measures, and that changes in production levels or operating costs associated with development protection 
measures would result in different economic effects than those associated with the Proposed Action..  The RFO understands that 
the economic and fiscal effects of Alternative C would be less than those associated with the Proposed Action. 

Comment Number 420-1-1 

Comment 
Anadarko contributes substantially to our local economies in Carbon and Sweetwater Counties. I do not believe the EIS has focused 
enough on the positive socioeconomic benefits of the project. 

Response 
Sections 4.12.3.1.1 through 4.12.3.1.8 provide extensive detail on the potential socioeconomic effects of the Operator's Proposed 
Action. 
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Comment Number 420-1-2 

Comment 
Anadarko is a leader in developing environmentally friendly practices in regards to energy development. They have the proven track 
record to go forward with this project. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 420-1-3 

Comment 
The BLM is severely limiting the potential extraction of gas by limiting spacing to 160 acres. Anadarko's research proves 80 acre 
spacing is needed to fully develop the resource. I am hopeful the BLM will amend the EIS to reflect this reality. 

Response 
Depending upon the environmental resources present in various portions of the project area, BLM  would apply protection measures 
for sensitive resources which may restrict surface disturbance.  BLM is aware through the input provided by the Reservoir 
Management Group that 80 acre spacing is necessary to effectively extract the gas resource from the coals. 

Comment Number 420-1-4 

Comment 
Will timing restrictions on drilling (only 155 day drilling window in some areas) needlessly create a transient worker base? Will these 
restrictions dissuade locals from applying for these jobs? 

Response 
Section 4.12.3.1 of the EIS states that the current limited drilling period in the ARPA is likely to result in a continuation of a 
temporary, non-local workforce.  Although there is a limited un-employed local workforce (as discussed in section 3.12.1), local 
workers employed in the drilling and field development industries may receive job assignments on non-BLM lands or land without 
seasonal development stipulations, allowing year-round employment. 

Comment Number 424-1-1 

Comment 
I think it's entirely reasonable to ask that you allow these wells to be spaced in closer proximity to one another - the more desired 
80 acres. Your own BLM team in Casper through its recent report understood this need - I hope you do as well. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 420-1-3. 

Comment Number 428-1-1 

Comment 
I request the preferred alternative and Atlantic Rim DEIS be modified and a new alternative supporting the continued development 
of natural gas be adopted. 

Response
Thank you for your comment.  Please note that BLM has included an additional alternative (Alternative D) for analysis in the final 
EIS along with a revision to the preferred alternative. 

Comment Number 428-1-2 

Comment 
A specific area of importance is the BLM's request for 160 acre spacing. Anadarko's field research concludes 80 acre spacing is 
required for full field development. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 420-1-3. 
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Comment Number 456-1-1 

Comment 
DID YOU KNOW THAT OIL AND GAS DEVELOPMENT IN WYOMING CREATES ENOUGH STATEWIDE TAX REVENUE 
TO PAY EACH CITIZEN A DIRECT PAYMENT OF $1,500? 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 460-1-1 

Comment 
Most importantly wrong with this EIS is the seasonal restriction portion. By creating only a 135 day window for activity in an area, 
BLM will essentially be creating a transient workforce through the implementation of this guideline. This type of employment pattern 
will be detrimental to what would have otherwise been an economic stimuli for Wyoming with the employment opportunities the 
Atlantic Rim will create. 

Response 
4.12.3.1 identifies the temporary, non-local workforce that is likely to accompany the limited drilling period in the ARPA.  The 
assessment of the effects of this temporary workforce is carried through other portions of the assessment.  Please also refer to our 
response to comment 420-1-4. 

Comment Number 460-1-2 

Comment 
Secondly, these restrictions will severely reduce the production output needed to be profitable for Anadarko. Given Anadarko's 
contributions through mitigation to this project and many other projects in this state, I would call this very, very unfair. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 466-1-1 

Comment 
All methods for handling produced water (including surface discharge) should be considered for each individual circumstance. 
Eliminating the ability to surface discharge limits the options for properly handling produced water. 

Response 
This document analyzes the proposed action, which did not include surface discharge of produced water, as well as two alternatives 
to mitigate impacts from surface disturbance. This document does not eliminate the ability to surface discharge produced water. 
Impacts from such activities in the future would be considered in separate NEPA documents.  As discussed in the last paragraph of 
EIS section 2.3.1, no additional surface discharge of produced water is included in the proposed action.  However, if alternative uses 
of produced water are identified and proposed, these uses can be considered and approved separately under future NEPA analyses 
and approvals. 

Comment Number 466-2 

Comment 
1. Page 4-29, Section 4.4.3.1.2 discusses groundwater impacts common to all alternatives. The produced water is planned to be 
reinjected. Please ensure that the ponds used for holding the water prior to being reinjected, are lined to prevent seepage into the 
shallow aquifers. If these ponds are not lined, a groundwater monitoring program will be required to ensure the shallow aquifer is not 
impacted. 

Response 
Produced water is typically stored in holding tanks rather than ponds before it is reinjected.  The holding tanks are typically bermed 
to control potential spills. 
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Comment Number 466-3 

Comment 
2. In the same section, Page 4-28, a statement is made that "Another impact of the proposed project on groundwater resources, 
albeit minimal and relatively insignificant, would be an increase in the hydraulic pressure head in aquifers receiving the injected coal 
bed water." Please explain how it was determined that the impact of injecting between 250,000 to 400,000 bbls/day of produced 
water for approximately 30 years will be "minimal and relatively insignificant". 

Response 
Injection of produced water is regulated by the Wyoming Oil and Gas Commission and includes data to determine the pressure 
individual wells will require to not fracture the surrounding rock. Periodic tests (every 5 years) are performed to test the integrity of 
the well bore. Given that the injection well integrity does not fail in these ways, there will be a pressure mounding around the 
injection well that will form.  This pressure mounding is unlikely to change the properties of the entire formation or be very extensive.  
There has been no indication that these targeted formations will not handle the volume of water produced for the project. 

Comment Number 466-4 

Comment 
3. In Section 4.4.3.1.2.1, Page 4-29, water injection is discussed. The section does not provide an estimate of the number of 
injection wells that may be needed. This would be beneficial for permitting planning purposes. 

Response 
The text you refer to in section 4.4.3.1 (under the subheading "Water Disposal Using Injection") has been revised to indicate that up 
to 166 injection wells are estimated for the proposed project (also see appendix K). 

Comment Number 466-5 

Comment 
4. On Page 4-40, Section 4.4.3.2.2, and also in the Cumulative Impacts Section 5.3.4, Page 5-10, no discussion of potential impacts 
from injecting produced water is provided. This should be included. 

Response 
These impacts are described in section 4.4.3.1 under the heading "Groundwater Impacts Common to All Alternatives" and the 
subheading "Water Disposal Using Injection." 

Comment Number 466-6 

Comment 
5. On Page 4-41, Section 4.4.3.2.2 the statement is made that "In some cases the reserve pit would be lined." What are the criteria 
for determining if a reserve pit should be lined? Why not require lining of all reserve pits? 

Response 
Reserve pit design as described in appendix K under section K.1.3.7.2 provides for liners when needed and a 2-foot freeboard to 
handle excess storm water.  Site specific analysis can be used to determine the need for liners on reserve pits, which would be 
based on local soil conditions, and the BLM operating officer would make the decision on whether to line the pit.  Reserve pit liners 
are required when necessary in soils with high sand contents. 

Comment Number 470-1 

Comment 
With this project by doing what I suggested, you could improve the land. build a lot of water sheds-plant grass-Not destroy 
everything. 

Response 
Thank you for your recommendation.  Appendix B of the EIS is the reclamation plan for the Atlantic Rim project.  The plan describes 
site-specific seed mixtures prior to final reclamation and provides for broadcast seeding under certain conditions. 
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Comment Number 471-1-1 

Comment 
2.2.1 The Proposed Action – The proposed well spacing of 80 acres is appropriate and correct for CBNG development. Coal seams 
are generally lower pressure environments than conventional gas reservoirs and tighter spacing of wells is mandated by this low 
pressure regime. The well spacing is necessary to prevent waste of the gas resource and insure that the maximum volume of gas is 
recovered. The Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation Commission has determined that 80 acre spacing in CBNG development is the 
optimal spacing, based on reservoir studies of coals throughout the state. A larger spacing may be feasible, but it is not known at 
this time that wider spacing would effectively extract the maximum recoverable gas resource. Should a larger spacing be mandated, 
it may be possible that some recoverable gas is left in the coal bed and later efforts at removal would be difficult and expensive. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 471-1-2 

Comment 
Appropriate stewardship of the gas, a public resource, dictates that the maximum recovery effort is made to extract all available gas 
during the life of the development. This insures that environmental disturbance is confined to a one-time effort, rather than being 
incurred several times as successive efforts are made to remove all of the methane. Adjoining privately held lands may also be 
developed simultaneously to the development of the federal lands and, since 80 acre spacing is the standard in Wyoming, those 
developments will probably utilize that convention. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 471-1-3 

Comment 
This sets up a realistic scenario where development of adjoining properties has a large potential to drain federal gas due to spacing 
differential. Since federal coal bed gas is a public resource, developed in the interest of the public good, loss of gas through 
drainage is unacceptable. This argument has been validly used, and has been the main point, in buttressing the arguments for 80 
acre spacing of CBNG wells in several other EIS documents in Wyoming authored by the BLM within the past five years. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 471-2 

Comment 
2.2.3 Alternative B – Are any provisions made for interruption or changes of the development plan due to emerging information? In 
other words, do the operators have to follow the outlined sequence exactly as stated in the DEIS, even if conditions warrant a 
change to the development staging due to discoveries of previously overlooked or unknown circumstances, such as critical habitat 
or a threatened species? The first, second, and third phases of development are very location specific and would be difficult to 
follow exactly should future considerations make that sequence undesirable. It is suggested that alternative sequences of 
scheduling be discussed and allowances be made for possible changes in developmental phases due to unforeseen circumstances. 

Response 
BLM considers this to be a fundamental assumption for the project.  Each iteration of the project will reveal new information which 
will be used to make the next iteration more economic and effective.  Please also refer to our response to comment 606-2. 

Comment Number 471-3 

Comment 
2.5.2 Directional Drilling – Further discussion of directional drilling is warranted. The public often uses the concept of directional 
drilling as a panacea for many environmental concerns. The technical aspects of directional drilling are usually poorly understood, if 
at all, and a brief narrative describing the unsuitability of this area for that development a process may help readers comprehend the 
rational behind the recommendation. 

Response 
This narrative can be found in section 2.5 of chapter 2, "Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study". 
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Comment Number 471-4 

Comment 
2.5.4 Powerlines and Electricification – This section is unclear. What mechanism is proposed for electrical generation to run the 
pumping systems, compressors and other ancillary facilities? Will all lines be buried or will some other methodology, such as solar 
power or combustion of methane be used to generate power? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-52-1. 

Comment Number 471-5 

Comment 
Chapter 2 Table; Proposed Action and Alternatives – The table is an effective method for presenting the actions and alternatives. 
This type of comparison matrix allows the reader to quickly and succinctly evaluate activities and comprehend the nature of the 
proposal in a fairly straightforward manner. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 471-6 

Comment 
CHAPTER 3: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT – The descriptions, tabulations, and other supporting documentation within this chapter 
are quite satisfactory. Great detail has been imported into the document and the definition of the existing environment is well done. 
Of particular interest are the descriptions of the existing PODs and the conditions that exist there. Were there any reasons 
established for the condition of the sites as portrayed in the narrative? 

Response 
The condition of the pods, especially with regard to the reclamation, is due primarily to the on-going drought and its affect on 
germination and growth of vegetation.  Other reasons that influence the area probably exist, but the bottom line situation is that 
unsuccessful reclamation needs to be reclaimed as soon as possible to avoid soil erosion and other adverse effects. 

Comment Number 471-7 

Comment 
Table 3-21. Special mention of this table is warranted due to the comprehensive nature of the information contained therein. The 
values for transmissivity and permeability are quite helpful in understanding the character of the groundwater regime and inclusion 
of these values in this document is appreciated. Also, Table 3-25 is quite helpful with the delineation of groundwater quality 
compared to suitability standards. Generally, all of the tables and graphs are useful and informative and their inclusion within the 
narrative is commendable, since they enumerate the variety of resources within the study area and define the environment to a 
great degree. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 471-8 

Comment 
4.1.3.1.3 Paleontology – The juxtaposition of the first and second paragraphs is quite effective. Paragraph one covers the negative, 
potentially harmful impacts to the paleontological resources, while paragraph two emphasizes the possibility of new, unexpected 
resource discovery due to excavation. This duality of results is typical in many types of development where hitherto undiscovered 
paleontological treasures are exposed by excavating activities, such as highway construction or subdivision creation. There are 
many opportunities within the framework of the DEIS to utilize this "good news, bad news" scenario and the entire narrative should 
be examined to determine where else within the text this may be done. This was also done effectively in the discussion of the soils 
impacts and certainly assists the reader in determining the suitability of the development plans. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment Number 471-9 

Comment 
Table 4-1. – The acronyms RFD and RFFA do not appear to be cited earlier in the text. They may have been defined in another 
chapter or earlier paragraph, but a footnote on all tables defining the acronym's meaning would be appropriate. The reader must 
sometimes backtrack or search for an indefinite period of time to relocate the meaning of these components. This is unhandy and 
makes assessment of the impacts difficult. 

Response 
RFD and RFFA will be added to the definitions in the List of Acronyms. 

Comment Number 471-10 

Comment 
Table 4-6. – Would it be possible to express the well discharge volumes in terms of barrels per month in addition to gallons per 
minute? Subsequent production records after production commences will use this formant with the WOGCC and a good comparison 
may then be made between predicted discharge and actual rates. The data can also be readily used to extrapolate future 
development in the same geographic area. 

Response 
Well discharge in gallons per minute can be converted to barrels per month by multiplying by 1,029. 

Comment Number 471-11-1 

Comment 
The observations within areas that can be considered mature fields have been that the initial reaction to development by mammals 
is a decrease in numbers within the area being developed. This is followed by an upswing in the populations due to improved 
vegetative cover on reclaimed soils; easier travel ways afforded by new roads, and increased water supplies, particularly in areas of 
surface discharge. In fact, some areas that have encouraged surface impoundment and retention of discharge water have seen 
game species numbers increase well beyond the natural carrying capacity of the affected lands. Impacts have not been as severe 
as predicted and mitigation measures have been much less draconian than first suggested. Because of this, some the suggested 
mitigation measures for the proposed alternatives may be extremes that could prove to be, to some extent, unnecessary in the long 
term scheme. 

Response 
There are many studies describing the adverse impacts on wildlife of energy industry development and the need for mitigating those 
impacts. 

Comment Number 471-11-2 

Comment 
The ancillary developments to gas fields, such as pipelines and underground electrical burial, have proven to be fertile ground for 
the increase in prairie dog populations as well. Part 4.8.3.2 concerns itself with potential diminishment of habitat for prairie dogs and 
at first that may be true. The creation of long linear features, however, having a fairly unconsolidated soil texture due to excavation 
for pipeline or conduit favors the reintroduction of burrowing species. This is found to be true in the CBM fields of the Powder River 
Basin and reestablishment of predevelopment populations invariably takes place within an astonishingly short period of time that 
can be measured in weeks. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 471-11-1. 

Comment Number 471-11-3 

Comment 
The data on such effects of development have generally been produced within the energy industry itself, particularly the coal mining 
sector, and these analyses may be difficult to locate or corroborate. Much of it may be anecdotal and hard to substantiate with any 
degree of accuracy, though the veracity of these accounts is fairly high. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 471-11-1. 
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Comment Number 471-11-4 

Comment 
There have been reports of deer and elk, for example, resting beneath dragline housings during periods of equipment inactivity. 
They apparently have sought these locations for shade and appear completely unafraid of the idle machinery. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 471-11-1. 

Comment Number 471-11-5 

Comment 
The long term affects of development on mammal populations is still unknown and ongoing research into this area is warranted. 
Certain coal mines within Wyoming have had to institute a hunting policy and allow public access to thin swollen deer populations. 
This is a definite, positive impact on hunting availability and should be addressed as a potential opportunity in section 4.9.3.1. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 471-11-1.  The action alternatives are expected to have serious adverse effects upon big 
game populations. 

Comment Number 471-12 

Comment 
General Methodology - Pages 4-83 and 4-84 are presented in portrait format, as are other pages within the narrative that contain 
visual information. Would it be possible to set those pages at a landscape orientation to facilitate viewing of the information? 

Response 
The page orientation has been corrected. 

Comment Number 471-13 

Comment 
4.12.3.1.1 Economic Effects – This section is very well crafted and defines the economic impacts to the socioeconomic structure of 
Carbon County to a remarkable degree. The enumeration of each component of development and the tabulation of costs and 
benefits assists the reader in their evaluation of these impacts. Are there plans to monitor these potential effects over the next 20 to 
30 years? It would be interesting and instructional to ascertain the accuracy of the economic projection to assist in the creation 
future impact analyses of other developments. This also holds true for part 4.12.3.1.3, Employment and Population Effects. Studies 
of socioeconomic impacts are now several decades old and this would be an excellent opportunity to determine the accuracy of the 
models established in the 1970's and 1980's. 

Response 
There are no plans by the BLM to monitor these potential effects.  Other state, federal and local agencies monitor this information 
and it should be readily available. 

Comment Number 471-14 

Comment 
4.12.3.1.7 Local Attitudes, Opinions and Lifestyles — This section is interesting for its unique approach to the cultural values and 
physiological underpinnings that are often overlooked in impact studies, such as EIS. Frequently, it is this intangible, poorly defined, 
inner appreciation of an existing lifestyle that produces some of the largest societal impacts within people's spheres of influence; 
their personal space, for lack of a better term. A dramatic sense of loss can result from changes to the landscape and, more 
importantly, changes to the local social structure. The coverage of this commonly misunderstood aspect of social impacts is well 
presented and further amplification of these issues, if possible, is encouraged. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment Number 471-15-1 

Comment 
The second component of sound is frequency and it is significantly more problematic than is decibel level. Many of the large 
reciprocating compressors have moving parts that emit sound frequencies in the subsonic range; from 10 to 20 Hz. These are also 
the frequencies at which the human body can achieve a resonant frequency harmonic. The vibrations of the skeletal system when 
exposed to theses low frequencies may produce weakness, fatigue, nausea, confusion, and a host of other ills, depending upon the 
persons age and weight. 

Response 
The commentator's points are well taken.  However, as noted in section 4.15.3.1, given the remoteness of the area and the absence 
of human residences, project operations workers are the only group that would be subjected to noise impacts from compressor 
stations and other production facilities for other than brief periods of time, typically the amount of time required to travel past the 
facility on county or BLM roads.  Project operations workers are protected by OSHA regulations regarding industrial noise 
protection, which include noise frequency considerations. 

Comment Number 471-15-2 

Comment 
The frequency of the sound must also be defined and mitigated in order to protect the health and safety of workers and residents. 
Many of the new designs for cooling fans used in compressors have moved to a multiple fan, smaller diameter system that raises 
the frequencies above the threshold limits of human discomfort. In fact, upon installation in the field, it has been found that the noise 
levels are also lower than in conventional compressor systems and the 55 decibel threshold is closer to the facility, thus creating a 
smaller footprint for sound containment. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 471-15-1. 

Comment Number 472-1 

Comment 
As a consequence, it would seem important, at least to this writer, that it would be in the BLM's best interest to adopt the 80-acre 
spacing so as to assure a full recovery, both for economic reasons and considering the nation's current energy shortage. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Alternative D has been added in response to concerns regarding drill spacing. 

Comment Number 472-2 

Comment 
However, Anadarko's planned development would, of necessity, also constitute a phased development approach. Under Anadarko's 
approach, wells would be drilled over a 10 to 20-year period in a sequence that relies on actual geographic conditions and previous 
operational experience. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 472-3 

Comment 
There is absolutely no way, either practically, financially, operationally, or from an engineering perspective, that Anadarko could drill 
all of the wells at one time. As a consequence, it would appear that the basis for the three-phased approach is simply misplaced and 
based upon faulty assumptions. 

Response 
The drilling rate analyzed by the BLM and shown in Figure 2-1 of the Final EIS was provided by Anadarko. 
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Comment Number 472-4 

Comment 
As a representative of a landowner owning lands within the first phased area, the significance of these potential centralized impacts 
is of grave concern. Not only will the centralization of these impacts within a limited area and within the limited time frame 
significantly affect my client's agricultural operations in a very detrimental and negative way, it will also have a very detrimental and 
negative impact on the lands within the first phased area, including the soil and water resources as well as wildlife. Anadarko's 
proposal would, on the other hand, avoid these centralized impacts by spreading the operations across the entire area and over an 
extended period of time. 

Response 
Alternative B has been moved to section 2.5 "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study". 

Comment Number 472-5 

Comment 
This proposed concentrated development plan is also patently unfair to those ranching clients who hold mineral rights in what would 
be phases two and three of the development. For example, the holder of mineral rights in the third phase of development would 
have to wait up to 14 years before realizing any return. In addition, those mineral right holders also could potentially see what would 
otherwise be an asset in which they have an interest drained by virtue of operations on adjacent but earlier developed lands. This 
and the denial of access to those owners or leaseholders holding the mineral estate could, and probably will, foster litigation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 472-4. 

Comment Number 472-6 

Comment 
We understand that the water realized from the operations will be reinjected. While the rancher supports this concept so as to avoid 
some of the issues existing in the Power River Basin, it would seem logical, given the arid area involved, to allow some of the water 
being produced to be used for stock watering and wildlife purposes or by Anadarko as a part of its development activities for such 
things as dust abatement. 

Response 
Provision is made in the EIS for closed watering systems for livestock and wildlife.  

Comment Number 472-7-1 

Comment 
For the reasons stated herein and on behalf of your neighbors and lessees, we would respectfully request that the BLM adopt a plan 
under which drilling would be conducted on an 80-acre spacing basis to assure maximum recovery of the resource. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 472-7-2 

Comment 
Finally, we would request that the three phased approach be rejected and what is in reality a less concentrated approach but still a 
phased approach being advanced by Anadarko be adopted. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 472-4. 
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Comment Number 476-1 

Comment 
Phased development should be eliminated as not conducive to responsible development and an overextension of the authority 
vested in the BLM with regard to its assumed oversite and regulation of private and state owned surface and mineral rights. This 
alternative appears to set the stage for any number of legal issues involving BLM oil & gas leases, access to private lands and 
minerals, and contractual obligations to develop leased minerals. 

Response 
Based on comments received to the Atlantic Rim Draft EIS, Alternative B has been moved to the category "Alternatives Considered 
and Eliminated from Detailed Study" section of the final EIS. 

Comment Number 476-2 

Comment 
I believe the alternative requiring 160 acre well spacing should be eliminated. The BLM should give more weight to the opinions of 
its own very experienced and talented Reservoir Management Group. I believe this group favors 80 acre spacing as do the 
independent operators in the area. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 482-1 

Comment 
What is the criteria to call a location reclaimed and who gives the grade on this? Another question is who will police the pods and 
pipelines and what consequence does the oil and gas company get for not doing a job right? 

Response 
Please refer to the Reclamation appendix (appendix B) in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 482-2 

Comment 
Several drainages run into the Muddy Creek system and make their way into the Little Snake River. Why would livestock operators 
that have spent time and money to improve the system be blamed for the destruction caused by a different operator? 

Response 
BLM is unaware of any parties being "blamed" individually or as a group for any destruction in the Muddy creek drainage. 

Comment Number 482-3 

Comment 
How will fragile ecosystems such as the Sandhills be protected 

Response 
Mitigations and best management practices will be used to protect sensitive soils and ecosystems. 

Comment Number 482-4 

Comment 
I fail to see who will pay the operators on the grazing permits for the damages or will we have to pay so the oil company can 
continue to rape the public lands with no consequences? 

Response 
BLM is unaware of any damages requiring reimbursement to injured parties at this time.  Developers post bonds that are held 
pending completion of operations and final reclamation of all sites and disturbances. 
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Comment Number 482-5 

Comment 
Who owns the water rights on federal lands and what is the punishment for damaging the flow and uses that are in place now? The 
BLM has written that the oil and gas productions will disrupt the flow of streams and wells. Who will have to pay to fix the problem 
and if it affects the production of an industry that is already in place will the offending party pay the difference in production costs 
and loss of income? 

Response 
The State of Wyoming controls water rights in the state of Wyoming.  No disruption to perennial streams is anticipated.  Some 
impacts to wells might occur as detailed in section 4.4.3 "Direct and Indirect Impacts".  Please refer to our response to comment 
482-4. 

Comment Number 482-6 

Comment 
How can the BLM justify the disruption of industries already in place and recommend the reduction of 20,000 AUMs with no potential 
reimbursement to the permittee? 

Response 
There is no recommendation to reduce AUMs.  Some disruption of grazing activities may occur if operators do not properly interact 
with other operators in the area.  Please refer to the discussion in chapter 4, section 4.6 "Rangeland Resources". 

Comment Number 483-1 

Comment 
Any preferred Alternative for coal bed natural gas development in the Atlantic Rim region must consider, at a minimum, 
development on a basis of 80 acre spacing. Current development results strongly indicate that drilling on a 160 acre basis does not 
adequately dewater the coal seams and is consequently uneconomic. Alternative C's requirement for 160 acre drilling would 
essentially shut down coal bed natural gas development. 

Response 
BLM is aware through the input provided by the Reservoir Management Group that 80 acre spacing is necessary to effectively 
extract the gas resource from the coals. 

Comment Number 483-2-1 

Comment 
Coal bed natural gas development should be allowed to expand in phases without constraints on specific areas as outlined in 
Alternative B. Coal bed natural gas development by its nature is "phased" development. After a pilot project is determined to be 
economically viable, drilling continues in concentric bands around the original area, unless geologic factors or surface constraints 
dictate otherwise. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 

Comment Number 483-2-2 

Comment 
Alternative B, which divides Atlantic Rim into three distinct development areas and calls for the development of these areas at 
different times, precludes the probability of fair, orderly and potentially economical development scenario. Mineral interest owners in 
the proposed 2nd or 3rd development phases will be penalized by the delay of development and will potentially suffer from drainage 
if their lands lie adjacent to current areas of production. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 483-2-1. 
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Comment Number 483-3 

Comment 
Nance is in favor of a phased development proposal that would take into consideration the amount of acreage developed annually 
(vs. well count) and not limit drilling to predetermined geographic areas. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 490-1 

Comment 
One more question: why would the BLM oppose using produced water to help settle dust on county roads? 

Response 
As described in sections 2.2 and 4.4, the principal means of produced water disposal would be subsurface injection.  In addition, 
limited amounts of produced water would be used in livestock watering systems and "for drilling, construction, dust abatement, and 
other project related uses subject to approval from the State of Wyoming "(p. 4-29). 

Comment Number 508-1 

Comment 
How is the 160 acre spacing justified? Has the BLM considered the findings of Anadarko's field research and the need for 80 acre 
spacing? Has the Rawlins BLM office considered the economic impacts of not recovering more natural gas from the project area? 

Response 
Please refer to our responses to comments 416-1-1, 416-1-2, and 416-1-3. 

Comment Number 521-1 

Comment 
My second concern is that under the current draft EIS, ELM is not allowing produced water of livestock quality to be used on 
roadways into the area for dust abatement. 

Response 
Under the EIS, produced water is available for dust control; see "Water & Soil Management" in appendix H. 

Comment Number 521-2 

Comment 
This is, quite frankly, absolutely absurd. Your office should allow more than 4 wells per section in this EIS. You have taken a WGFD 
Oil and Gas mitigation guideline and amplified it to an unreasonable level. WGFD does not say that surface disturbances should be 
limited to 4 wells per section or less. Instead, it only said that if it exceeds this number, then recommended mitigation measures 
should be considered. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Alternative D has been added in response to concerns regarding drill spacing. 

Comment Number 545-1 

Comment 
This is a huge mistake! I hope you will compare the severance tax, royalty payments and employment differences between a 
Record of Decision with 80 acres as compared to 160 acres. 

Response 
Please refer to chapter 4, section 4.12 for the economic effects of the project. 

Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS  Page O-36 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 547-1-1 

Comment 
How is the 160 acre spacing justified? 

Response 
160 acre spacing is analyzed, in part, to demonstrate the anticipated effects of development at that scale, in addition to that 
envisioned by the proposed action. 

Comment Number 547-1-2 

Comment 
Has the BLM considered the finds of Anadarko's field research and the need for 80 acre spacing? 

Response 
Yes.  Please refer to our response to comments 396-1-1 and 548-1-3. 

Comment Number 547-1-3 

Comment 
Has the Rawlins BLM office considered the economic impacts of not recovering more natural gas from the project area? 

Response 
Please refer to the analysis in section 4.12 of chapter 4 of the EIS. 

Comment Number 548-1-1 

Comment 
What is BLM's justification to limit the project to 160 acre spacing? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 416-1-1. 

Comment Number 548-1-2 

Comment 
What is the impact on gas recovery? 

Response 
Based on input from BLM's Reservoir Management Group and from Anadarko, gas recovery rates at a well spacing of 160 acres is 
likely to be less than for a well spacing of 80 acres, suggesting that development may not occur where well spacing is limited to 
160 acres. 

Comment Number 548-1-3 

Comment 
Does the evidence provide by Anadarko or other BLM offices justify a condensed spacing requirement? 

Response 
BLM is aware through the input provided by the Reservoir Management Group that 80 acre spacing  is necessary to effectively 
extract the gas resource from the coals.  Also please refer to our responses to comments 399-1-1 and 416-1-1. 

Comment Number 548-1-4 

Comment 
What are the positive impacts locally and nationally to maximize gas production in the area? 

Response 
Economic and fiscal effects of the Operator's Proposed Action are assessed in sections 4.12.3.1 of the EIS. 
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Comment Number 557-1-1 

Comment 
What is the cost of 160 acres and what are the benefits of 80 acre spacing? 

Response 
Please refer to the analysis in section 4.12 of chapter 4 of the EIS. 

Comment Number 557-1-2 

Comment 
What does the internal and external science justify for resource extraction? 

Response 
To date indications are that 160 acre spacing will not allow for full gas production in some areas. 

Comment Number 557-1-3 

Comment 
Has the BLM fully examined the finding of Anadarko over the 5 years of study in the Atlantic Rim area? 

Response 
Yes. 

Comment Number 557-1-4 

Comment 
Can the field be developed efficiently at 160 acres or will we just produce water? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 557-1-2. 

Comment Number 581-1 

Comment 
While initially using old well sites for deep re-injection may be necessary, once the gas has been taken from an area, water from the 
next site should be re-injected back into the previously dewatered coal aquifer if at all feasible. 

Response 
This is not considered feasible at Atlantic Rim. 

Comment Number 581-2 

Comment 
There is a large push occurring to pipe the produced waters to reservoirs, rivers, or city treatment plants. These waters need to be 
re-injected. But, if they are not, they need to be treated before release anywhere. 

Response 
Re-injection of produced water is a portion of the proposed action.  No other forms of produced water disposal other than 
re-injection are analyzed under the proposed action or any alternative. 
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Comment Number 581-3 

Comment 
On the other hand, putting these waters into any drainage or reservoir creates a change in an ecosystem. The EIS needs to 
consider those potential changes to the system and what will happen if they change an ecosystem and production of the water 
stops. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 581-2. 

Comment Number 581-4 

Comment 
While BLM considers projects on a district level, I would submit that Coal Bed Methane has become so extensive that it is time to 
consider the broad impacts that are happening to ecosystems across the state or across geographic regions. 

Response 
Please refer to chapter 5 "Cumulative Effects". 

Comment Number 581-5 

Comment 
As groups are now considering the survival of species, like sage grouse, BLM needs to consider other broad state, regional or 
national wildlife impacts to deer, elk and other species. It is also essential to look broadly at the impacts to the air, land and water 
quality from all the development that is occurring from this CBM industry. 

Response 
Chapter 5 of the EIS assesses cumulative impacts to environmental resources. 

Comment Number 588-1 

Comment 
I only have one question regarding the Atlantic Rim EIS: Why would the Rawlins BLM ignore recommendations from the Casper 
BLM that 80 acre spacing (for the most part) will not work in the Atlantic Rim project? 

Response 
BLM is cognizant of the Reservoir Management Group's observations and comments.  However, resource extraction is only one 
element of the analysis; effects on surface resources are important also. 

Comment Number 590-1 

Comment 
Why is your agency not allowing produced water to be used for dual abatement on country roads? It is not as if this is even 
something that is cheap for the industry to do. In fact, it is more expensive to do but the industry is willing if the BLM allows them to. 
Carbon County is going for a grant to get tax dollars for dust control. Why not just use the water that is produced on site? Water 
haulers could actually get a beneficial use out of the water. As it stands now, Anadarko is going to be reinserting livestock quality 
water back into the ground.  Something doesn't make sense here. We live in a desert and we are not going to be able to use treated 
water for livestock or dust control? Please reconsider this in the final draft of your EIS and be more specific so the people in 
Southern Wyoming who could actually use this water have a better explanation as to why your agency will not allow that to happen. 

Response 
Re-injection of produced water is a portion of the proposed action, and is not at this time a "requirement".  No other forms of 
produced water disposal other than re-injection are analyzed under the proposed action or any alternative. 
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Comment Number 593-1 

Comment 
In the final decision you make, COULD YOU PLEASE DESCRIBE IN DETAIL WHY THE BLM WON'T CONSIDER A YEAR ROUND 
DRILLING PROGRAM on the Atlantic Rim Project? 

Response 
The BLM will allow for drilling in the ARPA within the constraints of Conditions of Approvals (COAs), lease stipulations, and other 
protection measures deemed necessary to protect sensitive resources. 

Comment Number 598-1 

Comment 
I am confused why the Casper BLM supports 80 acres well spacing while the Rawlins BLM doesn't.  Can you please address this 
discrepancy in the ROD? 

Response 
BLM is cognizant of the Reservoir Management Group's observations and comments.  However, resource extraction is only one 
element of the analysis; effects on surface resources are important also.  Please also refer to our response to letter 416. 

Comment Number 603-1 

Comment 
Your office seems to simply ignore the fact that since Anadarko is going to be injecting all its water, that coal bed methane 
production in this specific area will have even less environmental impacts than a normal EIS would. This means there will be fewer 
trips to the well and that means less wear and tear on the roads.  This should be taken into consideration when applying coal-bed 
methane mitigations. This is not in the draft and I would like to know specifically where in the ROD this will be addressed? 

Response 
Section 4.13 of the EIS contains a thorough analysis of traffic generated by the Atlantic Rim project.  Mitigation measures included 
in the EIS were developed to be responsive to those impacts.  Mitigation measures to be included in the Record of Decision will also 
be responsive to analyzed impacts. 

Comment Number 605-1 

Comment 
From reports I have heard - the deer and antelope in the Jonah Field continue to thrive - perhaps greater game and fish patrols are 
needed to control the animals taken illegally by the workers - but the wildlife are doing ok. 

Response 
As disclosed in chapter 4 of the EIS, significant effects to big game are anticipated under all the action alternatives. 

Comment Number 605-2 

Comment 
Question - at the public hearing, I did not get an answer for the following - The display map for sage grouse covered almost the 
entire area in blue - no one was able to tell me if these were currently used leks, or are these historically used leks? 

Response 
Relative to sage-grouse, the largest area covered on the map is sage-grouse nesting habitat.  As disclosed in section 3.7.1.5, 
“Upland Game Birds”, there are 88 leks located in and within two miles of the project area.   Lek categories fall into one of three 
used by the Wyoming Game and Fish Department, “Occupied Lek” (A lek that has been active during at least one strutting season 
within the last 10 years), “Unoccupied Lek”, and “Destroyed lek” (A formerly active lek site and surrounding sagebrush habitat that 
has been destroyed).  All of these leks are determined to be “occupied leks” by the Wyoming Game and Fish Department.  Until 
such time as Game and Fish determine these leks to be unoccupied they are afforded protection. 
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Comment Number 605-3 

Comment 
Question - the rigs are still shut down during the sage grouse strutting and hatching season - are they not? and they are also shut 
down in some critical winter range habitat for elk, deer, and antelope.  These shut downs, plus the proposed no drilling within 
2 miles of leks should protect our wildlife. 

Response 
Even with the suite of protections available to the operators, the BLM anticipates significant effects to sage-grouse from the ARPA. 

Comment Number 605-4 

Comment 
Question - this has always puzzled me, so I'll ask another question now - why does BLM/game and Fish keep putting up raptor 
nesting sites around and near the leks, watering places, etc for sage grouse.  I really would appreciate an answer to this also. 

Response 
The initial purpose of the nesting structure was to lure nesting raptors away from tanks associated with oil and gas development.  
The location of these structures is not determined by sage-grouse activities or habitat. We attempt to locate these structures away 
from known sage-grouse leks. 

Comment Number 606-1 

Comment 
The DEIS goes beyond what the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires in assessing impacts to federal surface and 
mineral estate. I encourage BLM to assess the impacts related to the proponent's Proposed Action only. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  BLM believes the impact assessment presented in chapter 4 of the EIS meets the requirements of 
NEPA. 

Comment Number 606-2 

Comment 
BLM' s desire to create an Alternative B and C creates a unique situation where BLM is actually assessing the impacts of its own 
proposed action. Portions of Alternative B and C could be considered as part of the conditions of approval for proposed future 
actions on the federal estate but should not be considered as stand-alone alternatives. However, in the event BLM chooses to 
evaluate Alternative B and C individually, Double Eagle offers the following comments. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”.  An additional 
alternative (Alternative D) has been included in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 606-3 

Comment 
The proposed Alternative C which calls for a spatial development based on overlapping surface conditions could render a great deal 
of the ARPA available for development with only one wellpad per 160 acres. This alternative is in direct conflict with the 25-page 
interoffice memorandum prepared for the Rawlins Field Office (RFO) by BLM's Reservoir Management Group (RMG) dated June 
15, 2005. The RMG report which was prepared by BLM staff petroleum engineers and geologists states "existing production 
suggests that 80-acre spacing is the best standard well spacing". The RMG further states that "directional drilling does not appear to 
be a viable technical or economic alternative because of the severe deviation angle required and would jeopardize many of the 
proposed well's economics". Double Eagle requests BLM explain why the RMG report has not been incorporated into the proposed 
Alternatives. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 
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Comment Number 606-4 

Comment 
I encourage BLM to include additional discussion of surface discharge through National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permits. 

Response 
As discussed in the last paragraph of EIS section 2.3.1, no additional surface discharge of produced water is included in the 
proposed action.  However, if alternative uses of produced water are identified and proposed, these uses can be considered and 
approved separately under future NEPA analyses and approvals. 

Comment Number 606-5 

Comment 
I feel discussion of the benefits of produced water for municipal, agricultural as well as wildlife would be useful. Double Eagle 
requests ELM include references to Onshore Order Number 7 in the Final EIS and Record of Decision for the ARPA. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 606-4. 

Comment Number 606-6 

Comment 
Protection of wildlife is a vital component of the NEPA process. I encourage ELM to put greater emphasis on currently utilized 
habitats and less on historic habitats. This management style will direct the greatest amount of BLM staff time toward areas of 
existing interest. 

Response 
BLM used the latest data on wildlife in the EIS. 

Comment Number 606-7 

Comment 
In addition, wildlife monitoring can be a useful tool for BLM and the state game and fish authority. However, these studies should 
include sections on predator control and captive breeding in addition to the general topics of study. Any cooperative effort should 
share work and financial responsibilities and be conducted in conjunction with development of the ARPA in order to prevent delays 
to operators. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Hard Copy File 2 

Comment Number 607-1-1 

Comment 
The Notice published by BLM is emblematic of the numerous deficiencies of the DEIS.  In the Notice, BLM incorrectly identifies not 
only the alternatives, but also the Agency's preferred alternative. The Notice states BLM analyzed four alternatives: the proposed 
action, a no action alternative, Alternative A (Phased development), and Alternative B (special protection of sensitive resources). 
70 Fed. Reg. 73481, 73882 (December 12, 2005). However, the DEIS describes the alternatives as follows: Alternative A – no 
action, Alternative B – phased development, and Alternative C – development protection measures. The Notice then identified the 
Agency's preferred alternative as Alternative B, which as described therein is the special protection of sensitive resources. The 
DEIS, on the other hand, identifies the BLM's preferred alternative as "...a combination of alternatives B and C." DEIS at S-7. 

Response 
The Atlantic Rim Draft EIS contains three alternatives and the proposed action.  Alternative A is “no action”, Alternative B is the 
so-called “temporal” alternative, and Alternative C is the “spatial” alternative.  Errors in the Federal Register Notice were corrected in 
the Federal Register on January 11th, 2006 (Federal Register: January 11, 2006 (Volume 71, Number 7) [Notices], [Pages 1767
1768]. 

Comment Number 607-1-2 

Comment 
In addition, the Environmental Protection Agency's notice of availability of the DEIS incorrectly stated the comment period would 
close on January 30, 2006. 70 Fed. Reg. 74810 (December 16, 2005). 

Response 
Please refer to our response comment 607-1-1. 

Comment Number 607-2-1 

Comment 
For example, on page S-1 BLM states that project area encompasses 270,035 acres. Yet, despite the fact that the federal, state and 
privately held acreage remains the same, on page 1-3, the total acreage is 270,080.  Although not a large difference, it is indicative 
of the apparent carelessness with which this document was written. 

Response 
The text on page ES-1 has been corrected. 

Comment Number 607-2-2 

Comment 
Another example is BLM's inconsistent reference to the project as both the Atlantic Rim Natural Project and the area as the Atlantic 
Rim Project Area. See DEIS at 1-1 

Response 
The text on page 1-1 has been corrected. 

Page O-43 Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 607-3-1 

Comment 
An example of conflicting references that does raise substantive issues is illustrated by BLM's proposed measure to address surface 
disturbing activities on slopes greater than 8%. The development protection measure BLM has proposed to address potential 
impacts in this case is first described on page 2-5 of the DEIS where BLM states; "In vegetation communities that would be difficult 
to reclaim and are in country [sic] with greater than 8% slopes, surface disturbances would be limited to less than 20 acres and 
4 locations per section. It appears BLM has proposed this measure in this instance to address the difficulty of reclaiming the lands 
where the vegetation communities are located on slopes greater than 8%. BLM again proposes this measure on page 4- 53 of the 
DEIS in connection with its discussion on impacts to Vegetation and Wetlands.  However, BLM's justification for it in this context is 
not clear, and it does not appear to be tied to reclamation issues as it was earlier in the DEIS. Moreover, BLM has failed to provide 
any justification for imposing this limit with respect to slopes greater than 8%. 

Response 
BLM believes the more intense surface disturbance associated with the construction of engineered roads on slopes greater that 8 
percent in areas with sensitive vegetation communities warrants the disturbance limits in Alternative C.  Also please refer to the 
revised discussion of BLM's preferred alternative for the project in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-3-2 

Comment 
Nor has BLM provided any analysis of this measure in the context of existing lease stipulations. Although we have not reviewed all 
of the subject leases, we note the lease language in those we did review which states that stipulations may be applied to address 
certain areas, in this case, slopes in excess or 25%. 

Response 
In addition to standard lease stipulations, and the standard Wyoming mitigations, of which the 25% slope rule is one, on 
the standard U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, “Offer to Lease and Lease for Oil and Gas” form, 
Form 3100-11b under “Lease Terms” Sec. 6 it states:  “Sec. 6.  Conduct of operations-Lessee shall conduct operations in a manner 
that minimizes adverse impacts to the land, air and water, to cultural , biological, visual and other resources, and to other land uses 
or users.  Lessee shall take reasonable measures deemed necessary by lessor to accomplish the intent of this section.  To the 
extent consistent with lease rights granted, such measures may include, but are not limited to, modification to siting or design of 
facilities, timing of operations, and specification on interim and final reclamation measures.  Lessor reserves the right to continue 
existing uses and to authorize future uses upon or in the leased lands, including the approval of easements or rights-of-way.  Such 
uses shall be conditioned so as to prevent unnecessary of unreasonable interference with rights of lessee.  Prior to disturbing the 
surface of the leased lands, lessee shall contact lessor to be apprised of procedures to be followed and modifications or reclamation 
measures the may be necessary .  Areas to be disturbed may require inventories or special studies to determine the extent of 
impacts to other resources.  Lessee may be required to complete minor inventories or short tem special studies under guidelines 
provided by lessor.  If the conduct of operations, threatened of endangered species, objects of historic or scientific interest, or 
substantial unanticipated environmental effects are observed, lessee shall immediately contact lessor.  Lessee shall cease any 
operations that would result in the destruction of such species or objects.”  The BLM believes this requirement is a reasonable 
measure necessary to conduct operations in a manner that minimizes adverse impacts to the land and other resources. 

Comment Number 607-4-1 

Comment 
General Comments The draft environmental impact statement does not, as required by NEPA, "...provide full and fair discussion of 
significant environmental impacts and [] inform the decision makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives..." 40 C.F.R. 
§1502.1. Not only does the document fail to present a "full and fair" discussion of the impacts, the two alternatives analyzed by BLM 
fail to meet the requirements of NEPA and its implementing regulations. The applicable regulations require BLM to "rigorously 
explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives." 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14 (a) (emphasis added). 

Response 
Environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives are disclosed in chapter 4 of the EIS.  The proposed action and 
alternatives are described in chapter 2, including alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed study. 
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Comment Number 607-4-2 

Comment 
In addition to this regulatory requirement under applicable case law, BLM must consider alternatives that accomplish the intended 
purpose of the proposed action and are technically and economically feasible.  Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, 157 IBLA 150 
(2002). 

Response 
The BLM believes the two alternatives developed and analyzed in the DEIS (Alternatives B and C) provide for the intended purpose 
of the proposed action within the limitations imposed by the requirement to protect the environment of the ARPA.  Please refer to the 
final EIS which now contains an additional alternative which will be considered by the Deciding Officer in issuing a Record of 
Decision for the project. 

Comment Number 607-4-3 

Comment 
BLM's own guidance document also directs BLM to analyze alternatives that meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; 
reduce the adverse environmental effects of the proposed action; are feasible; have effects that can be analyzed and which are not 
substantially similar in effects to an alternative that is analyzed. See Attachment 1-1 to Instruction Memorandum 2005-247 "National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Compliance for Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Development." 

Response 
The BLM National Environmental Policy Handbook, H-1790-1, Chapter V "Preparing Environmental Impact Statements", at e. 
"Identify Purpose and Need, Alternatives to be Considered, and Impacts to be Analyzed" states in part: "Each alternative, except for 
the no-action alternative, should represent an alternative means of satisfying the identified purpose and need and of resolving 
issues." Attachment 1-1 to Instruction Memorandum 2005-247 states, in part: "It is generally appropriate for EISs addressing oil, 
gas, and geothermal development to consider the following alternatives: "Other reasonable alternatives that address identified 
impacts, such as development with additional mitigation such as alternative well locations, alternative access routes, additional 
timing or spacing constraints; offsite mitigation, different methods for treating produced water, horizontal well drilling, or other 
technologies." The alternatives developed are responsive and consistent with that direction. 

Comment Number 607-4-4 

Comment 
In this DEIS BLM has analyzed two alternatives to the proposed action and the no action alternative. The two alternatives analyzed 
are a phased drilling alternative (Alternative B) and what BLM has termed a "spatial alternative" (Alternative C) which is little more 
than a compilation of mitigation measures. However, both of these alternatives fail to meet the requirements of NEPA, case law and 
BLM guidance. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-4-3.  These alternatives are consistent with the requirements of NEPA, BLM 
guidance, and case law. 

Comment Number 607-5-1 

Comment 
Although Alternative B may be technically feasible, it is questionable as to whether it is economically feasible, and BLM's analysis 
fails to analyze this issue. More importantly, we question whether BLM has the authority to suspend the subject leases for such 
lengthy periods, at least without potentially raising a takings claim or a breach of contract claim. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study” in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 607-5-2 

Comment 
Alternative B is not reasonable in that a key term for this alternative is not defined or analyzed in the document. Specifically, 
operators will not be allowed to move from one phase to the next until the completion of interim reclamation; however, this term is 
not defined in the document. Appendix B contains the reclamation plan for the Project, and it defines Short-Term (Temporary) 
Reclamation and Long-Term (Final) Reclamation, but it does not define interim reclamation. Appendix B at B-3. In the absence of a 
definition for this key term, the document lacks a thorough discussion of the potential impacts relative to this alternative. 

Response 
Interim reclamation is defined and detailed in the revised reclamation plan provided in appendix B of the Final EIS.  Please refer to 
our response to comment 607-5-1. 

Comment Number 607-6 

Comment 
In addition, BLM has failed to address the fact that the Proposed Action is a phased approach and that the effects from both the 
Proposed Action and Alternative B are substantially similar. The operators proposed drilling approximately 200 wells per year. The 
wells would be drilled in essentially a concentric pattern as depicted in the figures attached as Exhibit A and hereby incorporated. 
Moreover, drilling would be naturally phased given both the standard seasonal timing mitigation measures that would be applied to 
the project and the availability of sufficient drill rigs and attendant services and supplies. Although the operators have proposed 
drilling 200 wells per year, it may not be feasible to achieve such levels, and the drilling would certainly not occur all at once. For 
example, the average drilling window during any given year is approximately 105 days as depicted on the map attached as Exhibit 
B. A rig can be used to drill approximately 20 wells during this 105 day window. To drill 200 wells per year, 10 rigs would be required 
along with the necessary support services such as cementing, casing crews, mud loggers, open-hole loggers, etc. In addition, the 
gas and water gathering systems, electrical distribution systems and compressor all need to be installed during this 105 day period. 
Given these constraints, it's obvious the Proposed Action will be phased in over time instead of geographically as proposed by BLM. 
The effects will therefore be similar to those under the Proposed Action, and under BLM's own guidance should not be analyzed as 
a separate alternative. IM 2005-247. BLM itself recognizes the effects will be substantially similar. See for example, DEIS at 4-22. 

Response 
The analysis is conducted at the rate of development AEPC proposed. 

Comment Number 607-7-1 

Comment 
Alternative C in reality is equivalent to the No Action alternative. BLM characterizes this alternative as one in which drilling 
would occur as in the Proposed Action but would be subject to all of the development protection measures set out in Appendix L 
DEIS at 2-4. Given all of the limitations in Appendix L, it is unclear how BLM determined drilling would occur as in the Proposed 
Action. Based on our analysis of Alternative C, it would likely reduce those wells that could be drilled by as much as 50% given 
that it would impose 160-acre well spacing across 95% of the study area. See Anadarko's map attached as Exhibit C which depicts 
all areas in which BLM proposes to eliminate 80 acre spacing.  This, combined with the fact that reservoir characteristics identified 
to date from exploratory drilling demonstrate that development under this scenario would be uneconomic renders Alternative C the 
functional equivalent of the No Action alternative. 

Response 
BLM’s intent with Alternative C was to limit the extent of surface disturbance to protect sensitive resources in portions of the 
project area. BLM agrees that the limitation on surface disturbance area and number of drilling locations does effectively limit the 
number of wells to 4 per section (or 160-acre spacing) in many areas.  In addition, BLM has developed a new alternative 
(Alternative D) which will be considered by the Deciding Official in the development of a Record of Decision for the project. 
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Comment Number 607-7-2 

Comment 
Even if one were to accept that Alternative C is not the functional equivalent of the no action alternative, it is neither technically nor 
economically feasible.  Under this alternative, BLM would  impose 160 acre spacing across ninety-five percent of the project area, 
DEIS at 4-51, -this despite the fact that the BLM's own Reservoir Management Group (RMG) prepared a memorandum analyzing 
the economic and technical viability of 160 acre spacing and concluded that it would not be technologically viable given the resource 
being developed nor would it be economically viable (June 16, 2005) (A copy of memorandum is attached as Exhibit D).  The RMG 
concludes that: "160-acre well spacing for [coalbed natural gas] development in the Atlantic Rim Area (AR Area) is possible only 
under very special geologic conditions.  As a general rule, existing production data suggests that 80-acre well spacing is the best 
standard well spacing.  It is the local geologic setting that must be considered."  The DEIS remarkably does not discuss the RMG's 
conclusions with respect to 160 acre spacing, although BLM does cite the memorandum to support its elimination of directional 
drilling as an analyzed alternative.  DEIS at 2-8. Although BLM notes in the DEIS that drilling took place while the EIS was being 
prepared to meet the objectives of the Interim Exploration Drilling Program, DEIS at 1-2, BLM has inexplicable failed to consider the 
results of this drilling in its analysis.  For example, one of the objectives of the interim drilling program was to determine "what 
density of wells is needed to effectively dewater coal formations and produce natural gas." 

Response
The draft EIS at 4-51 states in part: "Since about 95 percent of the ARPA is affected by one or more restrictions for sensitive values 
(Appendix M: Alternative C-Resources with limited surface disturbance mitigation measures), the total acres disturbed would be 
reduce by about 64%, with impacts in different plant communities affected to varying degrees."  The text has been modified to 
indicate that disturbance on federal lands would be reduced by 68 percent.  Depending on where the operators propose 
development activities the extent to which their operations would be effected will vary.  If development is proposed in non-sensitive 
areas, the constraints would be less. 

Comment Number 607-7-3 

Comment 
As a matter of fact, the information gathered by the operators from wells drilled during the pendency of the EIS demonstrates that 
160 acre spacing does not allow for the production of the gas reserves. Anadarko tested the viability of 160 acre spacing at both the 
Blue Sky and Red Rim Pods. Neither of these pilot operations produced salable amounts of gas.  When compared with the results 
from both the Sun Dog and Doty Mountain Pods, both of which were drilled on 80 acre spacing, the results are clear 80 acre 
spacing results in salable amounts gas production while 160 acre spacing does not. The graph attached to these comments as 
Exhibit E depicts the production differential between 80 acre spacing and 160 acre spacing. 

Response
The BLM has considered input from the Reservoir Management Group and Anadarko (including a summary of available production 
data from the exploration wells drilled in the ARPA) in developing a new alternative (Alternative D) for inclusion in the final EIS.  This 
information will be considered by the Deciding Official in the development of a Record of Decision for the project. 

Comment Number 607-7-4 

Comment 
Finally, BLM's analysis of Alternative C does not take into account the directives of the Great Divide Resource Management Plan 
(Great Divide RMP) which provides as follows: In cases where federal oil and gas leases are or have been issued (1) without 
stipulated restrictions or requirements that are later found to be necessary or (2) with stipulated restrictions or requirements that are 
later found to be insufficient, the needed restrictions or requirements may be included in approving subsequent exploration and 
development activities. These restrictions or requirements may only be included as reasonable measures or as conditions of 
approval (COA) in the authorizing applications for permits to drill (APD), sundry notices, or plans of development (POD).  Great 
divide RMP record of decision at page 30 (emphasis added).  Again, BLM has failed in this document to provide any discussion 
regarding the reasonableness of the measures listed in Alternative C. 

Response 
The document does not make any decisions or reach any conclusions on reasonableness for any alternative, mitigation, or other 
item for analysis.  Those actions are reserved for the Record of Decision. BLM believes the protection measures presented for 
Alternative C are reasonable. 

Page O-47 Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 607-7-5 

Comment 
Alternative C fails to accomplish the intend purpose and need of the proposed action.  The purpose and needs section states that 
the purpose of the "proposal is to drill for, remove and sell natural gas resources."  Alternative C does not meet this objective. 
Under this Alternative, it appears the BLM would impose all of the listed measures, which would so severely limit the available 
acreage it is uncertain whether Anadarko would even be ale to drill, let alone remove and sell the natural gas. 

Response 
Alternative C would allow the operators to drill for, remove and sell natural gas resources.  Also please refer to our response to 
comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number 607-7-6 

Comment 
Moreover, should BLM finally issue a record of decision (ROD) adopting its preferred alternative, the project would likely be 
rendered uneconomic by the combination of phased drilling in this manner and imposition of all measures enumerated in 
Alternative C. 

Response 
The BLM has developed a new alternative (Alternative D) for consideration by the Deciding Official in the implementation of a 
Record of Decision for the project. 

Comment Number 607-8-1 

Comment 
For Alternative B, the DEIS, as currently drafted, is lacking in the following respects: 1) BLM has failed to account for the economic 
impact on lessees both from the perspective that some of the subject leases could be suspended for over fourteen years and that 
those with interests in the second and third phases will be deprived of revenues for seven to fourteen years; 2) BLM has failed to 
address the potential economic impact to the federal government both from the perspective of a loss of revenues and from potential 
liability for takings claims; and, 3) BLM has failed to address the issue of correlative rights both from the perspective of adjacent 
landowners and drainage of federal resources. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-5-1. 

Comment Number 607-8-2 

Comment 
For Alternative C, 1) BLM has failed to address its authority to impose non-surface occupancy (NSO) in the absence of a stipulation 
in the lease designating all or a portion of the lease as an area of NSO; 2) the DEIS assumes that all 1800 of the proposed coalbed 
natural gas (CBNG) wells would be drilled in the same 20 year period, while in others it assumes less than the full 1800 wells would 
be drilled. 

Response 
BLM, through the Secretary of the Interior, has the authority and responsibility to protect the environment of public lands within 
federal oil and gas leases.  In the absence of a stipulation imposing a non-surface occupancy requirement on all or a portion of the 
lease, the BLM can impose reasonable conditions to mitigate the environmental impacts of drilling operations.  The BLM may not 
impose stipulations preventing surface disturbance on the entire lease, but it may prohibit surface disturbance on a portion of the 
lease provided such limitations do not totally frustrate the lessee's development possibilities.  In regard to your comment on the 
number of wells, the BLM will revise the document for consistency in the number of wells proposed for development. 
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Comment Number 607-9 

Comment 
Despite the fact that the stated purpose of this project is to drill for, extract, remove and market gas products, the document lacks an 
analysis the amount of gas that will be generated by the development, and the magnitude of this production in understandable 
terms, such as how many homes could be heated and for how long. Nor is there any analysis that compares how these figures 
would be affected by each alternative. 

Response 
Estimated CBNG production related to this proposed action is discussed in section 4.12 and illustrated in figure 4-7 "Estimated 
Proposed Action -Related CBNG Production" in chapter 4, section 12.   Alternative C economic effects are discussed in section 
4.12.3.4.1. Economic effects are compared in section 4.14.4 "Impacts Summary". 

Comment Number 607-10 

Comment 
Finally, we note that in numerous instances in the DEIS, BLM has referenced the draft Rawlins Resource Management Plan. 
Therefore, we hereby incorporate by reference a copy of Anadarko's March 17, 2005, comments on the draft Rawlins Resource 
Management Plan. In particular, Anadarko incorporates its comments on the application and definition of "disruptive activities," the 
Rawlins to Bagss Geographic Area, historic trials, management of setting under the National Historic Preservation Act and winter 
greater sage-grouse concentration areas. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 607-11 

Comment 
Executive Summary Introduction In the first paragraph the BLM correctly identifies Anadarko E & P Company, LP as the project 
proponent; however, BLM has incorrectly identified Anadarko Petroleum Corporation as the project proponent both later on this 
same page and in Chapter 1 of the DEIS. Compare DEIS at S-1 (Paragraph 1 with Paragraph 3) with DEIS at 1-1. 

Response 
BLM has corrected this text as you suggest. 

Comment Number 607-12 

Comment 
We note the lack of discussion of air quality impacts in the Executive Summary. The final document should include a brief 
discussion of these impacts. We offer the following language for BLM's consideration: For the Proposed Action and all considered 
alternatives, there are no significant impacts to ambient air quality, far-field visibility (regional haze), far-field atmospheric deposition 
(acid rain), and in-field (within the study area) concentrations. 

Response 
Air quality impacts have been summarized in the Executive Summary in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-13 

Comment 
1.1.2 Alternative A - No Action The description of this alternative fails to include any reference to the fact that drilling would occur on 
both state and fee lands. Although BLM may choose not to authorize drilling on its lands, it has no authority to prohibit drilling on 
either fee or state lands. Therefore, the no action alternative should recognize this possibility and address the potential impacts to 
federal lands from any such drilling. 

Response 
As stated in chapter 2, section 2.2.2 the "no action" alternative is that the BLM would reject the Proponent's proposal and "the 
proposed activity would not take place."  It is possible for state and fee lands to be developed in the absence of drilling on BLM 
lands. However, this would be accomplished under a separate proposal which would be subjected to a NEPA analysis by BLM. 
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Comment Number 607-14-1 

Comment 
1.1.4 Alternative C In describing the parameters of Alternative C, BLM states: "Development for natural gas would occur as in the 
proposed action." DEIS at S-3. Given the number and scope of measures provided in this alternative, development would not occur 
as in the Proposed Action. Notably, the proposed action contemplates development of the project area on the basis of 80-acre 
spacing. As noted above, and elsewhere in these comments, under Alternative C, BLM would impose 160-acre spacing across most 
of the project area. This will severely limit the number of wells that can be drilled. In addition, many of the proposed protection 
measures identified for this alternative cover significant portions of the project area thereby severely restricting drilling opportunities. 

Response 
The BLM agrees that Alternative C would result in some drilling restrictions in sensitive resource areas.  The text in section 1.1.4 
has been revised accordingly. 

Comment Number 607-14-2 

Comment 
Recommendation: Because Alternative C fails to meet the requirements of NEPA, case law and BLM's internal guidance, this 
alternative should be eliminated from the analysis. 

Response 
BLM has included Alternative C in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-14-3 

Comment 
If BLM retains the alternative and the listed mitigation measures, it should first clearly define the parameters of the alternative in 
terms of the number of wells that would likely be drilled in light of required, not optional, application of the proposed development 
protection measures. 

Response 
The BLM is unable to definitively state how many wells would be affected until it knows the site-specific locations and the  intensity 
of development proposed. Such information will come to light under the site-specific annual drilling plans submitted by the 
proponents. 

Comment Number 607-14-4 

Comment 
BLM should then analyze these measures in the context of whether existing science supports their imposition; whether they are 
technically and economically feasible; and, whether they are the least restrictive necessary to address the specific resource 
concern. 

Response 
BLM believes these analyses are most effectively and appropriately accomplished when considering site specific proposals tiered to 
a field development EIS and Record of Decision. 

Comment Number 607-14-5 

Comment 
Finally, BLM should also include a discussion of any such measures in light of both the existing lease terms and the necessity of 
such measures to address unnecessary and undue degradation. As BLM itself has recognized, this standard has as its premise an 
understanding that a certain amount of disturbance constitutes necessary and due degradation. 

Response 
Please refer to section 2.2.4 of the EIS for BLM's discussion of protection measures applied to Alternative C.  These measures allow 
for limited degradation of the ARPA as disclosed in the impact analysis in chapter 4. 
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Comment Number 607-14-6 

Comment 
BLM also asserts, in its description of Alternative C, that "These types of areas are unique enough to require additional protective 
measures beyond what is already provided."  This subjective conclusion is unsupported by any of the analysis in the DEIS. Many of 
the areas in which BLM proposes to apply "development protection measures" (DMPs) to protect the asserted "unique nature" of the 
area are in fact no different than other areas in the Rocky Mountain states where best management practices (BMPs), condition of 
approval (COAs), and lease stipulations have proven effective in protecting sensitive resources. 

Response 
Justification for the development protection measures is provided in the table in appendix L. 

Comment Number 607-14-7 

Comment 
Recommendation: As noted above, Anadarko believes BLM should eliminate Alternative C as an alternative in the final document. If 
the alternative remains in the document, BLM should 1) clearly define which of the measures it intends to support and then 
determine a realistic number of wells that could be drilled, and 2) provide support, with citations to appropriate scientific documents, 
substantiating its assertion that the resources in this area are so unique as to require protection above and beyond the standard 
measures. 

Response 
Please refer to our responses to comments 607-14-5 and 607-14-6. 

Comment Number 607-14-8 

Comment 
Further, BLM must fully document in its analysis why standard BMPs, COAs and lease stipulations fail to protect such resources. 

Response 
There are areas within the ARPA interim drilling where BMPs, COAs and lease stipulations have failed to protect resources, 
particularly with reclamation of disturbed sites.  BLM doesn't track or monitor, for the most part, each and every activity performed in 
response to BMPs and COAs, so it is unable to describe or analyze why those activities failed.  For reclamation as an example, poor 
re-vegetation could be the result of in-effective site preparation, bad or dead seed, improper planting, lack of suitable climatic 
conditions, or a mixture of those things and other variables.  Generally when one of the activities cited above are found to be lacking 
in success the BLM will work with the operator(s) to have the problem remedied, either through repetition of the process (such as 
reclamation) or other adaptive management actions until success is achieved. 

Comment Number 607-14-9 

Comment 
1.2.1 – 2.6 Soils, Water Resources, Vegetation and Wildlife In the description  for each of these resources, BLM asserts the impacts 
from the Proposed Action are significant, while the impacts to these resources under Alternative C would be insignificant. DEIS at 
S-4 and 5. However, BLM has failed to support this conclusion in the document. BLM's conclusions with respect to significance 
appear to be subjective statements lacking any foundation in scientific fact.  Recommendation: BLM should revise the document to 
support, with objective analysis, its conclusions with respect to the relative significance of the impacts from each alternative, 
especially in light of the fact that the Proposed Action would impact in the short term less than 7% of the total area analyzed in the 
DEIS and 2.3% in the long-term. DEIS at 2-2. 

Response 
BLM has disclosed the context and intensity of impacts from Alternative C in chapter 4 (see section 4.3.3.4 for Soils, section 4.4.3.5 
for Water Resources, section 4.5.3.5 for Vegetation, and section 4.7.3.5 for Wildlife). 
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Comment Number 607-15-1 

Comment 
1.2.7 Recreation In this section, BLM states: "Under all the action alternatives displacement of wildlife and the loss of a natural 
appearing setting would make the ARPA undesirable for hunting or wildlife viewing. These visitors would be displaced and impacts 
would be significant." DEIS at S-6. Again, BLM has made a subjective determination that is wholly unsubstantiated by any objective 
analysis. 

Response 
Chapter 4, in section 4.9.2 states in part: "Impacts to recreation would be significant if the proposed action, or alternatives would 
cause displacement of hunting, wildlife viewing, and driving for pleasure from the ARPA when no other comparable area nearby 
could reasonably provide substitute opportunities."  Objective analysis of this effect can be found in chapter 4, section 4.9.3.1 
"Proposed Action;" "Impacts to Hunting."  Sections 4.9.3.2 and 4.9.3.4 contain additional analyses. 

Comment Number 607-15-2 

Comment 
It is even more difficult to accept BLM's determination of a significant impact in this situation when the BLM notes the presence of an 
"extensive road network" for both the Sand Hills Special Management Area (SMA), DEIS at 2-5, and the Cow Butte/Wild Cow SMA, 
Id., and yet both of these areas are called "popular hunting spot (s)". Id. BLM has failed to document that the mere presence of 
roads associated with natural gas production will significantly impact hunting and wildlife viewing. 

Response 
The "extensive road network" within the Sand Hills SMA and the Cow Butte / Wild Cow SMA consists of two-track paths used 
seasonally by ranchers and hunters, and in some cases better quality roads, including county roads, that are used in resource 
management activities such as ranching.   The use of these "roads" is generally seasonal in nature and otherwise sporadic with light 
usage outside of those seasons.  Natural gas production roads are generally much larger in size, built to safely accommodate higher 
speed traffic, and are often used through out the year for construction and gas production operations.  Animal avoidance due to 
vehicular traffic, reduced forage quality from road dust, and other factors detailed in chapter 4 are components of the higher impact 
to wildlife and those who wish to view it from roads associated with natural gas production.  Discussion of the impacts of natural gas 
production roads can be found in section 4.6 "Rangeland Resources", 4.7 "Wildlife", 4.9 Recreation Resources, and 4.10 "Visual 
Resources". 

Comment Number 607-15-3 

Comment 
In addition, BLM states in this paragraph that "Impacts to scenery, noise, dust and human activity would reduce the ARPA's 
desirability as a place to camp significantly under all the action alternatives." Id. Ignoring for a moment the imprecise language, this 
statement is directly contradicted in Chapter 3 where BLM states: "Although there are no counts of recreational visits to the ARPA, 
overall use is believed to be low." DEIS at 3-87. 

Response 
Anadarko misquoted this text.  The text in fact reads: "Although there are no counts of recreational visits to the ARPA, overall use is 
believed to be low, except during and just prior to hunting season which occurs  in the fall (USDI-BLM 2000)."  Further text 
additionally clarifies and supports BLM statements in that part of chapter 4. 

Comment Number 607-15-4 

Comment 
In addition, BLM states that the area is "...primarily used for hunting and secondarily for pleasure driving and wildlife viewing."  DEIS 
at 3-87. Anadarko has been unable to find any reference at all in the document to use of the area for camping contrary to BLM's 
apparent assertion here that this area is used for camping. 

Response 
Camping is referenced in several areas of the Draft EIS.  Please refer to several areas within section 3.9.2 of chapter 3. 
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Comment Number 607-15-5 

Comment 
Recommendation: BLM should either delete these unfounded and subjective statements from the DEIS or provide objective 
evidence substantiating its claims with respect to the "displacement" of hunters and wildlife viewers and significant impacts on 
campers. 

Response 
The effects of displacement of hunter and other visitors to the area expected under each alternative are disclosed in chapter 4, 
section 4.9 "Recreation". 

Comment Number 607-16 

Comment 
1.2.8 Visual Resources BLM states impacts would be significant for pleasure driving and mountain biking under the Proposed Action 
and Alternative B. These statements are not supported in the analysis in the DEIS. We also note that pleasure driving and mountain 
biking are not even mentioned in the body of the document. BLM also states management objectives would not be met under the 
Proposed Action and Alternative B. It is unclear how BLM reached this conclusion. Recommendation: BLM should revise this 
summary to delete the first statement and clarify the second. 

Response 
The existence and use of pleasure driving for recreation and mountain biking are detailed in chapter 3, section 3.9, particularly in 
sections 3.9.2 and 3.9.2.3. 

Comment Number 607-17-1 

Comment 
1.2.10 Socioeconomics This section is prefaced with the statement that: "Alternative C would likely result in less than 2,000 wells, 
depending on the specific sites proposed for development." DEIS at S-6 and 7. This misleading statement sets the tone for the 
entire section, which is a disjointed presentation of the potential economic impacts that could result under each of the alternatives. 

Response 
If Anadarko can forecast the exact locations they propose to build out on, or even with some specificity where they propose to 
develop natural gas resources then analysis of economic impacts can be made with more specificity. 

Comment Number 607-17-2 

Comment 
Compounding the problems in this section is BLM's misuse of the word "impact" when describing the economic effects of each 
alternative. For example, BLM states "6.4 billion in total economic impacts related to production are expected for alternative B and 
the proposed action." DEIS at S-6.  As drafted, the statement has a negative connotation that is difficult to reconcile with the fact that 
BLM has just stated the Proposed Action and Alternative B could generate in $6.4 billion dollars – a decidedly positive outcome. 

Response 
The commentator is improperly assigning a negative connotation to the word impact.  Impacts can be positive or negative. 

Comment Number 607-18 

Comment 
The sub-section summarzing the effects on federal, state and local revenues merely refers the reader to Chapter 4. Although we 
recognize that this section is a summary of the document itself, it seems that BLM should provide a minimal discussion of the 
socioeconomic effects rather than referring the reader to Chapter 4. Recommendation: BLM should revise this section to present a 
short and objective summary of the potential economic impacts of each of the alternatives. In addition, as previously noted, BLM 
needs to clearly define the parameters of Alternative C. 

Response 
The requested "minimal discussion of the socioeconomic effects" you request can be found in the Executive Summary, under the 
heading of "Socioeconomics".  Detailed analysis can be found in chapter 4 at section 4.12.  A summary of potential economic 
impacts can be found in table 2-1 "Brief Comparison of Impacts to Key Issues across Alternatives" in chapter 2. 
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Comment Number 607-19 

Comment 
1.3 Agency Preferred Alternative Although BLM has identified a preferred alternative, it has failed to clearly define the parameters of 
its preferred alternative. BLM's merely states its preferred alternative "...is a combination of alternatives B and C." Recommendation: 
BLM should clearly define this alternative in terms of the number of wells that would be drilled in light of the limits proposed under 
Alternative C to permit a reasoned analysis of the potential impacts from this alternative. As noted in our general comments, 
Anadarko believes this combination could render the project uneconomic. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-17-1. 

Comment Number 607-20 

Comment 
1.2.1 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Development After reciting a number of facts regarding the growing demand for natural 
gas resources to support economic growth of the nation, BLM unaccountably fails to include this concept in the stated purpose and 
need of the project. Recommendation: The first sentence of the final paragraph in this section should be revised to read: "The 
purpose of and need for this natural gas development project is to exercise the lessee's rights to economically drill for, extract, 
remove and market natural gas products in order to increase the domestic supply of natural gas." 

Response 
The final paragraph of Section 1.2.1 has been revised in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-21 

Comment 
1.3.1.2 Management Actions In this section, BLM states: "...the entire area is open to oil and gas leasing, subject to restrictions 
needed to protect resources." DEIS at 1-6. BLM fails to discuss the fact that any such restrictions, in addition to being technically 
and economically feasible should  also be consistent with and not exceed attainment of the management objectives identified in the 
Great Divide Resource Management Plan. Recommendation: As further explained in Anadarko's comments on the significance 
criteria set out in Chapter 4 of the DEIS, BLM should include a discussion of the management objectives as set forth in the Great 
Divide Resource Management Plan for each resource. 

Response
Management objectives are discussed in chapter 1, section 1.4.1.1 of the final EIS.  Section 1.4.1.2 states in part "This action is in 
conformance with the Great Divide RMP. 

Comment Number 607-22-1 

Comment 
Chapter 2 Proposed Action and Alternatives The first paragraph on page 2-1 should be deleted as unnecessary and self-serving. 

Response 
The first paragraph in Chapter 2 has been revised in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-22-2 

Comment 
The second paragraph on this same page ends with the following statement: "When the Rawlins RMP is approved the ARPA must 
and would comply fully with that plan." DEIS at 2-1. BLM seems to be implying that it has the authority, by virtue of any amendments 
to the existing resource management plan to impose additional mitigation measures or take action of a similar nature. 

Response 
Additional mitigation measures can be applied as needed, and as provided for in the lease agreement.  Actions within the ARPA, 
and the entire RMP assessment area must comply with the decisions disclosed and made by the RMP in effect. 
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Comment Number 607-22-3 

Comment 
As BLM moves forward with its analysis of this project, BLM should be cognizant of the limitations on its authority, such as existing 
lease stipulations. Although future actions authorized after approval of the Rawlins Resource Management Plan (Rawlins RMP) 
must conform to the Rawlins RMP, BLM here fails to recognize valid existing lease rights. Absent the concurrence of a lessee, BLM 
has no authority to modify lease terms or stipulations. 

Response 
BLM recognizes valid existing lease rights within the ARPA.  Text has been added to the document in chapter 3 (section 3.1.2.2) 
discussing the extent of existing leases within the ARPA. 

Comment Number 607-22-4 

Comment 
BLM must be cognizant of valid existing rights. Not only must BLM incorporate this concept into Chapter 1 of the DEIS outlining 
Management Common to All Alternatives, but throughout the DEIS, including the Glossary. 

Response 
BLM is cognizant of valid existing rights.  Please refer to our response to comment 607-22-3. 

Comment Number 607-22-5 

Comment 
2.2.1 The Proposed Action In the first bulleted section BLM states: "Under the proposed action, there would be approximately 
4,500 acres of new short term disturbance (initial, <3 years) surface disturbance from well pads;... The total new short-term (initial) 
disturbance resulting from the proposed action would be about 15,800 acres." DEIS at 2-2. This statement is confusing and conflicts 
with the previous bullet point. As written, it appears to state that "initial" disturbance would occur in less than 3 years, which would 
require 666 wells, on average, to be drilled per year. This is not consistent with the previous bullet point which states that 
development, and drilling would occur over a 20 year period.  Recommendation: BLM should revise the first sentence of this section 
by deleting "(initial <3 years)." 

Response 
The "initial <3 years" reference is related to the concept that those disturbed areas that do not need to remain disturbed will be 
reclaimed within 3 years.  Definition of the term "interim reclamation" in the reclamation appendix will help with any confusion.  
Further clarification of these figures and terms may be found by referring to appendix K, table K-3 "Types and Approximate Acreage 
of Surface Disturbance by Surface Ownership of the Proposed Action" submitted by Anadarko. 

Comment Number 607-23-1 

Comment 
2.2.2 Alternative A - No Action The two sentences in this section are grammatically incorrect and do not correctly portray the no 
action alternative. As noted in the comments on the Executive Summary, the no action alternative fails to take into account the fact 
that drilling is likely to occur on both fee and state acreage, even if BLM disallows any further drilling on its lands. Moreover, it 
conflicts with statements made later in the document which do recognize and even quantify the number of wells that would be drilled 
on fee and state lands. 

Response 
For the Atlantic Rim EIS, the "no-action alternative" means that the BLM would reject the Proponent's proposal and the proposed 
activity would not take place.  Also, please refer to our response to comment 607-13. 

Comment Number 607-23-2 

Comment 
For example, in the discussion of air quality impacts, BLM states: "Air quality impacts would occur within the ARPA under the No 
Action Alternative due to the development of 720 wells on private and state lands." DEIS at 4-12. 

Response 
This text has been corrected in the final EIS to properly reflect the description of the no-action alternative.  Please refer to our 
response to comment 607-23-1. 
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Comment Number 607-23-3 

Comment 
Recommendation: This section should be revised to read as follows: Under the applicable NEPA regulations, BLM is required to 
include a "no action" alternative. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(d). For purposes of this analysis, under this alternative, BLM would deny the 
Proposed Action and no wells would be drilled on federal lands within the Atlantic Rim Area, except in limited circumstances such as 
to provide protection against drainage. However, development would likely occur on both state and private lands and, especially in 
the checkerboard area, would require access across federal lands. As noted above, the document does contain some analysis of 
the potential impacts from drilling on private and fee lands, but BLM fails to do so consistently throughout the document. As BLM 
prepares the final document, it should ensure such analysis is clearly and consistently presented. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 607-13, 607-23-2 and 23-3. 

Comment Number 607-24-1 

Comment 
2.2.3 Alternative B Without explanation, BLM anticipates that 925 wells (over 1/2 of the proposed CBNG wells) would occur in the 
first phase, yet BLM still assumes this drilling could occur over within a 6-7 year period. Anadarko does not believe that this scenario 
is realistic, especially in light of the seasonal wildlife timing stipulations and the resultant increased seasonal demand for drill rig and 
construction equipment availability and attendant crews and services. 

Response 
BLM acknowledges that Anadarko currently indicates the AR operators plan to drill approximately 1,260 wells over the first seven 
years of their drilling program (Anadarko presentation, May 11, 2006). 

Comment Number 607-24-2 

Comment 
There are a number of issues BLM needs to address with respect to this option: 1) How did it determine 925 wells would be drilled in 
this area? 2) What process will be used should operators need to return to a previous phase to drill in-fill wells, construct additional 
facilities or pipelines? 3) How will BLM determine when "interim" reclamation has been successful? 

Response 
Alternative B has been moved to "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study". 

Comment Number 607-24-3 

Comment 
Because the area will already have been reclaimed, operators will be required to reclaim the area again, adding needless costs and 
arguably needless additional affects to natural resources. 

Response 
Repeated reclamation will only occur in those areas where initial or subsequent reclamation has failed, based on annual monitoring 
requirements planned for the reclamation appendix. Please refer to the revised Reclamation Plan in appendix B.  BLM encourages 
Anadarko and the other AR operators to collaboratively prepare a long range development plan under any alternative to avoid 
multiple reclamation events for the same area. 
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Comment Number 607-24-4 

Comment 
In addition, BLM's description of the phased approach fails to account for the increased environmental risks that could result from 
concentrating activity in one area which would limit the operators' ability to obtain geological and performance data needed to 
properly plan for optimal development. BLM's phased plan, as currently drafted, arguably restricts operators from returning to a 
previous phase to drill in-fill wells, and construct any associated facilities or pipelines should drilling data dictate the need for such 
wells to optimize recovery of the gas resources and prevent waste. BLM also needs to consider in its analysis that under its phased 
approach, the concentrated use of roads will likely cause them to deteriorate more quickly than they otherwise would thereby 
potentially requiring higher maintenance costs than would otherwise be incurred. In addition, based on the information Anadarko has 
and in consideration of appropriate safety standards, we believe the roads will need to be wider to accommodate the concentrated 
traffic. BLM has not clearly addressed this issue in the DEIS, and this could result in additional impacts that would not result from the 
Proposed Action. Finally, concentrating activity in one area will increase safety concerns in terms of potential for accidents due to 
increased traffic density.  Recommendation: BLM should clarify the parameters of this option, if BLM retains it in the final document. 
As noted above, Anadarko believes the alternative should more specifically address the drilling limitations, concentration of activity, 
ability to return to an area and required reclamation. 

Response 
Alternative B has been moved to "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study."  Please refer to our response to 
comment 606-2. 

Comment Number 607-24-5 

Comment 
One of the underpinnings of this alternative is suspension of leases in the non-active phases. BLM states: "BLM would authorize 
suspensions of operations and production for all leases within the no-activity areas except for where existing oil and gas 
development has already occurred." There are a number of issues with this underlying premise. First, although BLM does have 
authority to control the timing of lease actions, this authority is not unfettered. BLM's grant of a lease conveys certain rights. In 
particular, a lessee is granted:... the right to use so much of the leased lands as is necessary to explore for, drill for, mine, extract, 
remove and dispose of all the leased resource in a leasehold subject to: Stipulations attached to the lease; restrictions deriving from 
specific, nondiscretionary statutes; and such reasonable measures as may be required by the authorized officer to minimize adverse 
impacts to other resource values, land uses or users not addressed in the lease stipulations at the time operations are proposed. To 
the extent consistent with lease rights granted, such reasonable measures may include, but are not limited to, modification to siting 
or design of facilities, timing of operations, and specification of interim and final reclamation measures. At a minimum, measures 
shall be deemed consistent with lease rights granted provided that they do not: require relocation of proposed operations by more 
than 200 meters; require that operations be sited off the leasehold; or prohibit new surface disturbing operations for a period in 
excess of 60 days in any lease year." 43 C.F.R. § 3101.1-2. (emphasis added). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 606-2. 

Comment Number 607-24-6 

Comment 
Requiring suspension of leases for a minimum of seven – fourteen years obviously runs afoul of this provision and likely 
impermissibly interferes with the contract rights granted to the lessees. BLM has failed in the DEIS to address this issue and its 
potential economic impact both from the perspective of the lessee and the government. 

Response 
Please refer to our responses to comments 607-24-5 and 606-2. 

Comment Number 607-25-1 

Comment 
2.2.4 Alternative [sic] First, the caption for this alternative fails to designate it as Alternative C. 

Response 
This oversight has been corrected in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 607-25-2 

Comment 
The description of the alternative also contains the following statement: "These types of areas are unique enough to require 
additional protective measures beyond what is already provided. . ." Again, as noted above, the DEIS is bereft of any factual 
scientific evidence supporting this claim. Moreover, BLM has not clearly delineated why existing protection measures fail to address 
the resource concerns such that additional measures are warranted. 

Response 
Areas unique enough to require additional protective measures beyond what is already provided are either derived from 
recommendations from BLM and cooperating agency biologists or from those areas where reclamation has proven to be difficult or 
has not been successful to date from exploratory interim drilling operations.  Please refer to our response to comment 607-14-8. 

Comment Number 607-25-3 

Comment 
In addition, BLM's discussion of Alternative C fails to consider its own guidance regarding application of best management practices 
(BMP). See Instruction Memorandum 2004-194 entitled "Integration of Best Management Practices into Applications for Permit to 
Drill." (IM 2004-194). IM 2004-194 states that consideration of BMPs should occur "on a case-by-case basis depending on their 
effectiveness, the balancing of increased operating costs vs. the benefit to the public and resource values, the availability of less 
restrictive mitigation alternatives, and other site specific factors." BLM has failed to take these factors into consideration with respect 
to the development protection measures proposed for Alternative C. 

Response 
The BLM does not consider development protection measures to be a best management practice, per se, and those factors were 
not taken into account specifically in developing Alternative C.  Implementation of developmental protection measures would occur 
on specific categories of sites where unique resource values would require attention to reduce adverse impacts or effects upon the 
environment. 

Comment Number 607-25-4 

Comment 
Recommendation: If BLM retains this alternative in its final document, the alternative must be re-drafted to clearly and objectively 
describe the alternative. Further, BLM should incorporate the provisions of IM 2004-194 into any such alternative and only impose 
BMPs or any additional mitigation measures after considering the factors set forth in IM 2004-194. 

Response 
Imposition of BMPs or any additional mitigation measures will consider the factors set forth in IM-2004-194. 

Comment Number 607-25-5 

Comment 
Some of the leases within the Atlantic Rim Area do contain limited provision under which BLM may prohibit surface occupancy, but 
according to Anadarko's calculations based on the information presented in the DEIS, 25% percent of the DEIS area would have 
NSO restrictions. See map attached as Exhibit F and hereby incorporated. 

Response 
BLM has not performed a similar analysis of the portion of the ARPA that would have NSO restrictions under Alternative C. 
Depending upon where individual wells would be located, the restrictions may or may not limit site-specific drilling proposals. 

Comment Number 607-25-6 

Comment 
Beyond the issues with respect to BLM's authority to impose such restrictions, the NSO restrictions in combination with the 
proposed spacing restrictions would severely curtail the operators' ability to develop the CBNG resources on certain leases – a 
further infringement on the lease rights granted. Such drastic curtailments of the acreage available for development can hardly be 
said to meet the purpose and need of the project which is to develop the underlying gas resources. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-4-3. 
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Comment Number 607-25-7 

Comment 
Additionally, BLM fails to recognize that a limit of 20 acres of allowable surface disturbance per section will reduce by 50% the 
number of wells that can be drilled. Anadarko arrived at this conclusion based on the following methodology. Using the anticipated 
pad size and the disturbance lengths for an 80' wide road corridor, along with gas/water gathering lines and buried electrical lines, 
Anadarko determined each well would require five acres. If only 20 acres can be disturbed in a section, this would result in only four 
wells, thereby reducing the number of wells by 50%. 

Response 
Requirements under Alternative C restrict drilling to 4 wells per section under certain circumstances. 

Comment Number 607-25-8 

Comment 
In the subsection on Wildlife Resource Management, BLM proposes to limit surface disturbance to "...less than 20 acres, 4 locations 
per section and roads would be limited to <3 miles/mi2." DEIS at 2-5. BLM's asserted justification for this measure is to protect 
brood rearing habitat for sage-grouse and crucial winter range for big game. However, BLM has failed to take into consideration that 
the Proposed Action includes 1000 miles of new roads over an area of approximately 420 square miles, which is equivalent to an 
average of 2.38 miles of new road per square mile. Therefore, this measure is unjustified. 

Response 
2.4 miles of road per square mile for the proposed action is less than the 3 miles/square mile standard proposed for Alternative C so 
the standard should be readily achieved by the proposed action.  This standard is useful in appraising the maximum allowable 
intensity of disturbance, both for ground area and wildlife for the EIS. 

Comment Number 607-26 

Comment 
Sand Hills SMA The paragraph in this subsection is not only internally inconsistent but also unjustified. In this paragraph BLM 
initially states there is "an extensive road network in this area." DEIS at 2-5. Despite this existing network, and without any 
justification, BLM then states: "This road area would need reduced road densities and restrict some public access 
conditions..."Recommendation: If BLM maintains this provision in the final document, it must provide objective support for any such 
provision. As noted above, even under the Proposed Action, new roads would disturb approximately 2.38 miles per square mile. 

Response 
The BLM has removed the paragraphs on SMAs from Chapter 2 and added discussion of SMAs to Chapters 3 (section 3.17) and 
4(section 4.17). 

Comment Number 607-27 

Comment 
In addition to all of the other restrictions to be imposed in this area, BLM has also proposed requiring operators to convert all fences 
to BLM standards for improved wildlife passage. DEIS at 2-5. In Anadarko's opinion, this requirement constitutes compensatory 
mitigation as it is not directly tied to oil and gas operations, and BLM must obtain the voluntary agreement of an operator. See IM 
2005-069, Interim Offsite Compensatory Mitigation for Oil, Gas, Geothermal and Energy Rights-of-Way Authorizations. 
Recommendation: If BLM retains this alternative in the final document, this provision should be eliminated as a requirement. BLM 
may, of course, request that an operator implement such measures. BLM includes this requirement in numerous other places in the 
document, and it should be corrected throughout the document. 

Response 
BLM recognizes that conversion of fences to BLM standards would, in some cases, constitute off-site mitigation which the BLM 
cannot require. The conversion of fencing to more wildlife friendly fencing remains a management priority in some portions of the 
ARPA. The text you refer to in the section describing Alternative C (chapter 2) has been removed from the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 607-28 

Comment 
2.3 Features Common to all Alternatives In the first paragraph of this section BLM states: "While Alternative C also analyzes up to 
2000 wells, the precise number that can be approved under the Alternative may be less depending on the specific location at which 
development is proposed." As noted above, based on Anadarko's analysis of the measures BLM has proposed under this 
alternative, the vast majority of the project area would be removed from development potential. It is disingenuous, at best, of BLM to 
state that anywhere close to 2,000 wells could be drilled under this scenario. 

Response 
The BLM cannot predict with any certainty exactly how many wells may or may not be drilled under this alternative.  Developmental 
protection measures would impact surface disturbance extents based upon where development activities are proposed.  4 wells/ 
section across the entire 270,080 area would result in 1,688 wells.  To attain 2000 total wells approximately 78 additional sections 
could be developed at 8 wells/ section density.  If the entire development area was to receive 8 wells/ section, then 250 sections 
(59% of the ARPA) would be developed out of the 422 (270,080 acres) domain of the project. In chapter 2, 2.2.1 "The Proposed 
Action" the operators assert in part: "Proposed well spacing is 8 wells per section (80 acre spacing) throughout the project area and 
may be reduced to 4 wells per sections (160 acre spacing) depending on the geology and ability of the operators to release the 
water and pressure sufficiently to release and recover the gas". 

Comment Number 607-29 

Comment 
2.5.3 Produced Water Disposal and Treatment Options The fourth paragraph in this section is wholly duplicative of the third 
paragraph and should be deleted. 

Response 
The text is a repeat of the paragraph before it and has been deleted in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-30-1 

Comment 
Untitled and Unnamed table summarizing impacts The placement of this table in a section of the document, which is supposed to 
detail impacts of alternatives as compared to the proposed action is puzzling in that the table contains conclusions regarding 
potential impacts to resources that have not yet been thoroughly identified. Although we recognize the lack of any regulation 
prescribing a specific format for an EIS, it is difficult to understand how BLM developed this alternative prior to the preparation of the 
analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Council on Environmental Quality regulations, at 1502.14 "Alternatives including the proposed action" states in part: This section is 
the heart of the environmental impact statement. Based on the information and analysis presented in the sections on the Affected 
Environment (1502.15) and the Environmental Consequences (1502.16), it should present the environmental impacts of the 
proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, ........."This table is designed to comply with that regulation.  The table will be 
assigned a number (2.1) in the final EIS and the format made more user-friendly. It is also intended to comply with the direction 
found in the H-1790-1 National Environmental Policy Act Handbook, Chapter V (C), 3, (f)(5). 

Comment Number 607-30-2 

Comment 
In addition to this general concern, BLM has failed to provide sufficient justification for assigning significant impacts to resources 
either here or in Chapter 4. BLM fails to provide sufficient documentation as to how the incremental decrease in long term surface 
disturbance (as a percent of the total ARPA) crosses thresholds whereby the majority of impacts become insignificant under BLM's 
Preferred Alternative. 

Response 
Discussion of impacts, including those identified as significant or potentially significant can be found in chapter 4 under the various 
resources analyzed.  The table in chapter 2 is for comparative purposes and not intended to disclose justification.  Impact 
significance criteria for each resource are identified in chapter 4. 
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Comment Number 607-30-3 

Comment 
Second, Anadarko believes BLM may have overestimated the reduction in long term surface disturbance that would occur under the 
Preferred Alternative if development were indeed possible at 160 acre spacing. The potential inaccuracy of BLM's disturbance 
estimates is most obvious when reviewing the following: BLM asserts Alternative C would "...reduce the total surface disturbance by 
approximately 10,000 acres, or 64 percent less than the proposed action, and long-term disturbance would be reduced by 
approximately 3,600 acres, or 77 percent less than the proposed action." DEIS at 4-57. It is unclear whether BLM's calculations are 
based on limiting surface disturbance to essentially 160-acre spacing across fee, federal and state lands or federal lands only. 

Response 
Please refer to Section 2.2.3, Alternative C, in the revised EIS for a revised discussion of the potential reduction in surface 
disturbance associated with Alternative C.  BLM recognizes that the development protection measures proposed under Alternative 
C could only be imposed on federal lands and estimates that surface disturbance would be reduced by about 68 percent on these 
lands. Although the amount of disturbance that would take place on private / state lands is not known at this time, BLM developed 
an estimate of the total potential surface disturbance that could occur under this alternative by assuming that development would be 
maximized on fee and state lands (see revised text in Section 2.2.3).  Discussions in chapter 4 of the EIS referring to reduction in 
surface disturbance under Alternative C have been revised to be consistent with the revised text in section 2.2.3. 

Comment Number 607-30-4 

Comment 
Further confusing the issue is the fact that Table K-3 in Appendix K indicates there are 10,114 acres of initial disturbance that would 
occur on federal lands. If there are 10,114 acres of initial disturbance and Alternative C would reduce this disturbance by 10,000 
acres, this would result in initial disturbance of only 114 acres. It is unclear how this acreage could support the number of wells 
contemplated in this document. 

Response
The text you refer to has been revised to be consistent with the revised discussion of surface disturbance in section 2.2.3, 
Alternative C. Please also refer to our response to comment 607-30-3. 

Comment Number 607-30-5 

Comment 
Further confusion regarding BLM's calculation of surface disturbances is highlighted by the following statement: "Because of these 
sensitive issues, there would be less surface disturbance allowed per section on BLM lands. This would reduce the total surface 
disturbance by approximately 64 percent less than the proposed action. Long-term disturbance would be reduced by approximately 
77 percent less than the  proposed action." DEIS at 4-71. Again, it's not clear from the information presented how BLM concluded 
there would be a 64% reduction. The document fails to disclose the assumptions made by BLM to reach this conclusion. 

Response 
The text you refer to has been revised to be consistent with the revised discussion of surface disturbance in section 2.2.3, 
Alternative C. Please also refer to our response to comment 607-30-3. 

Comment Number 607-30-6 

Comment 
Without further information regarding the assumptions made, Anadarko is unable to determine whether BLM took certain factors, 
such as the fact that a significant portion of the roads would be utilized under either the Proposed Action or Alternative C, assuming 
all of the wells were drilled.  Using road density as an example, Anadarko has prepared the attached Exhibits G and H, which depict 
a number of access road scenarios with either 160 acre or 80 acres spacing. Of note is the fact that certain roads will be utilized 
whether development occurs under either spacing scenario. If the spacing is 160 acres, the average road density is 2.69 
miles/square mile, while on 80 acre spacing it is 1.92 miles/square mile This is hardly a significant difference. 

Response 
BLM assumes Anadarko meant to comment that 160 acre spacing results in 1.92 miles/mi2, and 80 acre spacing results in 2.69 
miles/mi2. Exhibit G shows six diagrams of various road routes to 4 wells (160 acre spacing) within a section.  Averaging the 
distance reported on the Exhibit yields 1.92 miles per section average.  Exhibit H shows six diagrams of various road routes to 8 
wells (80 acre spacing) within a section.  Averaging the distance reported on the Exhibit yields 2.69 miles per section average.  This 
shows 0.77 miles difference for 4 well / section density compared to 8 well / section. 
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Comment Number 607-31-1 

Comment 
Chapter 3 Affected Environment Overall, BLM's discussion of issues related to soils is problematic in that it appears BLM has based 
its analysis and conclusions regarding potential impacts on Third Order soil surveys. This type of survey is generally used for 
planning purposes, and do not translate easily into an analysis of more site specific concerns. Anadarko contracted with a soil 
specialist from PBS&J to review BLM's analysis of potential impacts to soils. PBS&J's comments are hereby incorporated and 
attached as Exhibit I. 

Response 
The ARPA EIS is a field development scale analysis of the area and should use soil surveys at a Third Order resolution. 
Subsequent site-specific proposals for development will be reviewed, mitigated and approved using more detailed soils information. 

Comment Number 607-31-2 

Comment 
3.2.1 Climate BLM is addressing climatology and meteorological measurements collected at Baggs, Wyoming from 1979-2000. A 
Wind Rose is provided in Figure 3-1 reflecting wind direction and speed class at Baggs, Wyoming from 1994-1995. BLM provides 
this data as representative for the Atlantic Rim Project Area. However, all ambient air quality modeling and visibility impacts were 
estimated with meteorological data collected from Rawlins, Wyoming, October 2000-September 2003. Section 3.2.1 should be 
revised to reflect the meteorological data used for the air quality impact analyses.  Page 3-18: Table 3-6.  Particulate Matter (PM10), 
24-hour, Measured Background Concentration is listed as 47 µg/m3. Particulate Matter (PM2.5), 24-hour, Measured Background 
Concentration is listed as 15 µg/m3. Both are footnoted as representative data collected by WDEQ-AQD at Emerson Building, 
Cheyenne, Wyoming, Year 2002. Table 4-2, pg. 4-14 utilizes the background data for PM10 and PM2.5 collected from the same 
location in Year 2001. 

Response 
The BLM believes that the meteorological data for Baggs presented in section 3.2.1, "Climate," is appropriate for describing and 
disclosing the existing climatic conditions within the project area because Baggs is closest to the project area.  Data from Rawlins 
were used for air quality modeling because data from this site includes certain data types required for the modeling not collected at 
Baggs. However, visibility modeling used regional meteorological data, including the data from Baggs.  In regards to your 
comments on table 3-6, the particulate matter data has been revised to be consistent with the data presented in table 4-2.  WDEQ 
has determined that the Cheyenne PM10 and PM2.5 data are representative of the affected environment. 

Comment Number 607-31-3 

Comment 
The Air Quality Technical Support Document, Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project and the Seminole Road Gas Development Project, 
Wyoming, Table 3.12, pg. 54 also sites the Year 2001 background data and is used for air quality impact analyses. 
Recommendation: BLM should correct Table 3-6 to be consistent with the same year as the air quality impact analyses. Particulate 
Matter (PM10), 24-hour, Measured Background Concentration should be 33 µg/m3. Particulate Matter (PM2.5), 24-hour, Measured 
Background Concentration is listed as 13 µg/m3. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-31-2. 

Comment Number 607-32-1 

Comment 
3.3.3 Project Area Soil Limitations This section is characterized by statements lacking in foundation as BLM has not provided any 
citations to supporting literature or explanations.  For example, at the bottom of page 3-22, BLM states: "The topsoil category of poor 
and fair with 'excess salt' as rationale (41,215 acres) provides good indication where potential reclamation problems may occur.” 
Again, setting aside the obvious grammatical problems with this statement, BLM provides no explanation supporting this statement 
and merely cites "Appendix M: Topsoils with Excess Salts." One might believe the reference is to a document substantiating BLM's 
conclusion, but it is only a map. 

Response 
The text in 3.3.3 "Project Area Soil Limitations" refers the reader to table 3-10.  Table 3-10 includes a reference to soil survey data. 
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Comment Number 607-32-2 

Comment 
Compounding the problem is the fact that BLM includes no discussion as to whether treatment methods are available to offset the 
soil conditions such that BLM's reclamation standards would be achievable. 

Response 
A revised Reclamation appendix has been provided with the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-32-3 

Comment 
3.3.5 Existing Soil Disturbances On page 3-24, BLM states: "Chapter 2 discusses the amount and nature of existing disturbances 
within the ARPA. . . . Existing roads account for about 247 acres; compressor stations, 13 acres; transfer pumping stations, 
1.0 acre; containment ponds, 25 acres; and deep injection well sites, 4 acres." First, we could find no discussion in Chapter 2, which 
describes existing disturbances resulting from interim activities. It appears the reference should be to Chapter 1 which contains a 
brief summary of the Proposed Action; however, Anadarko was unable to find such a  discussion in Chapter 1 either. Second, the 
brief description here appears to be limited to existing soil disturbances related to oil and gas activities. BLM has completely failed to 
address other existing disturbances, thereby failing to provide an objective description of existing disturbances. 

Response 
The text referred to in your comment has been corrected in the final EIS to remove reference to chapter 2. The BLM's intent was to 
disclose the extent of oil and gas development within the ARPA with the statement.  Other disturbance factors are not considered to 
be of a large enough intensity or context to be relevant to the analysis. 

Comment Number 607-32-4 

Comment 
Recommendation: BLM must revise this section to include a discussion of disturbances created by other resource management 
activities such as access roads, grazing, land treatments, wildfire suppression, and controlled burning activities. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-32-3. 

Comment Number 607-32-5 

Comment 
Page 3-25: Table 3-10 The information in the table indicates that 105,156 acres or 40.2% of the lands within the study area fall 
within the Category of "High" with respect to runoff potential. This is inconsistent with the Appendix M map on page M-13 labeled 
"High Runoff Potential" where a much larger area within the Atlantic Rim study area is included within the area designated as "high 
runoff potential." It appears soils with "Low to High" and "Moderate to High" runoff potential have mistakenly been added to the map 
included in Appendix M. Recommendation: If these areas were meant to be included on the map, the map title should be changed to 
clarify that moderate and moderate-to-high categories are included. 

Response 
The title and legend text for the map showing "Soils with High Runoff Potential" has been revised in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-32-6 

Comment 
Of more concern, however, than the potential mistakes in the map, is BLM's rationale for proposing to limit drilling to 4 well pads per 
section under Alternative C on soils that have less than a high runoff potential. Even if the soils have a high run off potential, BLM 
has failed to discuss what measures, short of limiting drill pad sites, could be utilized to minimize the potential impacts of drilling on 
soils of these types with respect to erosion. 

Response 
Chapter 4, at 4.3.5 "Additional Mitigation Measures" details additional mitigation measure that can be used for soils.  In addition, 
appendix H lists further best management practices and sources of mitigation within the ARPA Draft EIS. Mitigation decreases 
damage, but does not eliminate it.  Later successional vegetation is removed and it doesn't readily come back. 
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Comment Number 607-33 

Comment 
On page 3-28, BLM states: "Mean annual precipitation is about 9-12 inches in the project area depending on elevation…Although 
no long-term data is available for precipitation along the topographically higher Atlantic Rim in the northern part of the project area, 
precipitation can be assumed to increase with elevation and has been estimated in the past as 12 inches." Attached as Exhibit J and 
hereby incorporated is a map from the United States Department of Agriculture/Natural Resource Conservation Service 
(USDA/NRCS) which depicts precipitation amounts from 1961 to 1990. It is clear from this map that certain portions of the ARPA 
receive more than 12 inches of precipitation per year. 

Response 
The text in chapter 3, section 3.4.1 includes several citations and references for the sources of precipitation data.  The BLM believes 
that this data is adequate to support the analysis in the EIS.  In addition, BLM has included precipitation gauge data in chapter 3 
collected within and near the ARPA. 

Comment Number 607-34 

Comment 
On page 3-29, BLM states: "The average flow conditions presented in Table 3-12 therefore do not necessarily represent current flow 
conditions." BLM then proceeds to conclude that "...sufficient data are available to compare flows streams [sic] relative to each 
other." BLM fails to provide any explanation as to why this is true. Recommendation: BLM should revise this discussion to either 
present updated information or explain why this data can be used to support its conclusions with respect to flow and surface water 
quantity. 

Response 
Table 3-12 indicates the source of this information as the USGS 2005.  Because of the source of this information BLM believes the 
data is adequate to support the analysis in the EIS.  The text in this paragraph has been rearranged to state that the data in the 
table is sufficient to support a comparison of stream flows. 

Comment Number 607-35-1 

Comment 
3.4.2.1 Colorado River Basin On page 3-31 in the fourth paragraph, BLM states: "The watershed [Muddy Creek] encompasses 
approximately 182 square miles . . ." In the first paragraph on this page, BLM stated that "approximately 75 percent of the ARPA is 
drained by Muddy Creek." In Chapter 1 of the DEIS, BLM states that the total study area contains 270,080 acres which equates to 
422 square miles. Seventy-five percent of 422 equals 316 square miles.  Either BLM is mistaken in the percentage of the study area 
that is drained by Muddy Creek or it has mistakenly stated the acreage of the Muddy Creek watershed.  Recommendation: BLM 
needs to review its figures and provide accurate information regarding both the size of the Muddy Creek watershed and the 
percentage of the study area that is drained by Muddy Creek. 

Response 
The drainage area for Muddy Creek has been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-35-2 

Comment 
On page 3-32 in the last paragraph, BLM states it has, in the past, managed the Muddy Creek watershed area for its range 
resources. It also notes that it has also been managed for "...wildlife habitat, energy exploration, development, and transportation, 
and recreational uses." This statement seems to contradict later statements in the document where BLM asserts this area has been 
virtually untouched. 

Response 
The purpose of this text is to disclose the various activities and uses that have occurred in the area.   The BLM is not clear on where 
the text references to the Muddy Creek area as being "untouched" are located but will review and revise text for consistency on this 
issue. The whole watershed supports a wide variety of uses.  In some areas the disturbance from these activities is minimal. 
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Comment Number 607-36 

Comment 
3.4.4 Waters of the United States In this discussion, BLM asserts the majority of the waters within the EIS boundaries are waters of 
the states. DEIS at 3-39. This statement is overly broad and is not supported by fact. Further, BLM states: "All channels that carry 
surface flows and that show signs of active water movement are Waters of the U.S. Similarly, all open bodies of water (except 
ponds and lakes created on upland sites and used exclusively for agricultural and industrial activities or aesthetic amenities) are 
Waters of the U.S." Id. We disagree with this characterization of Waters of the United States and note that this issue is currently 
before the United States Supreme Court for resolution. Recommendation: Because this discussion is not germane to the issues 
analyzed in this document, Anadarko believes BLM should delete this discussion from the final document. Should BLM decide to 
retain the discussion, BLM should revise this paragraph to either delete the first sentence or provide sufficient qualifiers. Further, 
BLM should either revise the statement regarding what constitutes Waters of the United States or at a minimum note that this issue 
is currently before the Supreme Court. 

Response 
All waters in the Colorado River Basin that qualify as waters of the U.S. would require 404 permitting for dredge and fill actions. 
None of the waters in the Great Divide Basin qualify since they are not connected to navigable waterways. Since most of the 
discussion is not needed the final EIS has an abbreviated version of this paragraph. 

Comment Number 607-37 

Comment 
3.4.5 Surface water quality BLM states on page 3-39 that: "It is important to emphasize that the values in Table 3-17 do not 
necessarily represent the surface water quality at any particular location within the Muddy Creek drainage basin during any 
particular season of year, but rather, are the composite representation of Muddy Creek water quality." DEIS at 3-41. It's not clear 
what BLM means by this statement. 

Response 
The sentence refers to table 3-19 where mean values are given.  A lengthy description preceding this sentence describes the 
natural variability in the system, which means that there are seasonal and even daily variation in the values; this can be seen by 
comparing the maximum and minimum values of many of the parameters.  BLM's point was that a water sample from any given day 
may or may not yield the same results as the composite sample described in the table 3-19 discussion. 

Comment Number 607-38-1 

Comment 
Table 3-20: 2004 303(d) Waterbodies with Impairments or Threats Page 3-47: Muddy Creek west of Highway 789 is listed as being 
impaired or threatened for salinity. Anadarko has reviewed the State of Wyoming's 2004 303(d) as published in the 2004 303d list 
(http://deq.state.wy.us/wqd/watershed/index.asp), and from our review of the data presented it does not appear that Muddy Creek 
west of Highway 789 currently has salinity issues. 

Response 
This table has been updated with the 2006 list. 

Comment Number 607-38-2 

Comment 
In addition, this representation seems to be contrary to the findings in the 2005 Review of the Water Quality Standards for Salinity 
conducted by the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum (http://www.coloradoriversalinity.org). In this document it states:  In 
general, water quality in the Wyoming portion of the Colorado Basin is good to very good. There are currently only 15 stream 
segments listed in the state's 2004 Section 303 (d) report as either impaired or threatened (7 - Green River; 8 - Little Snake). The 
primary sources of impairment are habitat degradation, pathogens and trace metals. No waters are currently listed for salinity 
related impacts. Most of the water quality issues mentioned above are currently being addressed through locally-led watershed 
management plans funded through Wyoming's 319 grant program. In addition, the Wyoming Water Development Commission is 
engaged in a statewide water planning process and has completed a planning document for the Green and Little Snake drainages. 
This planning document presents current and proposed (estimated) future uses of water in Wyoming's Green River and Little Snake 
Basins. Products in the Plan include irrigated lands delineation, hydrologic modeling of major streams, current use determinations 
for all water use categories, future use projections, water development opportunities identification, and related activities. 
Recommendation: BLM should carefully review the data presented in the table to ensure its accuracy. At a minimum, BLM must 
correct the table with respect to the statement discussed here. 

Response 
This table has been updated with the 2006 list. 
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Comment Number 607-38-3 

Comment 
3.4.5.3 Salinity Issues in the Colorado River Basin On page 3-48, BLM states: "In a study of mechanisms affecting salt pickup and 
transport in surface runoff . . . Bently and others (1978) determined that properly implemented control measures may be able to 
reduce erosion and salinity (Lowham et al. 1982). Recommendation: BLM should revise this discussion to enumerate the control 
measures identified in these studies and discuss how such measures could be applied to the proposed action and whether such 
measures have been identified in Alternative C. 

Response 
The paragraph you refer to in your comment has been deleted from the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-39-1 

Comment 
3.4.5.5 Surface Discharge of Produced Water at the Cow Creek POD The second paragraph in this section appears to be missing 
language as it does not make sense as currently drafted. BLM should review this paragraph and revise accordingly. 

Response 
The text in this paragraph was revised for the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-39-2 

Comment 
3.4.6.2 Quality In the description of groundwater on page 3-53, BLM states that "TDS, an indicator of salinity, is generally less than 
2,000mg/L (slightly saline to saline) in the ARPA, with occasional local concentrations of less than 500 mg/L (considered fresh)." 
The BLM needs to reference the zone from which this water originated. Based on information obtained by Anadarko during its 
operations in this area, some zones have TDS levels as high as 7610mg/L. 

Response 
Water quality reports were reviewed and new estimates included for TDS. 

Comment Number 607-39-3 

Comment 
In the second paragraph on this page, BLM, after discussing groundwater quality degradation issues with respect to other oil and 
gas operations, concludes as follows: "Data Suggesting this is a current problem in the ARPA are not available." Does this mean 
BLM has data demonstrating that it's not an issue or that data is simply not available to either confirm or refute this conclusion? 

Response 
The last part of this paragraph does not add to the discussion and was removed from the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-39-4 

Comment 
Recommendation: BLM should revise this section to provide more specific information regarding the water zones, and BLM should 
review this section and clarify its conclusion with respect to groundwater quality degradation. If data does exist, BLM should provide 
the appropriate citation to such data. If no such data exists, BLM should either remove the statement or explain the basis for its 
conclusion. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-39-3. 
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Comment Number 607-40-1 

Comment 
3.4.6.3 Springs and Flowing Wells The first paragraph in this section has two statements that are unsupported by fact. First, BLM 
states: "This area has had extensive exploratory development for natural gas and oil." There are less than 200 exploratory wells in 
the 270,080 acre study area. This can hardly be characterized as extensive. 

Response 
The BLM believes "extensive" is the correct word in this context, as opposed to "intensive". 

Comment Number 607-40-2 

Comment 
Second, BLM states: "Some of these wells have developed casing leaks, were not plugged properly, or can be used still for 
monitoring." This statement is unsupported by any reference to objective data, and its purpose is unclear. 

Response 
The text you refer to does not add to the discussion and was removed from the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-40-3 

Comment 
In the discussion of flowing wells within the project area, the BLM states "the water type of these wells is of the sodium-bicarbonate 
type, which indicates water from the coal seam aquifers." The generalization at the end of this statement is not entirely correct. 
While the coal seams may produce sodium-bicarbonate type water, there are sand intervals that produce a very similar water quality 
type within the project area. Therefore, the generalization that the flowing wells must be producing from a coal seam in unfounded. 

Response 
Typing with water quality is a general way to characterize water quality and is not always conclusive. These sentences were 
removed from the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-41 

Comment 
3.5.1 Introduction In the second paragraph of this section, BLM states: "Annual average precipitation ranges from 8 inches in the 
middle of the project area to around 12 inches at higher elevations at the north and south ends." As noted previously, the 
USDA/NRCS map clearly shows that portions of the study area receive more than 12 inches of precipitation per year. Anadarko 
used the information from the USDA/NRCS and prepared an overlay of the study area depicting the precipitation amounts. The map 
is attached and hereby incorporated as Exhibit K. Recommendation: BLM should use the data from the USDA/NRCS and revise this 
discussion to state what percentages of the study area are in the various precipitation zones. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-33.  The NRCS data are appropriate to use. 

Page O-67 Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS 



 

Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 607-42 

Comment 
3.5.2.1 Primary Vegetation Cover Types On page 3-58, BLM states mountain big sagebrush is found on about 50% of the project 
area. On the following page, it states that moisture found on these sites make them very productive and further concludes that their 
response to reclamation should be good. Then, on page 3-59, BLM states that Wyoming big sagebrush occupies 34% of the study 
area and that reclamation rates for the Wyoming big sagebrush, while unknown, are expected to take several years. BLM 
characterizes Alkali sagebrush's reclamation potential if planted as a seed as medium and from transplants as very good. BLM 
makes similar conclusions with respect to the reclamation potential for basin big sagebrush. DEIS at 3-60. These statements seem 
to contradict other statements made by BLM in the document regarding viability of reclamation efforts (See for example statements 
made by BLM on pages 3-22 and 3-23) in the project area and, in particular, seem to undercut any concerns for reclamation BLM 
has identified in Alternative C. 

Response 
There have been numerous examples of failed reclamation from the ARPA interim drilling program.  Drought, bad seed, improper 
cultural techniques, lack of monitoring, and many other factor are to blame.  Difficulty in reclamation is apparent within the project 
area, although many vegetation types should not be.  BLM will seek to address this issue with a revised reclamation appendix in the 
final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-43-1 

Comment 
3.7.1.4 Big Game On page 3-69, BLM states: Using [Wyoming Game and Fish Department] information that was averaged from 
1997-2001, comparisons can be made about the species richness and productivity across Wyoming. When numbers for antelope, 
mule deer, and elk are combined for similar-sized geographic units, the harvest data for the Sierra Madre/Snowy Range area within 
the RFO are similar to the Sublette region around Pinedale, which is considered the most productive big game region in the state. In 
addition, recreation days and the economic benefits associated with hunting were 50 percent higher for the Sierra Madre/Snowy 
Range area when compared to the Sublette region. (Rawlins Draft RMP 2004).  BLM apparently makes these statements to provide 
context for the importance of wildlife resources within the study area. Anadarko does not believe these statements can be used to 
conclude that the wildlife resources within the study area have the same import as those in the Sierra Madre/Snowy Range area. 
The Sierra Madre/Snowy Range area is not defined in either the DEIS or the Draft Rawlins RMP, so it is impossible to ascertain the 
area encompassed by the Sierra Madre/Snowy Range area, let alone whether and how much of the study area is included within 
the Sierra Madre/Snowy Range area.  Recommendation: BLM should clarify this discussion by defining the relative contribution of 
the wildlife resources dependant on the study area to those within the Sierra Madre/Snowy Range area. 

Response 
The Sierra Madre/Snowy Range area big game herd units and how these areas include the ARPA is disclosed and discussed in 
section 3.7.1.4, Big Game, in the EIS.  As noted in the text in this section, the ARPA is located within the Sierra Madre/Snowy 
Range area.  Therefore, the harvest data for this area provides context for the wildlife resources in the ARPA. 

Comment Number 607-43-2 

Comment 
In the paragraph discussing pronghorn antelope on page 3-69, BLM states: "The Upper Colorado River Basin Standards and 
Guidelines Assessment 2002 (Guidelines Assessment) failed Standard #4, Wildlife Habitat Health, and addressed pronghorn range 
as follows.  "First, there are the obvious grammatical problems with this statement. Second, BLM should provide further explanation 
regarding standard number 4, which is not explained in the document. Moreover, if BLM is citing to data collected in 2002, it should 
provide an explanation as to the status of any more recent reviews or explain the continued validity of this data. 

Response 
2002 was the year this sweeping, detailed and comprehensive study was completed.  There are no more recent reviews 
of this magnitude. The Wyoming Standards and Guidelines are explained thoroughly at the BLM website: 
http://www.wy.blm.gov/range/sandgs.htm. 

Comment Number 607-43-3 

Comment 
In the paragraphs discussing mule deer, BLM fails to note that Anadarko, along with other operators, has funded a study of mule 
deer. 

Response 
BLM does not feel that the Anadarko mule deer study is relevant in this context. 
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Comment Number 607-43-4 

Comment 
In addition, BLM makes the same statement it made with respect to pronghorn in the third full paragraph of this section. DEIS at 
3-71. Anadarko has the same concerns with this statement regarding the Guidelines Assessment in the context of the mule deer as 
it did in the context of the pronghorn antelope. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-43-2. 

Comment Number 607-43-5 

Comment 
Without any reference to scientific studies, BLM states on page 3-72 that "The impacts of loss within overlapping crucial winter 
ranges would be greater than in non-overlapping areas."  Recommendation: BLM should review these sections and clarify the 
references to the Assessment. If the document is not readily available to the public, BLM should include a copy in the DEIS. In 
addition, any relevant research or data that supports BLM's statements regarding the effects of habitat loss on overlapping crucial 
winter range habitats should be cited. 

Response 
BLM based this conclusion on the simple observation that loss of habitat for two species is greater than the loss of habitat for one 
species. 

Comment Number 607-44-1 

Comment 
3.7.1.5 Upland Game Birds In the section on greater sage-grouse in the sixth full paragraph, BLM states: "It is likely that hens from 
the active leks use most of the project area for nesting and brood-rearing, which in terms of suitable habitat amounts to 92% of the 
ARPA." DEIS at 3-73. This statement is not supported by citations to any objective, scientific evidence. Recommendation: BLM 
should remove this statement from the final document as it is not supported by information contained in the DEIS. If BLM retains the 
statement, BLM must provide objective support for this assertion. In the absence of any such references, we question whether BLM 
has provided sufficient objective data supporting the need for the mitigation measures enumerated in Alternative C to address 
potential impacts to sagegrouse. 

Response 
The citations by Call (1974), Braun et al. (1977), Hayden Wing et al. (1986), and Halloran (2005) DEIS 3-73 support the statement:  
“It is likely that hens from the active leks use most of the project area for nesting and brood-rearing, which in terms of suitable 
habitat amounts to 92% of the ARPA". 

Comment Number 607-44-2 

Comment 
In this section BLM asserts that in order to protect winter concentration areas for sagegrouse "there would be a timing restriction 
applied to surface disturbing ...activities to reduce stress to wintering birds from November 15 to March 14." Anadarko does not 
believe BLM has provided any objective, scientific justification for imposition of this measure. In particular, BLM has failed to cite to 
any relevant research indicating that construction or other disruptive activities stress wintering birds such that the proposed measure 
would be justified. BLM's assertion here regarding the need to protect the sagegrouse during the winter stands in stark contrast to 
the following: "Although winter conditions generally have little effect on sage-grouse populations...the protection of those habitats 
used the most during severe winters would greatly facilitate the survival of greater sage-grouse during extreme winters." DEIS at 
4-73. 

Response
The current Great Divide Resource Management Area Record of Decision (November 1990) in appendix I “Standard Mitigation 
Guidelines” states the following:  “To protect important raptor and/or sage-grouse nesting habitat, activities or surface use will not be 
allowed from February 1 to July 31 within certain areas encompassed by the authorization.  The same criteria apply to defined 
raptor and game bird winter concentration areas from November 15 to April 30.”  BLM will stay in compliance with the Record of 
Decision. We agree that protecting habitats used during severe winters is important.  It is believed that these habitats are small 
enough in size that avoidance will be possible. 
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Comment Number 607-44-3 

Comment 
Furthermore, BLM has failed to identify what types of habitat would qualify as a winter concentration area. Depending on how BLM 
defines the wintering concentration area, it could cover a large portion of the study area. The restrictions BLM proposes to impose to 
protect these areas when combined with the seasonal restriction to protect greater sagegrouse nesting and brood rearing habitats, 
which already covers 92% of the study area (DEIS at 3-73), would result in activities being prevented from November 14th to July 
15th thereby allowing only four months for drilling.  Recommendation: BLM should revise the document to either provide justification 
for this stipulation or remove it from the final document. 

Response 
The Wyoming Game and Fish Department is the lead agency in identifying winter concentration areas.  To date no winter 
concentration areas have been identified in the project area, however, Wyoming Game and Fish “Observation Records” suggest the 
area around Dad may be such a sage-grouse winter concentration area. 

Comment Number 607-45-1 

Comment 
3.8 SPECIAL STATUS PLANT, WILDLIFE AND FISH SPECIES This whole section needs to be completely revised to accurately 
reflect information on species that actually occur within the project area. BLM devotes a considerable amount of time discussing 
species that do not exist or that would not be impacted by the Proposed Action. For example, BLM states there are ten species 
found downstream of the RFO "...in the Platte River and Colorado Rivers systems [that] may potentially be impacted if water 
depletions occur." DEIS at 3-75. However, on the very next page in the discussion on Western Prairie Fringed Orchids, BLM states: 
"...no depeletions would occur as a result of this project." DEIS at 3-77. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-45-2. 

Comment Number 607-45-2 

Comment 
In discussing plant species, BLM wholly contradicts itself in the space of two sentences. First, BLM states: "No federally listed 
threatened, endangered, or candidate plant species are known to occur on the ARPA." In the very next sentence, BLM then states: 
"However, four listed plants that may be potentially affected by the proposed action include...." Even more troubling than these 
contradictory statements is BLM's discussion of each of the four plants that could supposedly be affected by the Proposed Action. In 
each section, BLM either notes the plant was not found within the project area during surveys or does not even occur in the project 
area. DEIS at 3-75 – 3-76. For example, after noting the counties in which the Ute Ladies-'tresses is known to occur, which does not 
include Carbon County, BLM states: "This species is not known to occur within the ARPA..." 

Response 
The distinction here is that while none of these species are known to exist, it is possible that they do and have not yet been 
detected. Site-specific analyses of annual development plans will be conducted to determine presence or absence of these plant 
species. 

Comment Number 607-45-3 

Comment 
These same failings are found in BLM's discussion of wildlife species. Of the nine species discussed, none occur in the project area. 
We have the same concerns with respect to BLM's discussion of fish species in section 3.8.1.4. Although we agree BLM should 
provide an overview of these issues, given the lack of occurrence of any of these species in the project area, BLM could easily 
simplify this document and place this discussion in an appendix to the document. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-45-2. 
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Comment Number 607-45-4 

Comment 
Recommendation: BLM should revise the document to include a statement noting the occurrence potential of these species on the 
lands managed by the Rawlins Field Office.  BLM should then note that none occur within the project area and refer the reader to an 
appendix that would contain the remainder of the discussion. Such a change would be wholly in keeping with NEPA and its 
implementing regulations. 

Response 
BLM feels this discussion is important in order to adequately disclose the affected environment of the ARPA. 

Comment Number 607-45-5 

Comment 
We have the same concerns with this discussion as noted above and make the same recommendation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 607-45-2 and  607-45-4. 

Comment Number 607-46 

Comment 
3.9.2 Recreation Resources and Use In the section discussing hunting, BLM includes a table setting forth hunting activity in the 
project area. The source of the data is noted as the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and the date is 2002. BLM should provide 
updated information from 2003, 2004 and 2005. This would provide a more accurate picture of the status of these activities. This is 
especially important given the potential mitigation measures BLM has proposed under Alternative C based on the asserted impacts 
to hunting. 

Response 
This is the most recent information available at the time of writing the EIS. 

Comment Number 607-47-1 

Comment 
3.10 VISUAL RESOURCES On page 3-91, BLM states: "Evidence of human modification in the ARPA includes ...and oil and gas 
production facilities." The description appears to focus on changes related to oil and gas activity and ignores evidence of other 
modification such as those related to grazing, recreation or other land uses. 

Response 
The complete text of the partial sentence Anadarko quotes reads:  "Evidence of human modification in the ARPA includes improved 
and unimproved roads, powerlines, constructed ponds, irrigated fields on private lands in the southern part of the project area, and 
oil and gas production facilities."  The complete text indicates that BLM has considered other modifications to the landscape in 
addition to oil and gas activity. 

Comment Number 607-47-2 

Comment 
In addition, BLM then states existing disturbance from oil and gas activities totals approximately 604 acres out of the total 270,080, 
which BLM equates to 0.2% of the total. BLM has miscalculated the acreage percentage – it should be 0.002%. 

Response 
BLM has correctly calculated the acreage percentage for 604 acres of 270,080 as 0.22%. 

Comment Number 607-47-3 

Comment 
BLM should also provide a calculation of acres disturb by other activities, such a grazing, to provide a more balanced discussion. 

Response 
BLM believes the text is adequate as written. 
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Comment Number 607-47-4 

Comment 
Recommendation: BLM should correct the mistaken percentage figure and revise the discussion to include a complete list of all 
activities in the area thereby presenting a more objective and balanced description of the visual resources. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments to 607-42-1, 607-43-2 and 607-43-3. 

Comment Number 607-48 

Comment 
3.12 SOCIOECONOMICS  In section 3.12.6, BLM discusses local attitudes and opinions. BLM cites a 1996 study conduction by the 
Carbon County Board of Commissioners and Carbon County Planning Commission as support for its assertion that "54.9 percent  of 
survey respondents...indicated that conservation of land, water and wildlife resources was more important than increased oil and 
gas production..." DEIS at 3-114. First, we note that this data is over ten years old. Second, Anadarko hired Public Opinion 
Strategies to conduct a telephone survey of 300 adult residents of Carbon County. Public Opinion Strategies conducted the survey 
from January 10-12, 2006. According to the results of this study, over three quarters of the Carbon County residents surveyed (78%) 
indicated support for increased natural gas production. A summary of the study results is included as Exhibit L. We believe these 
survey results accurately reflect the input BLM received during the public meeting on this project held on February 2, 2006. 

Response 
If a more up to-date, unbiased and defensible study is available when preparing the final EIS, BLM will cite it.  

Comment Number 607-49-1 

Comment 
3.17.1 Rawlins to Baggs Geographic Area  BLM includes here a discussion of an area it has designated as the "Rawlins to Baggs 
Geographic Area." DEIS at 3-119. First, we note that this area has not been designated as a special management area in the Great 
Divide RMP nor is there a proposal to establish it as part of the revision of the Great Divide RMP. See Rawlins RMP DEIS. 43 CFR 
1610.5-3 states that "All future resource management authorizations and actions . .and subsequent more detailed or specific 
planning shall conform to the approved plan." Because this area has not been formally designated by BLM as a special 
management area (SMA) through the applicable land management process, BLM should remove all discussion of this area from this 
section. Furthermore, any such designation here does not provide support for imposition of mitigation measures to protect the area 
as a special management area. 

Response 
This text has been removed from the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-49-2 

Comment 
The discussion regarding this area continues later on the page with the following statements regarding trout found in this general 
area: "These trout [Colorado River cutthroat] were recently reintroduced into the upper watershed and will soon expand to much of 
their former habitat." BLM has provided no scientific or factual support for this assertion. Additionally, this statement fails to 
recognize the fact that Muddy Creek is currently listed as threatened for habitat degradation above Alamosa Gulch to Littlefield 
Creek and threatened for habitat degradation/salinity west of State Highway 789, which would seem to undercut BLM's argument 
that the trout will expand to much of their former habitat. Obviously, the fact that Muddy Creek is listed as threatened for habitat 
degradation may impact the ability of the trout to survive, let alone expand their habitat. 

Response 
RE-introduction of the trout and their anticipated expansion into suitable habitat is a fact, not an assertion.  The areas listed as 
degraded habitat are warm water habitat down stream of the area considered suitable habitat for the trout. 
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Comment Number 607-49-3 

Comment 
The discussion of this area continues on the next page with the following statements regarding plant and wildlife values: "These 
plant and wildlife values are reflected in several smaller portions being proposed as SMAs including . . . However, piece-meal 
protection of the higher value areas would not adequately protect all wildlife species that use and depend on this area." DEIS at 
3-120. Anadarko has carefully reviewed the document, and we have been able to find any justification for this statement. Absent 
objective data, it is merely a subjective statement that has no place in a document of this nature. 

Response 
This text explains that despite the presence of special management areas in the vicinity of the ARPA, the habitat within ARPA and 
between the special management areas is also important to these species for survival. 

Comment Number 607-49-4 

Comment 
Recommendation: BLM should revise this section to remove the discussion of the Rawlins to Baggs Geographic Area. Additionally, 
BLM should address the current status of the Muddy Creek with respect to the ability of the trout to expand further in the area and 
either provide support for the statement on page 120 or remove the statement as unfounded. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 607-49-1, 607-49-2 and 607-49-3. 

Comment Number 607-49-5 

Comment 
BLM should also remove the statements regarding plant and wildlife values or provide objective support for these statements. 
Moreover, BLM should not apply any mitigation measures based on the status of the area as an SMA. 

Response 
Please refer to the text at the beginning of chapter 2.  Please also refer to our response to comments 607-49-1, 607-49-2 and 
607-49-3.  In addition, further support for those statements can be found in the relevant portions of chapter 4. 

Comment Number 607-50 

Comment 
3-17-2 Cow Butte/Wild Cow Area On page 3-120, BLM states: "The Cow Butte/Wild Cow area encompasses 40,144 acres of mostly 
public land within the ARPA. . Recreation use primarily occurs during hunting seasons when this general region is one of the most 
heavily hunted areas in the state of Wyoming." Although the underlying factual information may be correct (We note BLM has not 
provide any citations with respect to its assertion that this area is one of the most heavily hunted.), this area was not designated in 
the Great Divide RMP as a special management area nor was it proposed as such in the draft Rawlins RMP. As noted above, 
because this area is neither an existing SMA nor a proposed SMA, BLM should not include it here as if it is. If BLM intends, through 
this document, to propose an amendment of the applicable resource management plan to include such a designation, it should so 
note in this discussion. Recommendation: As with the previous section, BLM should remove this discussion from the SMA section. 
In addition, BLM should not impose any mitigation measures based on the area's asserted status as an SMA. 

Response 
A Cow Butte / Wild Cow SMA is under consideration by the Rawlins Field Office. While not discussed in the draft, it is expected to 
be disclosed and analyzed in the Rawlins Resource Management Plan final EIS when it is released for comment.  Management 
activities within SMAs will be consistent with the applicable Resource Management Plan. 
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Comment Number 607-51-1 

Comment 
CHAPTER 4 ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES We note at the outset of our specific comments on this Chapter 
that although BLM has identified a preferred alternative, it has not provided any analysis in this Chapter of the potential effects 
attendant with its preferred alternative. In our opinion, BLM should include a discussion of those potential impacts in the final 
document to provide a clear picture of the potential positive and negative impacts of all alternatives. Only with this information will a 
decision maker be able to truly make an informed choice. 

Response 
Analysis of the effects are described in combination with the Alternative B and C analysis in chapter 4 of the Draft EIS.  The final EIS 
includes an analysis of all alternatives carried forward for further consideration. 

Comment Number 607-51-2 

Comment 
BLM's introductory paragraph for this section mistakenly notes the federal action that is the subject of this DEIS as "...an alternative 
plan on which future land use actions would be based." DEIS at 4-1. The subject action of this DEIS is Anadarko's proposed plan for 
development of the CBNG resources in the Atlantic Rim Area. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion and will correct the text of this paragraph. 

Comment Number 607-52-1 

Comment 
4.0.1 Impact Analysis In Anadarko's opinion, BLM has set inappropriate significance criteria by failing to consider the land use 
decisions set out in the Great Divide Resource Management Plan. The significance criteria should reflect the goals and objectives of 
the Great Divide RMP, which currently governs BLM's activities within this area, along with the Wyoming State Land Use 
Commission and/or any local land use plans. 

Response 
The significance criteria do reflect the various goals and objectives for ARPA from the Great Divide RMP.  Further discussion of 
significance criteria can be found in the introduction to chapter 4 under "Impact Significance Criteria."  In addition, chapter 1, section 
1.4 "Relationship to Policies, Plans, and Programs" provides more details of the applicable management plan and consistency. 

Comment Number 607-52-2 

Comment 
Although the Wyoming Game and Fish's policies should obviously be taken into consideration, it should not, as it appears BLM has 
done here, form the sole basis for the determination of significance, because it fails to take into account land use decisions made 
both by the BLM and by other relevant state agencies. 

Response 
The significance criteria were developed by the BLM in consultation with our cooperating agencies, of which the State of  Wyoming 
is one. The Game and Fish Department actively participates in the Atlantic Rim EIS preparation process.  While input from Game 
and Fish was requested and considered, many other factors including best professional judgement of our specialists were 
considered. Please refer to our response to comment 607-52-1. 

Comment Number 607-52-3 

Comment 
Rather than measuring significance solely with respect to a policy document prepared by a single, non-federal agency such as the 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department, BLM should evaluate the potential significance of impacts with respect to whether approval 
of the action with appropriate mitigation measures would be in conformance with the objectives contained in the Great Divide 
Resource Management Plan. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 607-52-1 and 607-52-2. 
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Comment Number 607-53-1 

Comment 
Assignment of Significance to Impacts  Overall, Anadarko believes BLM's assessment of significance to impacts is deficient. Rather 
than objectively analyzing potential impacts, BLM arrives at conclusions that are unsupported by sufficient factual or technical 
support. In too many instances, this lack of technical or scientific support creates questions as to how significance was determined 
or whether it is justifiable. For instance, one of the criteria provides that impacts to surface water resources would be considered 
significant if "accelerated erosion and runoff alters the physical characteristics of streams or drainages..." DEIS at 4-24. However, 
the document is devoid of any factual evidence of the potential amount of increased runoff such that it could be determined that 
alteration of physical characteristics of streams and drainages could occur. Despite this lack of analysis, BLM then proposes a 
mitigation measure to address this unsupported significance criteria which BLM concludes has been exceeded. 

Response 
Technical and scientific references are listed in the "References Cited" portion of the document and covers 26 pages of citations. 
Information on the potential amount of increased run-off can be found in chapter 4 in sections 4.1 - "Geology", 4.3 - "Soils", 4.4 - 
"Water Resources", 4.5 "Vegetation and Wetlands", 4.6 "Range Resources", and 4.8 "Special Status Plant, Wildlife and Fish 
Species". 

Comment Number 607-53-2 

Comment 
A second example is the no surface occupancy mitigation requirement associated with Alternative C for the Muddy Creek Special 
Management Area (SMA) as reflected on the figure labeled "Alternative C – Muddy Creek SMA" on page M-51 (Appendix M). BLM 
apparently cites this figure in Appendix L as support for the no surface occupancy measure. Appendix L at L-6. Again, the 
requirement to eliminate surface occupancy appears to be based on the potential to mitigate effects to "the physical characteristics 
of streams of drainages." However, the DEIS is devoid of any technical information supporting imposition of a no surface occupancy 
requirement to mitigate potential impacts to streams or drainages in light of the Proposed Action. 

Response 
Map M-49 (now Map M-46 in the final EIS) Alternative C - Muddy Creek SMA Slopes >8%  shows where these areas are located. 
The environmental concern in the Muddy Creek SMA is the three warm water fish species on the BLM’s sensitive wildlife list. A 
conservation plan was also signed to preserve these particular populations of fish.  (Please refer section 4.8 for more information). 
Research indicates that these fish are sensitive to sediment amounts and changes in hydrology. One of the primary concerns is 
road construction and surface disturbance in the watershed.  These activities are known to change both sedimentation and surface 
hydrology; research is sited to support this fact.  Although BMPs can modify the impact of this surface disturbance, they cannot 
remove it entirely. The 8% slope break was used since the complexity of road design generally increases at this break.  Map M-46 
in the final EIS shows that much of the Muddy Creek SMA is steeper than the 8%.  Due to the rarity of these fish species and the 
commitment BLM has to conserve them, Alternative C analyzed no-surface occupancy in these areas. 

Comment Number 607-54 

Comment 
4.0.1 Impact Analysis  On page 4-1, in the last paragraph on this page, BLM states: "Where there are conflicts between resource 
uses, or a land use activity may result in irreversible or irretrievable impacts to the environment, BLM may restrict or prohibit some 
land uses in specific areas." Anadarko disputes the validity of this statement. Although we do agree BLM has a general authority to 
prohibit certain activities on federal lands, we do not agree such  decisions are made in terms of whether the land use activity may 
result in an irreversible or irretrievable impact to the environment.  Recommendation: BLM should revise this sentence to note both 
that BLM's ability to prohibit certain activities, at least with respect to previously granted lease rights, is constrained by valid existing 
rights and that the correct standard for any decision to prohibit activities on public lands is the unnecessary and undue degradation 
standard. 

Response 
The Federal Land Management and Policy Act states in part: " TITLE 43 > CHAPTER 35 > SUBCHAPTER I > § 1701 § 1701. 
Congressional declaration of policy    (a) The Congress declares that it is the policy of the United States that—  (7) goals and 
objectives be established by law as guidelines for public land use planning, and that management be on the basis of multiple use 
and sustained yield unless otherwise specified by law; (8) the public lands be managed in a manner that will protect the quality of 
scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and archeological values; that, where 
appropriate, will preserve and protect certain public lands in their natural condition; that will provide food and habitat for fish and 
wildlife and domestic animals; and that will provide for outdoor recreation and human occupancy and use;  (12) the public lands be 
managed in a manner which recognizes the Nation’s need for domestic sources of minerals, food, timber, and fiber from the public 
lands including implementation of the Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1876, 30 U.S.C. 21a) as it pertains to the 
public lands". In addition, please refer to our response to comment 607-3-2. 
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Comment Number 607-55 

Comment 
4.1.1 Geology (Surface Environmental/Geologic Hazards)  On page 4-2 at the bottom, BLM states: "The magnitude of impacts to 
geology and geologic hazards . . . would be reduced by . . . adherence to the Great Divide RMP and draft Rawlins RMP." The draft 
Rawlins RMP is just that – a draft. BLM should not be citing to that document as support for any actions in this document. Obviously, 
as noted earlier in our comments, once the Rawlins RMP is finalized, approval of any actions by BLM will need to be in conformance 
with the Rawlins RMP.  Recommendation: Because this language serves no real purpose here, BLM should revise the sentence by 
deleting "and draft Rawlins RMP." 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-22-1. 

Comment Number 607-56 

Comment 
4.1.1.2 Mineral Resources In the first paragraph of this section BLM incorrectly cites to 43 C.F.R. § 3162.1(a), which describes 
general requirements for operators. BLM should revise this sentence to remove the incorrect citation. 

Response 
This citation has been removed from the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-57 

Comment 
4.1.3.2.2 Minerals In this discussion of direct and indirect impacts, BLM states: "No documented mineral resources other than oil 
and gas and CBNG would be affected by implementation of Alternative A." DEIS at 4-5. Although this statement is generally true, as 
noted above, in its description of the no action alternative BLM has failed to account for drilling that would most certainly occur on 
private and state lands. Because of this, BLM here has failed to account for the fact that the no action alternative could result in 
drainage of federal mineral resources. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-13. 

Comment Number 607-58 

Comment 
4.2.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts  In this section, BLM states: "The amount of air pollutant emissions during construction and 
production may be controlled in part by BACT requirements implemented by WDEQ-AQD and using mitigation methods outlined in 
this document." Mitigation methods are not specifically summarized in this document. Recommendation: Because there would not 
be any significant air quality impacts, mitigation methods beyond those required by the WDEQ-AQD are unnecessary. Therefore, 
the reference to mitigation methods should be removed. 

Response 
If monitoring and consultation with the WDEQ-AQD indicates the need, the amount of air pollutant emissions during construction 
and production may be controlled in part by BACT requirements implemented by WDEQ-AQD using mitigation methods.  Mitigation 
methods are not detailed because the type and extent of mitigation use would depend on the specific effect at issue and the best 
management practices available to implement.  Mitigation could be applied to address recent exceedences of PM10 24 hour 
NAAQS in Carbon and Sweetwater Counties.  The text has been revised to delete reference to "mitigation methods outlined in this 
document". 
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Comment Number 607-59-1 

Comment 
4.3.2 Impact Significance Criteria The impact significance criteria for soils contain the following criterion: "Soil erosion is increased 
beyond two tons per acre per year within five years of disturbance." DEIS at 4- 17. BLM has not provided any basis for this 
statement in this document either directly or by reference to appropriate scientific studies. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-52-1.  In addition, please refer to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Great Divide Resource Management Plan, page 221/222 "Assumptions for Soils, Water, and Air"  for further details on soils and 
significance. 

Comment Number 607-59-2 

Comment 
BLM also states that impacts will be significant if interim reclamation is not successful within three years of implementation. One of 
the more obvious deficiencies of this statement is BLM's failure to define interim reclamation. In the absence of such a definition, it is 
difficult to understand how BLM determined that failure to meet this undefined standard within the specified time frames could be 
significant. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-5-2. 

Comment Number 607-59-3 

Comment 
Finally, BLM includes the following as a measure of significance: "Soil productivity is reduced to a level that prevents the disturbed 
area from recovering to pre-disturbance soil/vegetation productivity levels." BLM has failed to disclose what standard or measure 
would be used to evaluate whether this criteria has been exceeded. For instance, would it be on an annual forage production/acre 
basis? Or would it be based on species compositions and seral stage equal to adjacent non-disturbed areas? Or would it be 
measured by the percentage of ground cover such that it  would be equal to adjacent, non-disturbed acreage? Without defining what 
BLM will employ as predisturbance productivity levels, we are at a loss as to how BLM determined whether this criterion would be 
exceeded such that impacts might be deemed significant.  Recommendation: BLM should revise this section to fully disclose the 
basis for its conclusion that two tons per acre per year constitutes a significant impact. BLM should include any analysis it has 
comparing differences in soil erosion between the alternatives presented in the DEIS. With respect to the provision regarding interim 
reclamation, BLM must define the term "interim reclamation" and present its analysis of potential impacts in light of any such 
definition. Finally, BLM must clarify how pre-disturbance productivity levels will be objectively measured such that this criterion 
would serve as a measure of significance. 

Response 
The revised reclamation appendix for the final EIS has detailed standards and methodology for making this determination.  Please 
refer to our response to comment 607-59-1. 

Comment Number 607-60-1 

Comment 
4.3.3.1 Proposed Action  At the bottom of page 4-17, BLM asserts: "Strict adherence to Best Management Practices/Conditions of 
Approval . . . would be necessary to minimize adverse impacts. With these measures implemented, and" It appears that additional 
language should ensue describing the effects of implementing these measures and their possible effect on whether the significance 
criteria have been exceeded. 

Response 
The text has been corrected in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 607-60-2 

Comment 
BLM has another unfinished sentence on the next page in the third paragraph. It states: "The reclaimed areas within the interim 
drilling PODs have not shown success to date, however."  Recommendation: BLM needs to revise the section to complete both of 
these incomplete sentences and to provide supporting data. 

Response 
The text has been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-61 

Comment 
At the top of page 4-18, BLM makes a number of statements with respect to well counts, acreage amounts and duration of the 
project. First, BLM states that approximately 1,050 wells would be developed within the first six years. This conflicts with the 925 
wells noted in Chapters 1 and 2. Second, although BLM converts the short-term disturbance figure into a percentage, it fails to do so 
for the long-term disturbance.  Recommendation: BLM must revise this section and reconcile its well count figures with those 
presented elsewhere in the document. BLM should also convert the long-term disturbance figure to a percentage to provide a 
complete picture of the potential effects of the Proposed Action. 

Response 
Based on information provided by Anadarko, the EIS assumes a total of 1,050 wells will be drilled in the first five years (1,170 after 
six years and 1,260 after seven years). 

Comment Number 607-62-1 

Comment 
On page 4-18 BLM asserts that "Despite the difficulty of establishing vegetation on sites with <10 inches average annual 
precipitation current technology exists to stabilize these areas and minimize soil erosion as natural succession returns the site to 
pre-existing conditions." The USDA/NRCS map clearly depicts the fact that much of the study area is not within the <10 precipitation 
zone described here. It appears that BLM has extrapolated data obtained from Baggs, Wyoming, for use in this document, and such 
data is not representative of the entire study area. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-33. 

Comment Number 607-62-2 

Comment 
Moreover, if, as BLM asserts here, technologies exist to address the concerns identified by BLM, BLM should discuss them and 
whether they are part of lease stipulations, BMPs or COAs. 

Response 
These technologies and techniques are detailed in the Reclamation appendix in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-62-3 

Comment 
Recommendation: As noted earlier, BLM should use the USDA/NRCS data and state the percentages of the study area that lie 
within the various precipitation zones. Additionally, BLM should re-characterize its discussion of establishing vegetation in 
precipitation zones that have higher than 10 inches of rain per year. BLM must also provide further information regarding the 
technologies and their ability to minimize impacts. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 607-33 and 607-62-1. 
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Comment Number 607-63-1 

Comment 
The last sentence of the fourth paragraph on page 4-18 concludes with the following statement: "Many areas would exceed the 
significance criteria for soils; therefore the project would exceed the significance criteria" BLM makes this statement without 
providing a basis from which to determine if the significance criteria will actually be exceeded. The extent of erosion under any of the 
alternatives remains undefined. Therefore, there is no quantitative assessment available to compare potential impacts of each of the 
alternatives to any of the significance criteria; rather there is only supposition and speculation as to the significance of impacts for 
any of the alternatives. 

Response 
Review and observation of the existing Atlantic Rim pods provides a direct example and basis for this assessment. 

Comment Number 607-63-2 

Comment 
Additionally, BLM has failed to address the degree to which the Proposed Action would increase soil erosion beyond that which is 
naturally occurring on these soils. BLM should also include in this section a discussion comparing the rates of erosion and surface 
runoff between short and long term. These rates will be affected after a certain period of time due to natural stabilization through 
particle aggregation, soil structure development and armoring.  Recommendation: BLM should revise the paragraph to either 
remove this conclusion or substantiate its conclusions. The section and paragraph should also be revised as noted above. 

Response 
BLM considers erosion from short and long term reclamation areas to simply be erosion, and doesn't draw any distinctions in the 
analysis.  The extent of erosion cannot be predicted until the BLM knows the site specific location of well pads, roads, and other 
land disturbing activities.  Subsequent review at the yearly planning stage, per the proposed action, will enable the BLM to utilize 
best management practices and COAs to limit erosion and provide for successful reclamation based on science and experience 
from the past. 

Comment Number 607-64-1 

Comment 
4.3.3.3 Alternative B  On page 4-19 BLM states: "This concentration of development would likely increase runoff and sediment/salt 
yields beyond the water resources significance criteria." Anadarko agrees that there could be an increase in runoff and sediment/salt 
yield but disagrees with the conclusion that it would be significant. If surface disturbance is concentrated in any one watershed or 
area, as Alternative  B would require, there will be an even greater potential for erosion and run-off related concerns. Nevertheless, 
the degree of difference between the Proposed Action's potential effects and those of Alternative B or C cannot be quantified 
without further analyses that could be gained through use of soil loss modeling; therefore, it is all but impossible to assign 
significance absent a quantitative comparison Recommendation:  BLM should revise this section to remove its conclusion that 
impacts would exceed the significance criteria, because it is not supported by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 

Comment Number 607-64-2 

Comment 
Instead, BLM should note that such a determination could only be made after soil loss modeling is completed. In the second 
paragraph in this section BLM asserts that ". . developing all wells, roads, pipelines and facilities at the same time may result in 
better planning and reduced wellpad locations and acreage of disturbance." Nothing in the document supports this subjective 
conclusion, and BLM makes no attempt to quantify or support it here. BLM should remove the statement as unfounded2. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to 607-64-1. 
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Comment Number 607-65-1 

Comment 
4.3.3.4 Alternative C In the first paragraph of this section, BLM states: "The Spatial Development alternative would proceed with 
development across the ARPA . . . but additional mitigation . . . would limit the initial disturbance acres on sensitive sites to less than 
20 acres per section. . . This would reduce the total acres disturbed by 64 percent compared to the proposed action." DEIS at 4-19. 
We have been unable, after reviewing the information in the DEIS, to determine how BLM calculated these figures. BLM has failed 
to include any support for this statement either in this section or elsewhere in the document. 

Response
The text you refer to has been revised to be consistent with the revised discussion of surface disturbance in section 2.2.3, 
Alternative C. Please also refer to our response to comment 607-30-3. 

Comment Number 607-65-2 

Comment 
BLM then concludes this section with the following statement: "This reduction in disturbance acres and application of erosion control 
techniques would directly reduce the acreage which would exceed the significance criteria as a result of the project. Although some 
small, localized areas would exceed the criteria, overall, the project would not exceed the significance criteria." Again, neither the 
preceding discussions in the DEIS nor any discussion in this Chapter support BLM's assertions. 

Response 
The BLM believes a reduction in disturbance extent and use of erosion control techniques will result in reduced erosion.  Direct 
observation of erosion and reclamation failure at Atlantic Rim reaffirms this conclusion on the ground. 

Comment Number 607-65-3 

Comment 
Moreover, if BLM's calculations are correct, this would result in only 5, 537 acres of disturbance (64% of 15,380). It is  unclear how, 
based on this acreage figure, BLM determined the same number of wells as proposed by the operators could be drilled in the same 
period of time. Recommendation: BLM must revise this section to either remove these unfounded statements or provide specific 
support for them. 

Response 
BLM has revised the text in this section for the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-66-1 

Comment 
4.3.5 Additional Mitigation Measures Although BLM has previously noted the potential for impacts to soils from both the Proposed 
Action and Alternative B, it provides no suggestion here for mitigation measures. 

Response 
This section provides no additional mitigation measures beyond the usual suite of measures that are available and as described in 
appendix H “Required Best Management Practices” and in appendix L for Alternative C. 

Comment Number 607-66-2 

Comment 
Nor does BLM provide any analysis with respect to whether standard BMPs, COAs and other measure do address the concerns 
noted. 

Response 
The EIS takes the effects of operator committed measures, BMPs, and COAs into account in its analysis. 
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Comment Number 607-66-3 

Comment 
BLM then includes a list of four measures under the heading "Additional mitigation proposed under Alternative C." This statement is 
confusing. Is BLM saying these are the only measures under Alternative C that it proposes to utilize to address soil issues or are 
these, as would be the normal implication, measures in addition to those previously proposed by BLM in Alternative C? 

Response 
As detailed in section 4.3.5, “Additional Mitigation Measures”, mitigation measures for Alternative C are located in appendix L. 

Comment Number 607-66-4 

Comment 
We note that two of the measures would require reclamation within one year of spud date on soils with poor/fair topsoil ratings and 
would require the application of soil amendments to improve reclamation success on soils with poor/fair topsoil ratings. DEIS 
at 4-20. Because of standard wildlife timing restrictions, it will likely be impossible to mobilize equipment with sufficient time to 
complete all reclamation within one year of spud date. Anadarko recognizes the importance of timely and successful reclamation; 
however, the effect of wildlife seasonal stipulations is an operational constraint that BLM must take into account before imposing any 
such conditions. 

Response 
Wildlife timing stipulations will not prevent reclamation, but they may change the timing.  Timing stipulations are well known and 
available to operators for consideration in development plans. 

Comment Number 607-66-5 

Comment 
Recommendation: BLM should revise and clarify this section in accordance with the comments noted above. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 607-67-1 

Comment 
4.4.1.3 Assumptions for Analysis In the third paragraph of this section, BLM states: "As of 2005, there have been approximately 
210 existing wells and 200 wells allotted for the interim drilling period. The proposed new well pad locations are 2,000 (CBNG and 
Conventional), this means there are about 1,000 well pad locations that would not be used in the modified EIS boundary under all of 
the action alternatives." DEIS at 4-22. This statement appears to be tied to the original proposal under which Anadarko and the 
other operators proposed to drill approximately 3,800 wells over the life of the project. 

Response 
Assuming 8-wells per section (or square mile) throughout the entire ARPA, there are about 3,376 potential well sites that could be 
developed. The proposed action is to develop up to 2,000 well sites in addition to well development that has occurred under the 
interim drilling policy, or about 2/3 of the ARPA at a spacing of 8 wells per section.  The purpose of this section is to let the reader 
know about the difficulty and limitations of the analysis, since only 2/3 of the potential well sites within the ARPA will be used under 
the proposed action. The location of future well pads will be determined by the companies and reviewed by BLM in site-specific 
proposals. 

Comment Number 607-67-2 

Comment 
However, this is the first time in this DEIS that BLM has made reference to the original proposal other than on page 1-1 of the DEIS, 
and we are uncertain of BLM's reason for including it here. The discussion is confusing and seems pointless. Moreover, the 
reference to both 210 existing wells3 and 200 wells under the interim drilling proposal is confusing. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-67-1. 
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Comment Number 607-67-3 

Comment 
In the fourth paragraph of this section, BLM states: "Impacts of individual well pads, roads . . . would have the same impacts as the 
proposed action, their location and timing however would allow for economies of scale and potentially better planning." DEIS 
at 4-22. Anadarko disagrees with BLM's assertion that Alternative B would allow for better planning and economies of scale. BLM 
has provided no evidence to support this claim. Moreover, this seems to have become a rote statement with respect to this 
alternative in this chapter. It is not clear how this statement ties to the resource being addressed in this section, which is 
groundwater. 

Response 
The title of this section is “4.4.1.3 Assumptions for Analysis.”  Economies of scale in Alternative B is an assumption for analysis, 
therefore it was important to include in this section.  Please also refer to our response to comment 607-64-1. 

Comment Number 607-67-4 

Comment 
Recommendation: BLM should reconcile the number of existing wells in the study area and ensure a consistent presentation of the 
number throughout the document. In addition, BLM should revise the statement in the third paragraph to clarify the reference to the 
1,000 wells pads that will not be utilized. BLM should provide factual support for the statement regarding economies of scale and 
better planning and provide a description of its relevance to the issue of impacts to groundwater or, as noted previously, delete it as 
unsupported. 

Response 
This is well supported; please refer to our response to comments 607-64-1 and 607-67-1. 

Comment Number 607-68-1 

Comment 
4.4.1.3.1 Surface Water Assumptions  It appears the first two assumptions in this section are the same, although expressed in 
slightly different terms. DEIS at 4-23. The fourth assumption states: "BLM would continue to develop and maintain water sources in 
the uplands as a critical tool for managing grazing animals to reduce impacts on wetland/riparian areas." Id. This statement makes 
no sense, especially in relation to an analysis of the Proposed Action and the alternatives proposed by BLM. 

Response 
The stream segments in Muddy Creek listed on the 2002 (updated to 2006 in the final EIS) 303d list of streams with threats or 
impairments were taken off these lists based on grazing management strategies and the development of upland water sources.  If 
these practices were changed these segments could be re-listed and therefore it is an important assumption for analysis to assume 
these practices would continue. 

Comment Number 607-68-2 

Comment 
In the final paragraph BLM states that the "surface water analysis would look at 3,000 potential new well pad locations within the 
proposed action boundary, with only 2,000 constructed under all action alternatives." Id. Again, this appears to be a holdover from 
several years ago when the operators proposed to drill in excess of 3,000 wells. However, BLM provides no explanation for having 
chosen 3,000 over the 2,000 wells now proposed. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-67-1. 

Comment Number 607-68-3 

Comment 
Recommendation: BLM should clarify the first two assumptions. BLM should either remove the fourth assumption or provide 
information regarding its relevance to the issues being analyzed in this document. BLM should provide its rationale for the statement 
in the final paragraph. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to our response to comments 607-68-1 and 607-68-2. 
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Comment Number 607-69-1 

Comment 
4.4.2 Impact Significance Criteria  In the first paragraph of this section BLM states: "An adverse impact on water resources as a 
result of human activities would be considered potentially significant if its magnitude was such that special mitigation is warranted or 
it persists indefinitely." DEIS at 4-24. BLM then states in the second paragraph that "Significance can be real and supported by fact, 
or perceived and perhaps not fully supportable even with rigorous study." These two statements are problematic for a number of 
reasons. With respect to the first, significance should not be tied to "special mitigation." Significance should be tied to an action that 
can not be mitigated or one which even with mitigation results in long-term adverse impacts. 

Response
It is important to let the reader know that significance criteria listed in 40 CFR 1508.27 are not only scientifically or factually 
determined in an analysis, but may also include criteria such as “The degree to which the possible effects on the quality of the 
human environment are likely to be highly controversial.” This section was re-written to provide more detail from 40 CFR 1508.27.  

Comment Number 607-69-2 

Comment 
The CEQ's regulation found at 40 C.F.R. 1508.27 defines significance, and BLM should refer to this regulation. Perception, because 
of its highly subjective nature, should play no part in an objective analysis of impacts. Recommendation: BLM needs to revise this 
section to address these issues. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-69-1. 

Comment Number 607-69-3 

Comment 
4.4.2.1 Surface Water Significance Criteria  In this section, BLM includes the following: "Streamflow characteristics of intermittent or 
perennial streams are altered such that established users are affected." BLM provides no benchmark for determining the nature and 
extent to which this impact could occur before it becomes significant. As written it could mean that any alteration, no matter how 
large or small, would be determined to be significant. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-69-1. 

Comment Number 607-69-4 

Comment 
Moreover, "established user" is not an accepted regulatory term with respect to surface water use. 

Response 
This was a typo and should read “established uses.”  The text has been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-69-5 

Comment 
Anadarko believes that BLM's criterion, as currently drafted, is geared more towards eliminating, not reducing, salt loading. 
Because of this, Anadarko believes BLM, if it retains the criterion, must analyze potential effects with respect to whether mitigation 
measures can reduce or eliminate salt loading and if so, to what degree. 

Response 
The second criteria would consider project related impacts that increase salt loading above background conditions. This significance 
criteria is appropriate to maintain levels at the Hoover dam of 723 mg/L, since salt is conservative.  It is likely that any additional load 
mobilized in the headwaters could contribute to the TDS levels at Hoover dam regardless of where they are mobilized upstream. 
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Comment Number 607-69-6 

Comment 
The Colorado Salinity Control Forum (2002) recommended no change in the numeric salinity standards below Hoover Dam 
(723 mg/1). In Anadarko's opinion, BLM should be employing this standard to determine significance and not its proposed measure 
of determining salt loading above background levels. Utilizing the numeric limit set by law is consistent with other criteria BLM has 
adopted, such as violations of federal or state water quality standards. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-69-5. 

Comment Number 607-70-1 

Comment 
4.4.2.2 Ground Water Significance Criteria  In this section, BLM sets for the following criterion, which if met or exceeded, would 
indicate a significant impact: "The natural flow of groundwater to existing local springs, seeps and flowing artesian wells is 
interrupted, regardless of use or non-use." Anadarko does not agree with this criterion. As set forth here, an interruption, no matter 
how small and of what duration, would constitute a significant impact. Such a standard is unsupportable factually or scientifically, in 
part because it fails to take into consideration the fact that such flows are often interrupted due to natural events, such as droughts. 
Recommendation: BLM needs to eliminate this from its list of significance criteria. 

Response 
All significant criteria are established to evaluate impacts from the project.  These are intended to look at project activities that could 
produce these potential impacts. 

Comment Number 607-70-2 

Comment 
4.4.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts Common to All Alternatives The first paragraph in this section contains the same confusing 
language as found in Section 4.4.1.3. The same concerns noted above apply to its inclusion here. Recommendation: Clarify this 
language consistent with noted revisions to Section 4.4.1.3. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-67-1. 

Comment Number 607-71-1 

Comment 
4.4.3.1.1 Surface Water Impacts Common to All  The second sentence in this paragraph reads as follows: "Therefore, the primary 
impact of the proposed project on surface water resources is increased surface runoff, erosion and off-site sedimentation that would 
cause channel instability and degradation of surface water quality in some locations." BLM has failed to provide any supporting 
factual basis for this statement. We agree that surface disturbance has the potential to increase runoff, erosion and offsite 
sedimentation; however, BLM fails to quantify these potential effects with respect to background conditions. 

Response 
It is not possible to quantify these impacts because the locations of wells, roads and related facilities are not known at this time.  The 
successful application of BMPs will go a long way to reduce these impacts, and they depend so much on local conditions, such as 
soil type and topography. 
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Comment Number 607-71-2 

Comment 
In Section 3.4.5.1 Baseline Water Quality Data, BLM states: "As the name Muddy Creek implies the suspended solids concentration 
is typically high. . . The ephemeral and intermittent channels, as well as the basin's surface, that have periods of no flow accumulate 
loose material due to weathering, bank caving, livestock and wildlife movement, and wind deposits." To provide an objective 
analysis, BLM must clearly state how it has determined that a development project that would, in the long term, disturb less than 3% 
of the total surface area could result in sedimentation that is significantly more that background in an area already known for its 
heavy sediment loads (i.e. Muddy Creek).  Recommendation: BLM must provide a quantitative analysis of the degree to which it 
expects these impacts to occur over natural background conditions that are specific to the study area. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-71-1. 

Comment Number 607-72-1 

Comment 
4.4.3.1.1.1 Surface Hydrology Related to Soils Data and Topography  On page 4-26, in the first paragraph, BLM states: "Since so 
much of the ARPA has the potential for severe water erosion, soil disturbance both during construction and during production can 
be expected to result in hill slope and channel erosion under each alternative above background conditions. . . These catastrophic 
failures can produce very high quantities of sediment and can appear to be random and unpredictable." Again, BLM has drawn a 
conclusion regarding impacts above background levels, but has failed to set forth those background levels. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-71-1.  Any area disturbed is at more risk for erosion than any area not disturbed. 
While erosion is an on-going problem, disturbed areas place the area at a higher risk. 

Comment Number 607-72-2 

Comment 
Further, BLM seems to be implying in this statement that these potential impacts can not be addressed by mitigation measures. In 
addition, BLM must account for the natural flow conditions that ephemeral/intermittent streams exhibit on an annual basis (i.e. 
Muddy Creek can range in suspended solids from 7 mg/1 to 3191 mg/1). 

Response 
This statement illustrates some of the causes of the variability measured in suspended solids in Muddy Creek.  Mitigation reduces 
impacts but doesn't eliminate it. 

Comment Number 607-72-3 

Comment 
Recommendation: BLM must provide a quantitative analysis of the degree to which it expects these impacts to occur over natural 
background conditions with specific references to the conditions that exist in the study area. BLM should also include a discussion of 
standard mitigation measures and the effectiveness of any of those measures in addressing the concerns identified by BLM. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-71-1. 

Comment Number 607-73-1 

Comment 
In the second paragraph on page 4-26, BLM states: "In addition, low annual precipitation and wind and water erosion could make 
successful reclamation in the ARPA difficult to obtain. . . Therefore, the overall potential for successfully stabilizing disturbed soils is 
poor to fair." Again, Anadarko refers BLM to the attached USDA/NRCS map. This map depicts the precipitation zones for Wyoming. 
It is apparent from the map that  much of the study area is not within the <10 inch precipitation zone as asserted by BLM in this 
DEIS. It appears BLM has extrapolated data from precipitation measurements taken at Baggs, Wyoming, which given the availability 
of data specific to the DEIS area is not warranted. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-33. 
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Comment Number 607-73-2 

Comment 
Additionally, BLM fails to discuss in this section the fact that successful reclamation will serve to reduce the susceptibility of 
disturbed areas to soil erosion during both the short-term and long-term.  Recommendation: BLM should revise this section in light 
of the USDA/NRCS data specifying which portions of the study area fall within which specific zones. Additionally, BLM should 
re-characterize its discussion of reclamation success in precipitation zones that have higher than 10 inches of rain per year. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-33. 

Comment Number 607-73-3 

Comment 
In the third paragraph on page 4-26 BLM states: "Slopes rated strong (15%) or greater occupy at least 21 percent (65,000 acres) 
and a much smaller percent of residual slopes . . . and/or high sand content may be anticipated as a further complication." BLM has 
failed to provide a scientific basis for this statement. This is the first mention of slope rating in the DEIS. Moreover, the statement is 
confusing as BLM's reference to "further complication" is not clear. Is BLM referring to erosion potential or reclamation potential or 
some other issue? Recommendation: BLM must provide a basis for its discussion of slope ratings and clarify how such ratings are 
factored into the analysis. BLM then must discuss whether and to what extent standard mitigation measures can be used to 
minimize any impacts that may be tied to such slope ratings. 

Response 
The BLM is referring to erosional potential and the difficulties encountered with reclamation in this area.  For example in the 
south-eastern portion of the project there are vegetated dune areas that are extremely difficult to reclaim.  All of these values are 
used to determine some of the soil classifications used by the NRCS, and in this context is designed to give the reader a feel for the 
difficulty in this area to achieve successful reclamation. 

Comment Number 607-73-4 

Comment 
4.4.3.1.1.2 Reclamation Success and Roads  In the first paragraph of this section, BLM states: "Anderson (1975) in a study of 23 
watersheds found that conversion of a steep forest and brush lands to a grassland had multiplied sediment yields by 5 times." DEIS 
at 4-26. Anadarko believes the comparison made in this study is scientifically unsound, and BLM should not present it in a document 
of this nature, even for illustrative purposes. First, it is not clear if Anderson's study researched watersheds where only a portion or 
the entire watershed was converted from forest/brush land to grassland. Second, even with this information, there is no justification 
to make the assumption that conversion of forest lands correlates to rangeland disturbance and reclamation. Finally, the Proposed 
Action will only disturb approximately 6% of the total study area surface in the short term, and such disturbance will not occur all at 
once. Moreover, reclamation will reduce total surface disturbance to less than 3% for the long term. 

Response 
The reference is used to make the point that scrubland conversion to grasslands changes surface hydrologic processes and 
watershed response, and in some cases this change can be dramatic. 

Comment Number 607-73-5 

Comment 
We note the fourth paragraph has a reference to a "Table K-11." We were unable to find such a table in either the document or the 
appendices. BLM should review and clarify the reference as appropriate. 

Response 
The text has been revised to provide the correct reference to the table in appendix K.  The reference should be to table K-2 Traffic 
Estimates. 
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Comment Number 607-74 

Comment 
4.4.3.1.2 Groundwater Impacts Common to All In the third paragraph of this section, BLM states: "If accidental spills occur they 
would be addressed with the Hazardous Materials Management and Release Contingency Plans for the Atlantic Rim Project Area 
(Appendix C)." BLM has failed here to account for the role Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP) play in 
prevention and response to spills.  Recommendation: The role of SPCCP should be addressed in prevention and spill response. 

Response 
The final EIS has been revised to disclose the role of SPCC plans in the prevention and response to spills. 

Comment Number 607-75 

Comment 
4.4.3.2.1 Proposed Action Impacts to Surface Waters  In the second paragraph, BLM states: "Currently, there are approximately 
1,000 miles of existing primary, secondary and 2-track roads within the ARPA (about 2.5 mi/mi2)." DEIS at 4-38. Although BLM 
makes this statement, its analysis of impacts to surface waters fails to account for the fact that operators will use a certain portion of 
these existing roads. Anadarko understands that decisions to use existing roads are not made until onsite inspections are 
conducted; however, existing roads are used, where feasible, to minimize surface disturbance and other environmental impacts. 

Response 
Operators are encouraged by the BLM to use existing roads when possible.  Onsite inspections are the appropriate opportunity to 
plan specific road locations and design.  When an existing road will reduce environmental impacts with improvement, it will be used. 
This statement has been added to appendix H Required Best Management Practices in the final EIS.  This practice was already 
considered in the analysis in section 4.4.  Road density is expected to increase with the project, though it is not possible to project 
the exact amount since, as you note in your comment, routes are determined after onsite inspections. 

Comment Number 607-76-1 

Comment 
In the first paragraph on page 4-39, BLM states: "Increasing sediment delivery to watersheds above the 303d section of Muddy 
Creek (Section 3.4) would lead to habitat degradation in pools and riffles and increase salinity of these waters, resulting in significant 
effects. . . The proposed action with 8 wells/section in this watershed would lead to increases in surface runoff and sedimentation 
into the watershed and would result in significant impacts." Neither here nor elsewhere in the DEIS has BLM provided any 
quantitative analysis to support this determination. Even based on the significance criteria set out by BLM, BLM has no basis for this 
statement. 

Response 
BLM cannot quantitatively account for the roads or pad locations that operators use during development in the ARPA because this 
information will not be developed until site-specific proposals are submitted to BLM for review.  Therefore the BLM cannot quantify 
increases in sediment delivery for specific watersheds without site-specific information on well pad, road, and facility locations.  This 
effort will be done during the annual planning process using surface water modeling.  Discussion of a recent publication by the 
USGS has been added to section 4.4.1.3. of the final EIS, under the heading "Surface Water Impacts Common to All Action 
Alternatives," summarizing how well pad and road construction can impact erosional processes.  Potential impacts are described 
that can be expected for this level of development in section 4.4.  These impacts are likely to be above those expected with natural 
processes. 

Comment Number 607-76-2 

Comment 
BLM has not provided a quantitative analysis, such as modeling, from which one could determine the extent to which alterations 
have occurred beyond those "expected with natural processes." 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-76-1. 
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Comment Number 607-76-3 

Comment 
Even more problematic is the fact that given BLM's assertions regarding erosion from disturbed lands (Soils with severe water 
erosion comprise about 85% of the study area; page 4-26), BLM cannot and should not suggest that its preferred alternative would 
not also result in accelerated erosion "beyond what is expected with natural processes." 

Response 
BLM is suggesting the avoidance of these areas will reduce erosion but not eliminate it. 

Comment Number 607-76-4 

Comment 
The DEIS contains no clear description of how BLM determined that a long-term increase of surface disturbance of up to 2.3% of 
the total acreage within the study area would have a measurable, predictable, or noticeable effect on the "physical characteristics of 
streams or drainages" beyond what would be expected under normal conditions. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-76-1. 

Comment Number 607-76-5 

Comment 
Finally, BLM has failed to include in this section a discussion of the effect that storm water control measures and other regulatory 
reclamation procedures would have with respect to mitigation of erosion and the resultant quantitative change in sediment loading 
over that which would occur if the mitigation were not applied. 

Response 
The impact analysis assumes standard mitigation (such as BMPs and applicant committed measures) is applied under all 
alternatives. Mitigation is discussed in section 4.4.5, “Mitigation Summary.” 

Comment Number 607-77-1 

Comment 
In the second paragraph on page 4-39, BLM states: ". . there are many topsoils that are saline or sodic in the ARPA, these soils 
when eroded as a result of project activities can make this salt available to surface waters. This would contribute to the non-point 
source of salt in the Colorado River Basin and can be expected to be a significant impact to this system since these rates would be 
above background conditions." BLM's significance determination and analysis of this issue are flawed. The DEIS does not contain 
any analysis that quantifies the degree to which new well pads and roads will necessarily lead to a measurable increase above 
background in salt loading to the Colorado River system. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-76-1. 

Comment Number 607-77-2 

Comment 
Additionally, storm water control measures and required reclamation practices associated with the Proposed Action will mitigate 
erosion from areas disturbed during the life of the project. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion to the extent that the required storm water control measures and reclamation practices are 
successfully implemented. However, impacts may still occur after successful BMPs are implemented or until they are perfected for a 
specific site.  The analysis describes these impacts, assuming a good faith effort in applying BMPs. 
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Comment Number 607-77-3 

Comment 
In addition, BLM's conclusions in this section with respect to the potential effects of the Proposed Action are difficult to reconcile with 
its statements regarding the potential effects and significance under Alternative C. The applicable significance criterion states that 
any increased salt loading above background is significant. DEIS at 4-24. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-77-4. 

Comment Number 607-77-4 

Comment 
Again in the Table on page 2-11, BLM states under the Alternative C column "Salt Loads would be measurably higher, but are not 
likely to be significant". Although as noted above Anadarko disagrees with this significance criteria, BLM should apply it consistently 
when evaluating the potential impacts from each of the alternatives. 

Response 
Section 4.4.3.4 has been updated to described the impacts expected under Alternative C. 

Comment Number 607-78 

Comment 
4.4.3.4.1 Surface water impacts Alternative B  In the first paragraph in this section BLM states: "The most beneficial feature of this 
alternative is that it would give more definition to the development periods. Due to the temporal development, there would be 
feedback in the form of monitoring to better plan future development in subsequent phases. Individual watersheds would receive 
more initial disturbance for construction under this alternative, but would also improve the success of reclamation. Interim 
reclamation would be more successful due to the economies of scale in terms of planting, treating for weeds, travel planning and 
other tasks. When these activities occur in only a portion of the project area at a time and we can assume these economies of scale 
would be realized." This whole paragraph lacks a scientific and objective foundation. These statements are little more than 
subjective suppositions made to justify any decision by BLM with respect to this alternative. Please refer to our earlier comments 
regarding the asserted economies of scale that are supposedly unique to this alternative. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study” in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-79-1 

Comment 
These statements are problematic for a number of reasons. First, BLM asserts that under the Proposed Action and Alternative B, a 
303(d) listed water would be impacted. BLM ignores the fact that current laws, both federal and state, would preclude this effect 
from occurring. 

Response 
BLM assumes that the federal and state laws to which you allude are the point source discharge permitting requirements under the 
federal NPDES program managed by Wyoming DEQ.  This program does not manage impacts from non-point sources, such as the 
road building activities proposed for the ARPA, which can have substantial impacts to surface hydrology as discussed in section 
4.4.3. Please refer to our response to comment 606-2. 

Comment Number 607-79-2 

Comment 
Although these statements are made under the heading of "residual impacts," BLM has failed to recognize that residual impacts are 
those that remain after the project has been mitigated. 

Response 
BLM has removed all sections discussing residual impacts from the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 607-79-3 

Comment 
BLM has not addressed in the analysis presented in Chapter 4 the effect of standard mitigation practices, such as NSOs within 
500 feet of stream channels. 

Response 
As noted in the first paragraph of section 4.4.5, “Mitigation Summary,” standard BMPs (appendix H) and applicant committed 
measures (appendix K) would be applied to all alternatives. 

Comment Number 607-79-4 

Comment 
BLM's assertion that changes to Muddy Creek will be so great as to degrade Muddy Creek's designated use is wholly unsupported 
by any analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-76-1. 

Comment Number 607-79-5 

Comment 
Moreover, BLM has failed to clearly explain how it reached its conclusion that no significant impacts would be expected under either 
Alternative A or C. 

Response 
BLM has revised the text in section 4.4.3.3, “Alternative A – No Action” and section 4.4.3.4, “Alternative C” to include an explanation 
of our conclusions regarding significance of impacts under Alternatives A and C.  Under Alternative A the impacts are not expected 
to be significant because the proposed action or other action alternatives would not be implemented.  Under Alternative C the 
impacts to surface waters would not be significant due to the implementation of development protection measures (presented in 
section 4.4.3.4 and appendix L) in addition to the standard mitigation measures. 

Comment Number 607-79-6 

Comment 
Recommendation: Based on the comments set out above regarding potential impacts to surface water and soils, Anadarko believes 
BLM should revise its analysis of the potential impacts to surface water and soils, including its analysis and conclusions with respect 
to residual impacts. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 607-79-1 through 607-79-5. 

Comment Number 607-80 

Comment 
4.5.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts Common to All Alternatives  In the first paragraph of this section, BLM states: "Monitoring sites 
for documenting long-term trend of vegetation cover types would be avoided so that disturbance from permitted commercial 
activities would not occur." DEIS at 4-46. It appears BLM is asserting that monitoring sites would be avoided, but it is not completely 
clear from the language as drafted. 

Response 
Monitoring sites for long-term vegetation trend data will be avoided to maintain BLM’s ability to continue observing long-term 
vegetation trends. 
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Comment Number 607-81 

Comment 
The seventh paragraph of this section contains the following statement: "Although most natural gas would be collected as water is 
removed from the coal aquifers, some gases would move upslope through the formation and escape through surface soil. Where 
this occurs the vegetation would die back, resulting in dominance of herbaceous species and increased bare ground. The locations 
would generally be small and scattered along the outcrops of the coal formations, probably affecting less than ten acres altogether." 
Again, the DEIS is devoid of any factual or technical basis for these statements. Moreover, BLM has failed to disclose, whether 
given the natural geologic conditions, this effect would occur even in the absence of any development at all. Finally, we are at a loss 
as to how BLM calculated the acreage supposedly affected.  Recommendation: BLM must provide factual and technical support for 
these assertions or delete them. 

Response 
Without detailed site-specific information on outcrops and development sites, BLM can only estimate and disclose that such actions 
may occur as an environmental consequence of the action alternatives.  

Comment Number 607-82-1 

Comment 
4.5.3.2 Proposed Action  In the first paragraph of this section BLM states: "Indirect impacts due to dust from roads is expected to 
affect vegetation . . . (based on estimate of 300 feet width impacted along roads)." DEIS at 4-48. Impacts from dust are common to 
all alternatives; therefore, this statement is inappropriate in this section, which supposedly addresses impacts that are unique to the 
Proposed Action. Impacts described for the other alternatives do not even address dust. 

Response 
This text has been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-82-2 

Comment 
Additionally, the DEIS lacks an analysis of the effects of standard mitigation measures, such as the application of water or other 
chemicals, to control dust and thereby reduce the potential impacts. 

Response 
BLM’s effects analysis includes the use and effectiveness of mitigation measures based on their effectiveness at the Atlantic Rim 
PODs and in general throughout the Field Office area. 

Comment Number 607-82-3 

Comment 
In addition, BLM should address the ability of mitigation measures to reduce the potential impact. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-82-2. 

Comment Number 607-82-4 

Comment 
In the fourth paragraph of this section, BLM states: " . . . approximately eight percent of this cover type occurs on moderate to steep 
slopes that would be affected by increased gully erosion and desertification due to the influence of overland hydrology." This is yet 
another instance where BLM has made a statement that is unsupported by the analysis in the document. 

Response 
The 8% estimation is based on BLM’s vegetation database, which is the best information available at this time. 
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Comment Number 607-83 

Comment 
In the fifth paragraph of this section BLM states: "In allotments where grazing reduction or suspension of use is made by the 
livestock permitee due to the rate of scale of field development, there would be affects to the vegetative resource." Here and in 
subsequent discussions (See the discussions in the DEIS on pages 4- 51, 52, 70, 73 and 5-13), BLM states the need for either 
reductions or suspension in grazing due to the pace and intensity of development. BLM doe not, however, quantify to what degree 
suspensions would be granted (e.g. based on direct loss of AUMs based on disturbed acres). Any such suspensions would have a 
direct bearing on the number of livestock removed from allotments and the length of such removal. This information has a 
substantial bearing on the ability to achieve some of the benefits describe by BLM such as residual forage, increased litter, soil 
protection, and reduced runoff. 

Response 
The extent of this effect is unknown at this time, but is likely to happen in some cases.  The extent and location of such occurrences 
may be predicted (and mitigated) based on review and appraisal of site specific drilling and development proposals. 

Comment Number 607-84-1 

Comment 
4.5.3.4 Alternative B  The second paragraph in this section again makes unsubstantiated statements regarding benefits to 
vegetation from this alternative. For example, BLM does not explain how the Proposed Action with its inherent phased drilling would 
not allow for the same results. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 606-2.  The original proposed action from Anadarko described annual planning, but didn’t 
describe the number of pods to build out at any one time.  Recent guidance from Anadarko has indicated a maximum of 3-5 pods at 
any given year will be developed. 

Comment Number 607-84-2 

Comment 
Additionally, as shown on page M-20, alkali sagebrush communities occur primarily in BLM's proposed third phase. Therefore any 
determination of reclamation techniques for clay soils with alkali sagebrush and/or juniper woodland and true mountain 
mahogany/mountain shrub communities would not occur until the final phase. Recommendation: BLM should revise this section to 
either provide support for its statements or delete them. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 606-2. 

Comment Number 607-85 

Comment 
4.5.3.5 Alternative C In the final paragraph of this section, BLM states: "This alternative would continue the likelihood of suspension 
of all grazing use by the livestock permittee due to the rate and scale of field development, but on a pasture or regional 
scale...Weeds would not exceed the significance criteria." BLM fails to recognize the fact that due to seasonal stipulations, oil and 
gas development operations in many areas will be severely restricted on a seasonal basis often only providing a 3-4 month drilling 
and construction window. If a grazing permittee's use of pastures does not coincide with this same period, they will likely not be 
affected or at least not in the manner described here. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  BLM used this in its assumptions for analysis. 
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Comment Number 607-86-1 

Comment 
4.5.5 Additional Mitigation Measures  In this section, BLM states: "Additional mitigation measures for Alternative C: Restricting 
surface disturbance to less than 20 acres and four pad locations per section on slopes over 8%." Again, the DEIS does not provide 
any technical or scientific support for this measure. 

Response 
The disturbance extents are related to the measure detailed to the standards found in the Wyoming Game and Fish Departments 
“Standard Mitigation Measures for Oil and Gas Development” handbook. 

Comment Number 607-86-2 

Comment 
Additionally, it is not clear how BLM intends to apply this measure when a particular section may contain only a small portion of 
slopes in excess of 8%. If the section only contains a small percentage of land with slopes of this nature, these areas could be 
avoided, thereby negating any potential impacts, without restricting surface disturbance in the remainder of the section with such 
drastic measures. 

Response 
BLM would apply the various Alternative C measures when site-specific review indicates avoidance is not possible.  When they are 
not possible, these measures would be applied under this Alternative. 

Comment Number 607-87-1 

Comment 
4.6 Rangeland Resources  4.6.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts Common to All Alternatives  In the second paragraph of this section, 
BLM states: "Control of halogeton in 2004 was inadequate, forcing one operation trailing sheep to go many miles out of their normal 
trail route to avoid this poisonous plant." DEIS at 4-54. BLM must provide more information regarding this statement. In particular, to 
assess the relevance of this statement to oil and gas activities, especially given its context here which implies a tie to oil and gas 
operations, BLM must state where this took place. 

Response 
These observations are from the Cow Creek and Sun Dog pods where weed control did not appear to be implemented.  This text 
was removed from the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-87-2 

Comment 
Due to the very limited oil and gas operations in the area, spread of the halogeton could easily be attributable to other activities in 
the area, such as the ranchers and grazing lessees. 

Response 
Halogeton is often present in small spots following some form of major disturbance such as reservoir construction and road grading.  
Normal grazing practices do not seem to create sufficient disturbance to spread halogeton. 

Comment Number 607-87-3 

Comment 
In the third paragraph, BLM asserts: "Additional forage would not be usable due to dust from roads settling on adjacent vegetation 
reducing palatability. "Id. BLM again has failed to account for a reduction of impacts from use of standard mitigation measures, such 
as road watering.  Recommendation: BLM should evaluate the degree to which dust suppression activities could mitigate this 
impact. 

Response 
Dust control is an applicant committed measure for Atlantic Rim. Dust suppression activities can be quite effective if used. 
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Comment Number 607-87-4 

Comment 
4.6.3.4 Alternative B  The last sentence in the first paragraph reads as follows: "However, the short-term impact of the length of time 
and intensity that impacts occur would vary by region." This sentence makes no sense and should be revised to clarify BLM's intent. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 606-2. 

Comment Number 607-88-1 

Comment 
4.7 WILDLIFE GENERAL As noted previously, Anadarko believes BLM has placed undue emphasis on the Wyoming Game & Fish 
Department's document entitled "Recommendations for Development of Oil and Gas Resources within Crucial and Important 
Wildlife Habitats (WGFD Recommendations), as support for its wildlife significance criteria and for imposing limitations on well pad 
density and allowable surface disturbance per section.  BLM's significance criteria should be based on the Agency's objectives for 
management of wildlife resources as contained in the Great Divide Resource Management Plan and not those of the WGFD. 

Response 
BLM’s significance criteria are also based in part on guidance found in the Great Divide RMP under “Oil and Gas”, “Management 
Objective” which states in part: “To provide opportunity for leasing, explorations, and development of oil and gas while protecting 
other resource values.”  Under “Wildlife Habitat and Fisheries Management Decisions– General” one management objective states: 
"To maintain or improve overall ecological quality, thus providing good wildlife habitat, within the constraints of multiple-use 
management in moderate and low priority standard habitat types.” 

Comment Number 607-88-2 

Comment 
Additionally, Anadarko believes BLM has incorrectly applied the WGFD Recommendations. 

Response 
Consultation with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department has not revealed such a concern on their part. 

Comment Number 607-89 

Comment 
While it may be appropriate for the WGFD to "recommend" management goals to BLM it is not appropriate for BLM to establish 
significance criteria based on that agency's habitat types and management goals without also being consistent with BLM's 
management goals. BLM cannot allow, in direct conflict with the Great Divide RMP, the WGFD to redefine habitat management 
goals. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-88-1. 

Comment Number 607-90-1 

Comment 
The WGFD Recommendations commonly utilize the phrase "to the extent reasonable" or "reasonable" when making management 
suggestions. "Reasonable" is defined by the WGFD Recommendations as being used "in the same context as 43 CFR 3162.5-1(a)" 
and that "we presume the basis for this determination includes technological feasibility, applicability, and economic considerations." 
In this case, the DEIS fails to analyze the technological feasibility, applicability and economic considerations of development of 
4 wells and 20 acres of surface disturbance per section. Thus, even when employing the WGFD Recommendations, BLM has failed 
to include a key component – reasonableness – in its decisions regarding whether a given mitigation measure is warranted. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 607-89 and 607-88-1. 
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Comment Number 607-90-2 

Comment 
Finally, the WGFD Recommendations state that "The Working Group adopted this approach [use of well pad density] "because it 
would be exceedingly difficult, based on available literature, to factor every aspect of development into a set of disturbance criteria." 
Therefore, in Anadarko's opinion, if BLM is going to employ the WGFD  Recommendation, the DEIS must contain an analysis of the 
relative intensity of development as proposed by the operators. Although BLM appears to agree with Anadarko's conclusion in this 
respect (See page 4-60 where BLM states: "The extent of displacement would be related to the duration, magnitude and visual 
prominence of the activity, as well as the extent of construction and operational noise levels above existing background levels."), 
BLM has failed to follow through and actually conduct the analysis. 

Response 
The BLM has conducted an analysis of effects for both 8 and 4 well intensity drilling.  The 8-well intensity is reflected in the 
proposed action analysis and the 4-well analysis (for federal lands only) can be found in the Alternative C analysis.  Alternative D, 
which establishes a limit for unreclaimed disturbance at any given time, is also analyzed in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-90-3 

Comment 
While Alternative C would limit development to only 4 wells per section in areas of critical winter range, the WGFD 
Recommendations does not recommend this type of mitigation. In fact, the WGFD Recommendation specifically uses the phrase 
"Avoid when reasonable" for 16 or more wells per section for Mule Deer and Antelope crucial winter range. Therefore, BLM's 
proposal under Alternative C to reduce well count to 4 wells per section is inconsistent with and arbitrarily more restrictive that the 
WGFD Recommendations. 

Response 
Under the WGFD Impact Thresholds, Management Practices and Mitigation Prescriptions – Terrestrial Resources, page 9 of the 
Recommendations for the “Mule Deer and Pronghorn Crucial Winter Ranges” row, the first column states in part: “1-4 wells and less 
than or equal to 20 acres disturbance per section.”  The “greater than 16 wells” section of the same row is located in the column 
labeled “Category of Impact” “Extreme”.  The BLM's disturbance limits under Alternative C are consistent with the WGFD 
Recommendations. 

Comment Number 607-91 

Comment 
Section 4.7.3 Direct and Indirect Impacts - Common to All Alternatives  On page 4-61 in the third full paragraph, BLM states: 
"Grasses and forbs are expected to become established ... however shrub reestablishment to pre-disturbance levels would not be 
achieved during the life of the project. Consequently, the total acres disturbed would constitute a long-term loss of shrubs and would 
not be usable by species dependent upon the shrub component for forage or shelter." The expected life of the project is 30- 50 
years. DEIS at 1-2. Thus, the document's statement regarding shrub reestablishment does not match information in Chapter 3 which 
indicates the shrubs would recover during the life of the project. Specifically, in Chapter 3 BLM discusses shrub recovery in 
response to fire apparently in an attempt to shed light on potential reclamation timeframes resulting from surface disturbing activity 
associated with oil and gas activity and makes the following statements: ATV cover type: Without rest or post-burn grazing 
management, sagebrush cover may recover to pre-treatment levels in twenty years (Page 3-59). ATW cover type: Recover time for 
ATW to reoccupy a site after fire occurrence is estimated at 75 to 150 years. Reclamation rates for ATW are also expected to take 
many years, but are currently unknown (Page 3-60). Alkali Sagebrush Cover Type: Establishment from seed has been rated at 
"medium", and establishment from transplants as "very good". Seed production and handling are rated as "medium" because the 
seeds are small. Natural spread by seed and vegetatively is "good" (Page 3-60). ATT cover type: Where other species are 
uncommon or without post-burn grazing management, sagebrush cover may return to pre-treatment levels in fifteen to twenty years. 
However, monitoring of prescribed burns with rest or deferment after treatment indicates . . . recovery may take up to 50 years to 
reach pretreatment levels. The higher amount of moisture on these sites makes them very productive and response to reclamation 
should be good (Page 3-61). Recommendation: BLM should revise this statement to reconcile it with the information contained in 
Chapter 3.  In particular, successful reclamation of some species can be achieved during the life of the project especially in areas 
with higher 

Response 
BLM believes that the recovery of shrubs may take up to 50 years when destroyed by surface removal disturbance.  The exact 
timing will depend on the species involved, the type and extent of disturbance, and the success of subsequent reclamation efforts. 
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Comment Number 607-92 

Comment 
On page 4-60 in the second to last and last paragraphs, BLM makes two statements for which it provides no supporting data. The 
first one is: "Acclimation to activity may increase predation on some species." The second one is: "In addition, there is an area 
surrounding these sites that tends not to be utilized due to the increased human activity. This "zone" can extend up to a half mile 
from the developed area." Recommendation: BLM should either provide support for these statements or delete them and any 
mitigation measures based on them. 

Response 
This text has been revised in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-93-1 

Comment 
In the first paragraph on page 4-61 BLM states: "Direct habitat loss from construction would equal approximately 6% of the project 
area. In addition, dust would directly and indirectly impact 15-30% more acreage." The paragraph that follows this statement does 
not address standard mitigation measures such as road watering, chemical and speed limits that could reduce both the aerial extent 
and severity of the dust impacts. 

Response 
The analysis is made considering the effect of the mitigations you discuss.  Please refer to our response to comment E123-105-1. 

Comment Number 607-93-2 

Comment 
Additionally, BLM has failed to cite any scientific literature addressing the impacts of dust to habitat usage by wildlife species, 
whether such impacts might vary depending on the species and how it was determined that 15-30% of the area would be affected. 

Response 
The basis for determining the percentage of the area that would be affected by dust is presented in section 4.5.3.1. 

Comment Number 607-93-3 

Comment 
Recommendation: BLM should revise this paragraph to address standard mitigation measures' ability to reduce potential impacts 
and provide citations to scientific literature regarding affects of dust on wildlife usage of habitat. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-93-1. 

Comment Number 607-94-1 

Comment 
4.7.3.1.2 Big Game  In the second paragraph which addresses impacts to pronghorn antelope, BLM states: "During the production 
phase, there is no equivalent mitigation and animals may be displaced up to 0.25 miles from the source (RFO RMP DEIS 2004)." 
BLM has failed to account for the differing traffic volumes and associated activity that would occur between the drilling phase and 
the production phase. These numbers are significantly less during the production phase of operations; therefore, the potential 
impacts to pronghorn antelope would also be lessened. 

Response 
The BLM took the differing level of traffic and associated disturbance into account when making this assessment.  The text is trying 
to point out that disturbance cannot be completely avoided during the production phase as it can be avoided with timing restrictions 
for construction activities. 
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Comment Number 607-94-2 

Comment 
In the fourth paragraph, BLM states: "...pronghorn have been found to habituate to increased traffic volumes and heavy 
machinery...they would likely habituate to activities along roads...The magnitude of displacement would decrease over time as: 
(1) the animals have more time to adjust to the circumstance, and (2) the extent of the intensive activities such as drilling and road 
building diminishes and more wells are put into production." These statements do not support BLM's conclusion in both the 
Executive Summary and on page 2-15 of the DEIS that the Proposed Action has a significant impact on pronghorn. 

Response 
The BLM believes that significant effects will occur to pronghorn antelope under any action alternative.  Additional discussion for 
pronghorn antelope is contained in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-94-3 

Comment 
BLM has concluded that "significant impacts" for the purposes of this analysis are identical to the WGFD category of "High Impact" 
as outlined in the WGFD Recommendations. Assuming these categories are equal fails to account for the following:  1. Given that 
73% of the crucial winter range for the Baggs mule deer herd unit is outside the project area, no evidence is presented to suggest 
that this external area cannot assimilate the migration of those mule deer that might be displaced by the Proposed Action. 
2. Finally, the mule deer migration study currently underway should provide the data necessary to develop reasonable mitigation 
measures and should be used in lieu of the more arbitrary well count mitigation associated with Alternative C. BLM, for the most 
part, fails to take this study into account in its analysis and discussion of potential mitigation measures. 

Response 
Chapter 5 in the EIS discloses that as much as 50.3 % of the herd area may be inside approved and proposed oil and gas 
developments. The Mule Deer study is discussed in 5.2.7.1.  As disclosed in chapter 4, section 4.7.3.1, when information is 
available from the ongoing study, additional mitigation would be placed on development for the protection of mule deer migration 
corridors. 

Comment Number 607-95 

Comment 
On page 4-64, BLM discusses potential impacts to mule deer and states in the fourth paragraph of that section: During a three-year 
study of response of pronghorn and mule deer to petroleum development on crucial winter range in central Wyoming, 
Easterly...found that mule deer 'did not avoid oil fields' and that 'deer did not move significant distances from the well site after the 
start of drilling activity.' However, in the Sublette mule Deer Study...Sawyer states that these studies 'are limited and largely 
observational in nature' and that his study using GPS collars suggests that winter mule deer habitat selection and distribution 
patterns have been affected by natural gas development, specifically road networks and well pads." On the next page, BLM then 
seems to lend more credence to this second study without any real explanation or analysis. 

Response 
BLM was unable to locate any reference to Sawyer on the following page. 

Comment Number 607-96 

Comment 
In the discussion on potential impacts to elk found on page 4-65, BLM fails to account for the fact that 80% of the crucial winter 
range for the Sierra Madre elk herd unit is outside the project area. BLM has not presented any evidence suggesting that this 
external area cannot assimilate the migration of those elk that might be displaced by the Proposed Action. Hence, the conclusion 
that the impacts from all action alternatives are significant does not appear to be justified. 

Response 
Table 5-2 “Estimated Cumulative Surface Disturbance (acres) within Big Game Seasonal Ranges, Included within the ARPA” can be 
found in chapter 5.  Displacement for elk is also discussed in detail in section 5.2.7.1 “Big Game”. 
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Comment Number 607-97-1 

Comment 
4.7.3.4 Alternative B  As an initial matter, we note an apparent discrepancy in the number of wells that would be drilled. In the first 
paragraph in this section BLM states 950 CBNG wells would be drilled and "approximately 100 additional wells, within previously 
analyzed PODs..." DEIS at 4-69. Given that only 200 wells were contemplated on the interim drilling, and 116 of those have been 
drilled, an additional 100 wells would be beyond the amount previously analyzed. Moreover, this contradicts earlier statements 
made in this DEIS by BLM regarding activity under this alternative. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 

Comment Number 607-97-2 

Comment 
Further on in the paragraph, BLM states: "In terms of disturbance to wildlife and their habitats, this phased approach would be 
beneficial by providing "safe-haven" areas in two thirds of the project area during the development phases of the APRA." DEIS 
at 4-70. BLM has failed to provide any objective information supporting this assertion. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-97-1. 

Comment Number 607-97-3 

Comment 
Nor has it been shown that by concentrating development and thus intensity under the phased approach that negative impacts 
would not occur to adjacent habitats. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-97-1. 

Comment Number 607-97-4 

Comment 
BLM should also note that under Anadarko's conceptual phased development (i.e. proposed action) safe-haven areas, if indeed this 
is a valid wildlife management principle, would occur adjacent to that development as well. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-97-1. 

Comment Number 607-97-5 

Comment 
Recommendation: BLM should revise its analysis and consider the following: What is the probability of species leaving the 
development area and moving to adjacent habitats outside study area instead of utilizing adjacent non-development areas? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-97-1. 

Comment Number 607-97-6 

Comment 
Will the concentration of development in one third of the project area cause more wildlife to be displaced and at greater distances 
thus creating increased impact to adjacent habitats? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-97-1. 
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Comment Number 607-97-7 

Comment 
For instance, since most of the mule deer habitat is located in either the northern or southern section is it reasonable to assume that 
they would seek out the "safe haven" crucial winter range in the southern portion. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-97-1. 

Comment Number 607-97-8 

Comment 
Will those species that cannot leave (e.g. prairie dogs or sage-grouse) be more affected by the concentrated activity in a phased 
approach versus a relative reduction in relative intensity as would be exhibited for the area under the Proposed Action? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-97-1. 

Comment Number 607-98-1 

Comment 
4.7.3.4.3 Upland Game Birds  In this section, BLM asserts this alternative would benefit greater sage-grouse by concentrating 
development within one third of the project area over the first six to seven years. DEIS at 4-70. Again, BLM has failed to provide any 
support for this statement. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-97-1. 

Comment Number 607-98-2 

Comment 
BLM must analyze the effect on sage-grouse from the increased intensity of development that would result from the phased 
alternative. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-97-1. 

Comment Number 607-98-3 

Comment 
Given application of the multitude of seasonal restrictions drilling activities will generally occur in the August to mid- November time 
frame. BLM must take this into account in its analysis. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-97-1. 

Comment Number 607-99-1 

Comment 
4.8 Special Status Plant, Wildlife and Fish Species  4.8.2 Significance Criteria  In the first paragraph in this section, BLM that the 
"criteria were considered in the assessment of impact associated with the Proposed and All Alternatives and are the same as those 
contained in the Draft Rawlins RMP (BLM 2004)." DEIS at 4-77. As noted earlier in our comments, BLM should not be applying 
criteria set forth in the Rawlins RMP. A final EIS has not been issued, let alone a record of decision embodying BLM's final 
management decisions. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-52-1.  In addition, please refer to the draft environmental impact statement for the 
Great Divide Resource Management Plan, page 221/222 "Assumptions for Soils, Water, and Air". 
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Comment Number 607-99-2 

Comment 
Recommendation: BLM should revise the significance criteria such that it reflects those contained in the Great Divide Resource 
Management Plan. If BLM believes the criteria are the same, it should provide appropriate citations to each document supporting its 
assertions. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-52-1.  In addition, please refer to the draft environmental impact statement for the 
Great Divide Resource Management Plan, page 221/222 "Assumptions for Soils, Water, and Air". 

Comment Number 607-100-1 

Comment 
BLM again cites the WGFD Recommendations in its significance criteria. In particular, BLM states: "Management actions that result 
in substantial disruption or irreplaceable loss of vital and high value habitats as defined in the Wyoming Game and Fish Department 
Mitigation Policy (WGFD 2004)." DEIS at 4-77. Anadarko does not believe that BLM has properly developed wildlife significance for 
criteria for special status plant, wildlife, and fish species. Rather than relying upon the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (an 
agency with a non-multiple use mission) management objectives the BLM must utilize its own resource management goals as 
stated in the Great Divide Resource Management Plan, BLM internal guidance or similar county or state plans. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-88-1. 

Comment Number 607-100-2 

Comment 
Furthermore, as noted above, Anadarko believes BLM has misapplied those management criteria. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-88-2. 

Comment Number 607-101-1 

Comment 
4.8.3.2 Proposed Action  Sensitive Fish Species  In the first paragraph of this section, BLM asserts the primary impacts to rock 
substrates and deep pools, both habitats for sensitive fish species, are (1) sedimentation from new construction and project-related 
land disturbance resulting in decreased availability of rock substrates, and (2) alteration of local hydrologic conditions by new road 
construction that could lead to sedimentation and channel adjustments resulting in a loss of deep pool habitats. DEIS at 4-81. 
Anadarko believes these potential impacts would occur under any of the action alternatives and are not unique to the Proposed 
Action. BLM has provided no support for its assertions that such impacts would occur only under the Proposed Action. 

Response 
Section 4.8.4.2 “Alternative C”  states in part: “Overall impacts to special status species would be very similar to the proposed 
action.” 

Comment Number 607-101-2 

Comment 
Moreover, BLM has failed to address mitigation measures that could minimize these impacts. Recommendation: BLM should move 
this discussion to section 4.8.3.1 – Direct and Indirect Impacts Common to All Alternatives. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-101-1.  BLM believes the text is appropriate in its location in the EIS. 
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Comment Number 607-101-3 

Comment 
BLM addresses impacts to Sensitive Fish Species by stating: "...if any project-related road crossings of Muddy Creek are 
constructed, could [sic] limit access to required habitats that block fish migration." DEIS at 4-81. BLM has failed to address whether 
road crossings can be constructed that would protect the fish. BLM's own guidance document, the 2006 Gold Book affirms that it is 
possible to cross drainages while allowing for fish passage by making it a design requirement for operation on federal lands. 

Response 
BLM doesn’t believe any road crossing could protect fish.  As discussed in chapter 4 stream crossing could potentially damage fish 
populations. The BLM also believes that stream crossings can be constructed so they do not impair habitat for fish. 

Comment Number 607-101-4 

Comment 
Moreover, given this design requirement, we fail to see how BLM concluded that such construction would block fish migration. 

Response 
The text in “Sensitive Fish Species” reads in part: “...could limit access to required habitats or block fish migration.” 

Comment Number 607-101-5 

Comment 
In the second paragraph of this section, BLM states: "During the construction phase, prior to interim reclamation, erosion of soils 
exposed during earth-moving activities accelerates fine-sediment loading in stream channels." DEIS at 4-81. The discussion 
following this statement addresses research on sedimentation impacts, but it fails to recognize that construction is a temporary 
activity, and it fails to disclose the expected amount of sedimentation that would exceed background conditions. 

Response 
The analysis in chapter 4 recognizes that construction is a temporary activity and that erosion can result.  It is not possible to 
anticipate the “expected amount of sedimentation” because such estimates can only be made when the site specific locations, 
actions, and intensities are known, such as with annual work plans as proposed by the operators. 

Comment Number 607-101-6 

Comment 
BLM then quotes a study by Angermeyer which concludes that: "The impact of new roads and other facilities on fish habitats can be 
divided into three categories: construction, presence, and urbanization (Angermeyer et. al. 2004)...During the presence phase, 
impacts are primarily associated with the interception of shallow groundwater flow paths by roads." DEIS at 4-81. It is impossible to 
place Angermeyer's study in the context of the Proposed Action or any of the alternatives. 

Response 
Angermeyer’s study is on-point to the effects of roads to aquatic biota. 

Comment Number 607-101-7 

Comment 
Did Angermeyer's study occur in arid areas or areas of high precipitation? What type of vegetation community was present? 

Response 
This study can be found on-line at www.treesearch.fs.fed.us/pubs/23877. 

Comment Number 607-101-8 

Comment 
Were stormwater prevention practices put in place? How does urbanization relate to oil and gas field development? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-101-7. 
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Comment Number 607-102 

Comment 
Despite evidence to the contrary on page 3-17 which states "Groundwater resources include deep and shallow, confined (artesian) 
and unconfined (water table) aquifers. The unconfined aquifers are generally shallow, "blanket" type deposits of Quaternary or 
Tertiary age and are generally found 400-600 ft. below the ground surface." BLM concludes on page 4-82 that that; "During the 
presence phase, impacts are primarily associated with the interception of shallow groundwater flow paths by roads." It appears that 
the Angermeyer's research and statement are not applicable to the ARPA. 

Response 
Page 3-17 is air quality, not groundwater resources, therefore the intent of Anadarko's comment is not clear.  There is a difference 
between ground water and surface water. 

Comment Number 607-103 

Comment 
On the next page BLM states: "Tamarisk is currently known to exist in portions of the ARPA and its spread is likely as a result of 
dispersal via new road construction and utilization." DEIS at 4-82. BLM is improperly assessing the role new road construction and 
use play in the spread of tamarisk. According to the National Invasive Species Council, "Tamarisk spreads vegetatively – by 
adventitious roots or submerged stems, and sexually. Each flower can produce thousands of tiny seeds that are contained in small 
capsule usually adorned with a tuft of hair that aids in wind dispersal. Seeds can also be dispersed by water." Therefore, BLM's 
assertion that it is spread by new road construction is scientifically unsupportable.  Recommendation: If this statement is not 
eliminated it must be supported with fact such as historical documentation of the juxtaposition of increases in road density and 
tamarisk infestations. 

Response 
The text discussing tamarisk dispersal has been revised to the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-104-1 

Comment 
Further on, BLM discusses erosions studies specific to oil and gas development and concludes: "Research within the Little Robbers 
Gulch...has demonstrated the effects of roads, natural gas drillpads, and pipelines on sediment production and runoff (Wollmer 
1994)...A net increase of 1% in local sediment production and 0.3% in local runoff was found when compared to unaltered sites." 
DEIS at 4-85. However, in the very next sentence the results of this research are marginalized by BLM's statement that: "Though 
this work helps to identify the potentially limited extent of local erosion...the study did not address the effects of flow interception 
which can lead to altered runoff timing, routes and magnitudes." While BLM's statement may be accurate, the degree to which 
altered runoff timing, routes and magnitudes could occur has not been quantified. 

Response 
Such an analysis can only be conducted accurately when the site-specific details of a proposal are known. 

Comment Number 607-104-2 

Comment 
Additionally, without a quantitative analysis, it is impossible to compare this impact under any of the alternatives.  Recommendation: 
BLM must provide quantitative analyses by which comparisons among alternatives can be made. 

Response 
Quantitative analysis of proposals can only be conducted when the site-specific proposals that will lead to the effects are known. 
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Comment Number 607-105 

Comment 
4.8.4.3 Alternative C  In determining impact significance to special status plant, wildlife and plants species BLM states that; "Impacts 
would not exceed the significance criteria for sagebrush obligate species under this alternative." DEIS at 4-90. The significance 
criteria (Section 4.8.2) for special status species addresses species eligible for listing under the Endangered Species Act, 
Threatened & Endangered and/or candidate species, loss of vital and high value habitats as defined by WGFD mitigation policy and 
Special Status Species; however, the general category of "sagebrush obligate" species is not listed. Recommendation: BLM needs 
to clarify which sagebrush obligate species are special status species. 

Response
 4.8.3.2 “Proposed Action” under “Sagebrush obligate song birds” details the species involved. 

Comment Number 607-106 

Comment 
4.9 RECREATION  4.9.3.1 Proposed Action  On page 4-94 in discussing the impacts to hunting from the Proposed Action, BLM 
begins its discussion by noting the acreage amount that would be affected and does so in terms of acres. BLM fails to convert these 
figures into a percentage of the total project area. When these conversions are made, using the acreage figures provided by BLM, 
the total unreclaimed area would never be greater than 7 percent of the total area. 

Response 
BLM believes the text is adequate as written. 

Comment Number 607-107-1 

Comment 
In the second paragraph in this section, BLM states: "As noted in Section 4.7 (Wildlife), this displacement effect has the potential to 
have a great impact on wildlife not only due to displacement, but also due to wildlife concentration beyond carrying capacity in 
alternative habitats." BLM has provided no information supporting this conclusion. 

Response 
Displacement of wildlife from disturbed areas and the possible consequences of displaced animals occupying adjacent, unaffected 
areas are discussed in section 4.7.3.1 of chapter 4. The second paragraph of section 4.9.3.1, under the heading of "Impacts to 
Hunting," has been revised to reference the displacement effects on big game noted in section 4.7.3.1 of chapter 4. 

Comment Number 607-107-2 

Comment 
In particular, BLM has failed to quantify the carrying capacity of the adjacent habitat. Even though wildlife populations may be at or 
above WGFD objectives, this does not necessarily mean that the adjacent habitats are at capacity. Factors that could affect the 
WGFD determinations for herd objectives include allocation of forage to wildlife by BLM, landowner's concerns, and public concerns, 
among others. BLM has not taken any of these factors, such as herd objectives versus carrying capacity, into consideration in its 
analysis. 

Response 
Carrying capacity is discussed in the analysis of wildlife resources (section 4.7.3.1 of chapter 4).  An evaluation of carrying capacity 
can only be performed based on site-specific proposals. 

Comment Number 607-107-3 

Comment 
In the third paragraph, BLM makes the following subjective statement: "Despite acclimation and re-occupation, it is generally 
assumed that overall the increased human footprint on a previously lightly developed area is detrimental to big game species." DEIS 
at 4-94. BLM should either provide objective support for this statement or remove it from the DEIS. 

Response 
The effects referenced in the comment are analyzed in section 4.7.3.1 Wildlife. To clarify the linkage to the wildlife analysis, the 
second paragraph of section 4.9.3.1, under the heading "Impacts to Hunting," has been revised in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 607-107-4 

Comment 
The final paragraph in this subheading (Impacts to Hunting) concludes with general statements regarding impacts to hunters. BLM 
has wholly failed to address what impacts, if any, have occurred to date as a result of the drilling conducted during the preparation of 
the EIS. 

Response 
This is the most recent information available at the time the EIS was written. 

Comment Number 607-107-5 

Comment 
BLM's discussion of the impacts to hunting and recreation from the Proposed Action concludes with the statement that the "impacts 
would be significant." Again, given that the unreclaimed acreage would never be greater than 7% of the total area, it is difficult to 
understand how BLM reached this conclusion. 

Response 
Section 4.9.2 states in part: “Impacts to recreation would be significant if: An action would cause displacement of hunting, wildlife 
viewing, and driving for pleasure from the ARPA when no other comparable area nearby could reasonably provide substitute 
opportunities.” Objective analysis of this effect can be found in section 4.9.3.1, section 4.9.3.2 and section 4.9.3.4. 

Comment Number 607-107-6 

Comment 
In assessing the potential impacts to hunting and recreation, BLM makes a number of statements that are unsupported by any 
analysis in the document. For example, in the third paragraph, BLM asserts the impacts to hunting and wildlife viewing would be 
significant. DEIS at 4-97. In addition to failing to provide any quantitative analysis to support this assertion, BLM has failed to 
account for the acreage amounts that would be affected, which as previously noted would be less than 7% of the total area. BLM's 
statement in the fourth paragraph is wholly unsupported by any analysis.  Recommendation: BLM should revise this discussion to 
address the issues noted above. 

Response 
Draft EIS section 4.9.3.3 analyzed the impacts to recreation of Alternative B. BLM bases its determination of significance on analysis 
of the Proposed Action, which can be found in section 4.9.3.1. However, based on comments received to the Atlantic Rim Draft EIS, 
this alternative will be moved to the category "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study" within the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-108-1 

Comment 
4.9.3.4 Alternative C-Spatial or "Layer" Alternative  In the third paragraph in this section, BLM states: "As the figure shows [Appendix 
M: Locations of Successful Hunts], the hunter success is concentrated in five general areas, all of which fall within the boundaries of 
WGFD game management unit (GMU) 82, one of the most heavily hunted areas in the state." There are a number of issues with 
respect to this statement. First, the figure in Appendix M does not provide the  boundaries of GMU 82 — it instead depicts 
successful hunts on an overlay of the Atlantic Rim EIS area. 

Response 
The BLM has made changes to the final EIS to address comments 607-108-1 607-108-2, and 607-108-5 (below).  In section 3.9 and 
Table 3-36 the BLM has provided information to support the characterization of deer Hunt Area (HA) 82.  In section 4.9.3.4, the BLM 
has revised text to use the term hunt area instead of “game management unit.” The WGFD uses the term hunt area in the annual 
harvest reports. The BLM has also revised the figure titled "Locations of Successful Hunts” to show the extent of HA 84 and HA 82 
within the ARPA. 
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Comment Number 607-108-2 

Comment 
The aerial extent of GMU-82 is not depicted. We note that according to this figure, a number of the successful hunts occurred on the 
western edge or outside of the study area. Finally, as noted previously, BLM has failed to provide any objective evidence to support 
its claim that this area is one of the most heavily hunted in the state. 

Response 
The response to comment 607-108-1 (above) includes the response to comment 607-108-2. 

Comment Number 607-108-3 

Comment 
Recommendation: First, BLM needs to revise this section to explain how the surface use restrictions proposed such as, surface 
disturbance limits (20 acres/square mile) and slope restrictions (Muddy Creek/Grizzly SMA 8% slope restriction), would still allow for 
2,000 wells to be developed over the next 20 years. 

Response 
For the EIS it was assumed that the Operators would propose to drill an equivalent number of wells under each action alternative.  
Although the BLM recognizes that fewer wells could be drilled under Alternative C, actual determinations would not occur until 
individual well sites would be proposed.  The BLM recognizes that the Operators may also have options for avoiding or mitigating 
impacts associated with certain well locations that may also affect well reductions.  Therefore the actual number of wells drilled 
under Alternative C was not estimated for the EIS. 

Comment Number 607-108-4 

Comment 
As noted previously, according to Anadarko's calculations, the number of wells would be diminished by at least 50%. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-108-3. 

Comment Number 607-108-5 

Comment 
Second, BLM should revise the third paragraph to either remove the subjective statements or provide citations to objective sources 
to support such conclusions. 

Response 
The response to comment 607-108-1 (above) includes the response to comment 607-108-5. 

Comment Number 607-109 

Comment 
4.9.4 Mitigation Measures In this section, BLM states: "The mitigations may include habitat enhancements in nearby 
undeveloped areas to compensate for degradation of habitat in the ARPA, and other measures as discussed in Section 4.7 Wildlife." 
DEIS at 4-99. It appears BLM intends to require off-site mitigation. However, we note that under BLM's guidance, it can not do so. 
See IM 2005-069 "Interim Offsite Compensatory Mitigation for Oil, Gas, Geothermal and Energy Rights-of-Way Authorizations." In 
this policy document, BLM states; "The BLM will approach compensatory mitigation on an "as appropriate" basis where it can be 
performed onsite and on a voluntary basis where it is performed offsite. Further, this IM is not intended to establish an equivalency 
of mitigation policy by the BLM (i.e. acre for acre)." Based on our reading of this policy, Anadarko believes any decision with respect 
to off-site mitigation rests with the operator and would be included as part of a proposed action. 

Response 
Off-site mitigation must be proposed by the Operators, rather than imposed by the BLM. Based on comments from WGF and 
interdisciplinary input from the IDT specialists, additional mitigation may be required depending on the site specific issues and 
concerns that may come forward during the environmental assessments for a particular well pad or ancillary facility location.  The 
EIS proposes a suite of mitigation measures and BMPs throughout the document. 
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Comment Number 607-110 

Comment 
4.10 VISUAL RESOURCES 4.10.1 Introduction We note that in the first paragraph of this section, it appears BLM has miscalculated 
the percentage of the total area covered by existing disturbance. BLM states 604 out of a total of 270,000 4 total acres are 
unreclaimed and equates this to 0.2% of the total area it should be 0.002%. DEIS at 4-99. 

Response 
604 acres of 270,080 is 0.22%. 

Comment Number 607-111-1 

Comment 
In discussing the potential impacts of the Proposed Action on visual resources, BLM makes the following statements: "The adverse 
effects of visual contrast introduced by the Proposed Action are somewhat moderated by the VRM Class III rating of the viewshed, 
which allows for development so long as it does not dominate the view of the casual observer. Among users of the ARPA, hunters, 
sightseers and wildlife observers would likely be sensitive to the visual impacts of development." DEIS at 4-103. The second 
sentence does not follow from the first, and the second sentence is not supported by any objective information. 

Response 
The analysis of impacts under the Proposed Action is based on the viewshed’s rating of VRM Class III. BLM’s management 
objective for Class III viewshed is partial retention. This is a moderate management objective that allows for development but 
prohibits development from dominating the casual observer’s view of the landscape. Section 3.10 identified users of area roads who 
may see the activities of the Proposed Action (DEIS p. 3-91). Hunters, sightseers and wildlife observers are sensitive to views of gas 
development because the visual character of the landscape is integral to this kind of recreation. 

Comment Number 607-111-2 

Comment 
On page 4-104, BLM makes a number of conclusions with respect to the impacts on visual resources from the Proposed Action. 
From our review of the information presented in the DEIS, none of the statements are supportable. It appears BLM is judging 
potential impacts based on a category of individuals BLM has classified as "sensitive." Recommendation: BLM should revise this 
section to address the concerns noted above. 

Response 
BLM’s analysis of visual impacts from the Proposed Action is found in section 4.10.3.1. Features of the Proposed Action were 
identified and evaluated for potential adverse contrast with the existing landscape. Painting of facilities in an appropriate, non
reflective color—the applicant’s voluntarily committed mitigation measure—was assumed in the analysis. The viewpoints of potential 
casual observers were considered in terms of their proximity to development. The potential for contrast and its appearance to 
potential observers were measured against criteria derived from management objectives established by the BLM for the Class III 
landscape in the land use plan (Great Divide Resource Area Resource Management Plan). The criteria were presented in section 
4.10.2 (table 4-8). 

Comment Number 607-112 

Comment 
4.10.4 Monitoring and Mitigation Measures  In the second paragraph in this section, BLM asserts that "operator-committed 
mitigation measures would not be sufficient to prevent the Proposed Action or alternative B from exceeding VRM Class III 
management objectives." DEIS at 4-106. BLM has failed to identify what those measures are and why they would not be sufficient. 
Recommendation: BLM should either remove this statement or provide an explanation for its conclusion. 

Response 
The applicant’s voluntarily committed mitigation measures (ACM) are presented in appendix K of the EIS. Appendix K includes one 
ACM for visual resources: “Paint all structures with non-reflective colors that blend with the adjacent landscape, except for structures 
that require safety coloration in accordance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements” (EIS p. K
24). Painting of structures can reduce adverse color contrast between new facilities and the existing landscape. The Required Best 
Management Practices for Visual Resource Management (appendix H, EIS p. H-6) go beyond color matching to include additional 
measures such as site selection, environmental design, reduction of disturbance, and final reclamation to mitigate the potential for 
short and long-term adverse contrasts of form, line, color, and texture from the development activity. 

Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS  Page O-106 



 

Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 607-113 

Comment 
4.11 Cultural Resources 4.11.1 Introduction  In the third paragraph in this subsection BLM states the Rawlins to Bagg road is a 
historic trail. DEIS at 4-108. We note that neither this road nor the Cherokee Trail is a congressionally designated historic trail. We 
also note the last paragraph in this subsection contains an unfinished sentence: "The acres surrounding trails and associated Trail 
for the purpose of view shed consideration...." DEIS at 4-108-109.Recommendation: BLM should revise this discussion to note the 
identified roads are not congressionally designated historic trails. In addition, BLM should complete the unfinished sentence. 

Response 
These historic trails have been determined to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  Regulation dictates that these 
trails be managed under the same criteria as the National Historic Trails (36 CFR 800.15(L)(1)).  The acres surrounding trails and 
associated trail sites for the purpose of viewshed consideration has been calculated to be about 142, 763 acres (not including the 
quarter-mile buffer). 

Comment Number 607-114-1 

Comment 
4.11.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts Proposed Action  In the first paragraph in this subsection BLM asserts 32% of the 126 historic 
sites "could be expected to be eligible for the [National Register of Historic Places]." DEIS at 4-110. However, BLM has failed to 
explain how it reached the 32% figure. 

Response 
Based on previous inventory and site evaluation this data was projected for the entire area. 

Comment Number 607-114-2 

Comment 
This discussion also fails to take into account the possible beneficial effects to cultural resources that in a similar fashion to fossils, 
an important archeological discovery could be brought to light. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 607-114-3 

Comment 
Recommendation: BLM should provide an explanation as to how it determined 32% of the sites might be eligible and should also 
revise the discussion to address potential beneficial impacts. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 607-114-1 and 607-114-2. 

Comment Number 607-115 

Comment 
4.11.5 Additional Mitigation Measures We note that the measures listed under the Proposed Action are identical to those listed 
under those common to all alternatives. DEIS at 4-111. Besides being confusing, it appears to be unnecessarily duplicative. BLM 
could simply state there are no additional measures beyond those that would be applied under all alternatives. Recommendation: 
BLM should review this section in light of these comments and revise appropriately. 

Response 
See the revised section 4.11.5 in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 607-116 

Comment 
Further on in this section, BLM proposes to: "Limit trail crossings to existing disturbance corridors." DEIS at 4-111. Under the 
Rawlins RMP a trail management objective is stated as; "To stabilize and protect significant sites and segments along the Overland 
Trail, the Cherokee Trail, and the Rawlins-Fort Washakie Trail." (emphasis added). Limiting trail crossings to existing disturbance 
corridors fails to consider the fact that not all sections of the trails are significant (i.e. contributing to trail eligibility as defined by the 
National Historic Preservation Act); therefore, additional trail crossing should be allowed in those area that are not eligible for 
protection under the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Response 
Trail study information was not available when the Draft EIS was written.  Since that time, this information has become available has 
been added to end of section 3.11.5 in the final EIS.  In addition, the mitigation measures in section 4.11.5 have been revised in the 
final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-117-1 

Comment 
Anadarko is also concerned with BLM's proposed mitigation that would require the operator to: "Surface all roads with gravel 
compatible with the local environment." DEIS at 4-112. This requirement does not appear to be well thought out or researched. 
Anadarko is unable to identify in the document BLM's analysis addressing the availability of gravel resources that may or may not be 
"compatible" in color with the local environment. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 607-117-2 

Comment 
Depending on where gravel of this nature is available, it could result in increased traffic throughout the project area. Moreover, BLM 
needs to assess the potential economic impacts associated with this requirement. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 607-117-3 

Comment 
Recommendation: BLM needs to address the availability of gravel to meet this requirement, and whether a lack of locally available 
sources would increase traffic, costs and manpower. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 607-118 

Comment 
4.12 SOCIOECONOMICS  4.12.3 Direct and Indirect Impacts  4.12.3.1 Proposed Action In the Socioeconomic discussion regarding 
drilling and field development BLM states that: "These rigs would be operating more or less continuously during the six-month 
drilling season." DEIS at 4-114. This is not an accurate statement given the overlapping seasonal wildlife restrictions that will be 
applied under any of the alternatives. Imposition of timing stipulations on federal land authorization to access fee minerals will also 
restrict access to fee minerals that would otherwise be available for year-round drilling. Anadarko's Exhibit B depicts the drilling 
windows and the percentage of land affect by such timing stipulations. There are virtually no lands within the study area on which 
there would be a six month drilling season. 

Response 
Information provided by Anadarko in September of 2004 indicated that rigs would be operating continuously during June through 
October of each year.  The text you refer to in your comment has been removed from the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 607-119 

Comment 
4.12.3.1.1 Economic Effects The last sentence in the second paragraph in this subsection asserts that the potentially positive 
economic benefits of the Proposed Action "could be reduced in magnitude by the Proposed Action-related reductions in other 
economic sectors." First, we are not clear as to the intent of this statement, and second, BLM has failed to provide any information 
substantiating this claim. DEIS at 4-115. 

Response 
Section 4.12.3.1 under the heading "Proposed Action-Related Effects on Other Economic Activities within the ARPA" provides 
discussion of this information. 

Comment Number 607-120 

Comment 
4.12.3.1.7 Local Attitudes, Opinion and Lifestyles  In this discussion, BLM again cites to the 1996 resident survey. As noted in our 
comments on this topic in Chapter 3, we believe BLM's reliance on this 1996 survey is misplaced. Anadarko's survey, completed 
this year, paints a vastly different picture. In addition, it appears BLM is citing conversations with three ranchers as the sole support 
for the statements in the sixth paragraph in this subsection. DEIS at 4-135. Although the opinions of these three may support BLM's 
statements, BLM should also provide the opinions of others to present a balanced and objective analysis.  Recommendation: BLM 
should revise this section as noted above. 

Response 
The referenced paragraph will be revised to indicate that the statements are based on scoping comments, interviews with ranchers, 
grazing operators and staff of the affected Natural Resource Conservation Districts.  BLM believes that the statements, which 
express both support and concern for certain aspects of CBNG development are adequate as written. 

Comment Number 607-121 

Comment 
4.12.3.2.1 Alternative A - No Action Economic Effects  The whole discussion comprises one sentence and states: "Implementation 
of this alternative would not generate incremental economic benefits to leaseholders, area residents, governmental agencies, or 
surface or sub-surface mineral owners." DEIS at 4- 137. BLM has failed to even minimally quantify the potential economic effects of 
this alternative in terms of loss revenues to both federal and state governments and mineral owners, let alone others who would 
potentially benefit economically were the Proposed Action implemented and who would be detrimentally affected by the no action 
alternative. Recommendation: BLM should revise this section to quantify the potentially negative economic effects of this 
alternative. 

Response 
The description of Alternative A - No Action, states that “…the BLM would reject the Proponent’s Proposal and the proposed activity 
would not take place.”  Consequently, the statement: "Implementation of this alternative would not generate incremental economic 
benefits to leaseholders, area residents, governmental agencies, or surface or sub-surface mineral owners," is correct and 
appropriate for the No Action Alternative. 

Comment Number 607-122-1 

Comment 
4.12.3.3 Alternative B  4.12.3.3.1 Impacts to Leaseholders  This discussion fails to consider the possibility of takings arguments 
based on a denial of lease rights and any of the financial impacts of this option on the lessees in terms of delayed revenues. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 606-2. 
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Comment Number 607-122-2 

Comment 
In the third paragraph, it states: "Delayed revenue from the inactive area could possibly be off-set by increased revenue from the 
actively developed areas for royalties and taxes for governmental authorities, and possibly by leaseholders who have leases in both 
zones." BLM has provided no justification for this statement, and we are at a loss as to how BLM reached this conclusion. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 606-2. 

Comment Number 607-122-3 

Comment 
Anadarko's delayed revenue is not going to be offset by royalties – Anadarko does not receive royalties as the lessee. BLM then 
proceeds to state that drainage in the inactive zones would be viewed as lost revenue to the lessees and BLM, however; BLM fails 
to quantify these amounts in any manner. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 606-2. 

Comment Number 607-123 

Comment 
4.12.3.4 Alternative C  We again note BLM asserts the pace and level of drilling would be the same as under the Proposed Action. 
As discussed previously, we fail to understand how BLM reached this conclusion in light of the numerous timing and spatial 
restrictions BLM proposes to implement under this alternative. DEIS at 4-141. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-108-3. 

Comment Number 607-124 

Comment 
4.12.3.4.1.1 Impacts to Leaseholders  Again, BLM has wholly failed to assess the potential financial impact to lessees in terms of 
their ability to develop the resources and the increased costs associated with the proposed mitigation measures.  Recommendation: 
BLM should revise this discussion to quantify the effects to both operators (in terms of increased operating costs and loss revenues) 
and federal and state governments (in terms of loss revenues). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-108-3.  The ability to develop wells would be dependent on the proposed well location 
and the mitigation measures proposed by the Operators; the effects to both operators (in terms of increased operating costs and 
loss of revenues) and federal and state governments (in terms of lost revenues) would not be known until individual well locations 
would be proposed and Operator mitigation measures evaluated. 

Comment Number 607-125 

Comment 
Chapter 5 Cumulative Impact Analysis  5.2 Past, Existing and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Activity  5.2.1.1 Disturbance within 
the Atlantic Rim Project Area  In this subsection, BLM makes a number of assertions with respect to the disturbance associated 
with Alternative C; however, BLM fails to explain how it reached the figures presented. For example, BLM states: "Under 
Alternative C construction disturbance would be approximately half of the proposed action or 7,900 acres for 2.9% of the Project 
area." DEIS at 5-2. BLM makes this statement despite its numerous previous  statements that the pace and level of drilling under 
this alternative would be the same as the Proposed Action. In addition, BLM states reclamation would reduce disturbance under 
Alternative C to about 3,900 acres or 1.4 percent of the study area. Id. Again, we are unable to determine how BLM calculated these 
figures. Recommendation: BLM should revise this discussion to clearly explain the assumptions it used to reach these figures. 

Response 
The text referenced in your comment has been revised in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 607-126 

Comment 
5.3.7.1 Big Game  In the subparagraph discussing pronghorn antelope, BLM states that is has assumed "most if not all of the Baggs 
herd transition range is located within the ARPA." DEIS at 5-15. We are unclear why BLM has made this assumption. It would seem 
that BLM could affirmatively determine this information by reference to the Wyoming Game and Fish Department. If the information 
is truly unascertainable, BLM should so state and then provide its reasoning for any assumptions made.  Recommendation: Revise 
this subparagraph to address the issue noted above. 

Response 
It is the lack of this information on this subject that has made the Mule Deer collaring study necessary. 

Comment Number 607-127-1 

Comment 
Appendix B Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Reclamation Plan  In general, Anadarko believes many of the provisions in the 
Reclamation Plan are either too restrictive, unnecessary or overly protective given the natural conditions, such as droughts, that 
could affect reclamation. 

Response 
A revised Reclamation appendix has been provided with the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-127-2 

Comment 
In addition, many of the measures are so prescriptive as to leave little room for use of innovative reclamation and restoration 
practices. This is especially problematic in light of BLM's numerous statements in the body of the DEIS asserting that lessons 
learned in previous phases would be employed in subsequent phases. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-127-1. 

Comment Number 607-127-3 

Comment 
Rather than setting forth prescriptive measures, Anadarko believes BLM should set performance based reclamation measures and 
thereby allow the operators to determine how best to achieve the stated goals. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-127-1.  Performance-based standards are included in this plan. 

Comment Number 607-128-1 

Comment 
Recommendation:  BLM should review and eliminate those portions of the reclamation plan that are based on the WDEQ-LQD 
guidelines which are more suitable for large scale mining type reclamation activities. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-127-1. 

Comment Number 607-128-2 

Comment 
On page B-1: BLM states that the content of activity plans should include; "monitoring for salt and sediment loading. . ."  Although 
this requirement is consistent with the Great Divide RMP management direction, it is unclear who is responsible for design and 
funding of the monitoring program. 

Response 
Your question is clarified by the revised reclamation plan in the final EIS. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 607-129-1 

Comment 
3.0 Performance Standards  Recommendation: BLM's reliance upon extensive baseline monitoring via use of establishing transects 
should be eliminated in favor of a more efficient and effective approach similar to that in the JIDP FEIS.  Moreover, this would 
provide for consistency among the BLM offices. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-127-1. 

Comment Number 607-129-2 

Comment 
On page B-2 in the fifth paragraph, BLM prioritizes mitigation measures with regard to effects on wetlands; however, BLM has failed 
to include the State of Wyoming (Title 35-11-308) requirements for wetland mitigation.  Recommendation: Mitigation of wetlands 
must be consistent with the Wyoming Wetlands Act. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-127-1.  Reclamation of wetlands will be consistent with U. S. Army Corps of 
Engineers wetland requirements including the 404 standards. 

Comment Number 607-130-1 

Comment 
Appendix E - Wildlife and Monitoring Protection Plan  Anadarko is concerned with the open-ended nature of Plan. For instance, 
there is no definitive timeframe at which the operators the elements of the plan would expire. 

Response 
Appendix E “Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan” discloses this information in section 1 “Introduction.” 

Comment Number 607-130-2 

Comment 
Additionally, further clarity is needed on what share of the cost each party would be responsible for and what entities will participate 
in the meetings to identify future needs. 

Response 
Which party would be responsible for which costs is detailed in 2.1 “Annual Reports and Meetings.” 

Comment Number 607-130-3 

Comment 
Finally, the mitigation measures identified in the Plan must be consistent those identified in Chapter 4. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number 607-130-4 

Comment 
Page E-8; In order to protect raptors BLM states that; "All surface-disturbing activities will be restricted from February 1 through 
September 15 within a .75 to 1.0 mile radius of raptor nests, depending upon species." The Rawlins RMP states: "To protect 
important raptor and/or sage and sharp-tailed grouse nesting habitat, activities or surface use will not be allowed from February 1 to 
July 31 within certain areas encompassed by the authorization. 

Response 
This text has been revised in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 607-130-5 

Comment 
The same criteria apply to defined raptor and game bird winter concentration areas from November 15 to April 30. Application of this 
limitation to operations and maintenance of a developed project must be based on environmental analysis of the operational or 
production aspects." BLM's proposal to lengthen the raptor seasonal stipulation is not consistent with the approved RMP and 
therefore should not be included in this document. 

Response 
The current Great Divide Resource Area Record of Decision (November 1990) in appendix I Standard Mitigation Guidelines states 
the following:  “To protect important raptor / sage and sharp tailed grouse nesting habitat, activities or surface use will not be allowed 
from February 1 to July 31st within certain areas encompassed by the authorization.  The same criteria apply to the defined raptor 
and game bird concentration areas from November 15th to April 30th.”  BLM will remain in compliance with the Record of Decision. 
The text has been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-130-6 

Comment 
Recommendation: Replace the verbiage regarding seasonal raptor restrictions with that from the Rawlins RMP. Furthermore, BLM 
elects to impose the February 1 through September 15 seasonal restriction sufficient scientific data must be presented to justify the 
need. 

Response 
Raptor restrictions will be consistent with the applicable Resource Management Plan. 

Comment Number 607-131 

Comment 
2.1.1 Annual Reports and Meetings  In this section, BLM states that reports will be issued to all potentially affected individuals and 
groups. Appendix E at E-2. We are unsure as to which "groups" BLM would include. BLM should clarify the distribution list for such 
reports in the final document. 

Response 
These “groups” would be all potentially affected individuals and groups for the Atlantic Rim project. 

Comment Number 607-132 

Comment 
Appendix G - Biological Assessment  8.0 Determination of Effects for Listed Species  In the second paragraph of this subsection, 
there appear to be some mistakes regarding the potential effect. The second paragraph states: "The Colorado pikeminnow, bonytail, 
humpback chub, and razorback sucker do not occur on the ARPA and the minimal water depletions to the Colorado River system 
that may occur would impact these species. Therefore, it is concluded that implementation of the action alternatives is likely to 
adversely affect these fish species." DEIS at G-19 (emphasis in the original). Given that these species do not occur in the study area 
and the water depletions would be minimal, it is difficult to understand how these species would be adversely affected. 
Recommendation: BLM should review this paragraph to determine whether the word "not" should be inserted between the words 
"would" and "impact" in the first sentence, and whether the word "not" should be inserted between "is" and "likely" in the second 
sentence. If BLM does not believe these changes should be made, it should explain its rationale. 

Response 
The endangered fish species in the text quoted in your comment are located downstream of the ARPA and could be impacted by 
the proposed project.  As discussed in section 4.8.4.1, any water depletions, no matter how minimal, would result in a "likely to 
adversely affect" determination and would require the BLM to initiate formal consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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Comment Number 607-133 

Comment 
Appendix L - Resource Concerns and Associated Protection Meausres [sic] Proposed Under Alternative C  Anadarko has reviewed 
this table and has provided its comments on each of the proposed mitigation measures in the table attached and hereby 
incorporated as Exhibit M. We also note that Anadarko actively participates in the South Central Greater Sage- Grouse Local 
Working Group and the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) forum for developing a local and range-wide 
conservation groups that are dedicated to conservation efforts for sage-grouse. Anadarko will continue to participate in these and 
other similar efforts and believes such groups will be better able to address the resources of concern, such as the sage-grouse. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  See our responses to your comments on appendix L below. 

Comment Number 607-134 

Comment 
Appendix M  Page M-48; This map is entitled "Grouse Critical Wintering Area". In Chapter 2 (page 3-73) two types of winter related 
habitat for sage-grouse are referenced (i.e. "winter concentration areas" and "severe winter relief habitat"). Recommendation: BLM 
should revise the map title to achieve consistency with text in document. 

Response 
The map legend text has been revised to improve consistency. 

Comment Number 607-135 

Comment 
2.0 Emissions Inventory 2.1 Atlantic Rim Project Emissions  The first sentence states: "The Proposed Action includes the 
development of up to 2,000 gas wells spaced at approximately 1 well pad site every 160 acres." The air quality modeling was 
conducted by developing a series of area sources representing the potential emissions of 2,000 wells and these wells were spread 
equally across the modeling domain. This method effectively estimates far field impacts without a designated well spacing. 
Recommendation: The reference to 160 acre spacing should be removed. Table 2.2  The table on page 18 represents the 
emissions associated with a traditional gas well as 10.3 tons per year toluene as well as total hazardous air pollutant (HAP) 
emissions in excess of 25 tons per year. Conventional wells rarely have this level of potential emissions, and this level would trigger 
additional controls by the WDEQ-AQD.  Recommendation: The table should be revised to more adequately describe the fact that 
these numbers represent a "worst-case" scenario. 

Response 
The statement that well pads will be sited every 160 acres is erroneous and has been corrected in revisions to the AQ-TSD. 

Comment Number 607-136 

Comment 
1. Soil information, analysis and conclusions in the DElS are based on a Third-Order soil survey. Third Order soil surveys arc 
conducted using remotely sensed data including such things as air photos, satellite imagery and geologic maps with limited field 
verification (USDA Soil Survey Manual 1993). The soil mapping units delineated on these maps are broad and are intended for use 
in general planning but are very limited in use for site-specific projects with small areas of disturbance. These soil units are mostly 
"complexes" and "associations'' of soil instead of individual soil types. They usually include 2-3 individual soils that cover most of the 
unit (often about 75%) with "inclusions" of other soils making up the remaining 25%. This heterogeneous mixture of soils usually 
results in a  2. wide range of soil factors such as water and wind erosion potential, runoff potential, topsoil ratings, road ratings and 
others. In chapter 3 the DEIS itself states that "Basically, the soils are highly variable across this broad area." It is therefore difficult 
or impossible to assign one rating to these map units and make accurate quantitative comparisons between units across large 
areas. The DEIS appears to have rated soil units based on the most limiting soil features. This is a common procedure for planning 
purposes but tend to skew the results toward the worst case. I cannot see the rational or justification for using this general soil 
information to make such a quantitative statement that Alternative C would meet the soil significance criteria while the other 
alternatives would not (Chapter 4). 

Response 
Our surveys to NRCS standards will stand and pass the test.  Site-specific inspections may adjust requirements.  Experience and 
observation of Atlantic Rim pods development shows serious soil concerns are in order. 
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Comment Number 607-137 

Comment 
3. The DEIS refers to "sensitive soils" but I do not see a definition of what they are, how they are defined or the rational for rating 
individual soils as sensitive. Even if the rational for sensitive soils is sound, alternative comparisons are still limited by the broad 
nature of the Order 3 Soil Survey. This also makes it impossible to make a quantitative statement that Alternative C would meet the 
soil significance criteria while the other alternatives would not (Chapter 4). This level of accuracy is usually achieved at a future level 
of permitting when site-specific data is collected and analyzed. 

Response 
BLM’s use of the term “sensitive soils” is consistent with the NRCS definition.  With additional mitigations erosion should be reduced 
to acceptable levels over enough of the area to be satisfactory – if applied consistently and correctly when prescribed. 

Comment Number 607-138 

Comment 
4. The DEIS identifies "significance criteria" for soils but does not explain the rational for establishing these criteria or present any 
data to support them. For instance, what data are available documenting the soil types that will achieve interim reclamation success 
within three years and those that will not. What data are available documenting soil types that will have reduced productivity versus 
those that will not. Even if the rational for the significance criteria is sound, it is still impossible to make the quantitative statement 
that Alternative C would meet the soil significance criteria while the other alternatives would not based on the general nature of the 
soil survey. This level of accuracy is usually achieved at a future level of permitting when site-specific data is collected and 
analyzed. 

Response 
The significance criteria are consistent with those found in the draft Rawlins RMP. 

Comment Number 607-139 

Comment 
7. Alternative C is described as not exceeding the soil significance criteria however, one of the criteria is that soil productivity not be 
reduced. It is unlikely that some if not most of the soils disturbed will recover to pre-disturbance levels in the foreseeable future. 
Therefore Alternative C does not meet the soil significance criteria listed in Chapter 4. 

Response 
The criteria is misquoted in your comment.  The point is that if soil production reduced to a level that prevents the disturbed area 
from recovering, not that soil productivity is reduced. 

Comment Number 607-140-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Topsoils with excess salts providing difficulty with reclamation, Reclamation success is essential 
for modification of impacts to surface hydrology, especially the interim reclamation. Increasing reclamation success has many 
benefits to other resources.  Appendix M Maps: Topsoils with Excess Salts Protection Measure: 1) Pump reserve pit and do earth 
work for reclamation right after drilling, put in top soil and plant first good season, interim reclamation will be completed one year 
after spud date. Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: Interim reclamation within one year may not be possible at all 
locations due to timing stipulations. 

Response 
The reclamation appendix in the final EIS provides for annual reclamation monitoring and reporting. When reclamation is not 
successful under the plan, adaptive management will be used the subsequent year to ensure success. 
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Comment Number 607-140-2 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Topsoils with excess salts providing difficulty with reclamation, Reclamation success is essential 
for modification of impacts to surface hydrology, especially the interim reclamation. Increasing reclamation success has many 
benefits to other resources.  Appendix M Maps: Topsoils with Excess Salts  Protection Measure:  2) Low impact road design for 
resource roads (roads into individual pads) on slopes  <5%, if road can be built with no side slopes. This will include ditch-witching 
utilities within the ROW, brush beating, some type of fabric or matting and gravel.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification on These 
Mitigations: What is brush beating? What is the purpose of frabic, mat and gravel? 

Response 
Brush beating is the removal of above ground brush using a mechanical mowing device.  Fabric, mat, and gravel are intended to 
reduce the effects of roads and to improve reclamation success. 

Comment Number 607-140-3 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Topsoils with excess salts providing difficulty with reclamation, Reclamation success is essential 
for modification of impacts to surface hydrology, especially the interim reclamation. Increasing reclamation success has many 
benefits to other resources. Appendix M Maps: Topsoils with Excess Salts  Protection Measure: 3) Improve road surface on newly 
constructed or improved local and collector roads with 95% compaction on the road base and non-chlorine dust abatement product 
or suitable alternative treatment each year.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: Why 95% compaction? What dust 
abatement product does BLM envision that is non-chlorine? 

Response 
95% compaction reduces dust generation significantly.  Any dust management chemical that is not hazardous to fish would be 
acceptable. 

Comment Number 607-141-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Soils with high runoff potential contribute to higher peak flows and can cause hillslope erosion 
forming rills and gullies. Appendix M Maps: Alt. C--Soils with High Runoff Potential Protection Measure: 1) Reduce pad density to 
4 locations per section and the associated infrastructure and limit initial disturbance (i.e. short-term) total to <20 acres per section. 
Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations: This is not an acceptable mitigation since 80-acre spacing is needed to develop the gas 
resource nor is it justified by the alysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Well spacing is limited to 4 wells per section to evaluate the impacts of this level of surface disturbance. 

Comment Number 607-141-2 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Soils with high runoff potential contribute to higher peak flows and can cause hillslope erosion by 
forming rills and gullies. Appendix M Maps: Alt. C--Soils with High Runoff Potential  Protection Measure: 3) Deep ripping (18 inches 
or more) before planting to increase percolation.   Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: Why 18 inches deep? What is 
the basis for this depth of ripping and in what conditions would it apply? 

Response 
It would apply where surface soils are more than 18 inches deep, and such an action necessary.  Experience has shown than when 
deep ripping is used reclamation success goes up.  Based on the high failure rate of reclamation at the Atlantic Rim pods, 
increasing reclamation success is critical to the environmental health of the area. 
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Comment Number 607-141-3 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Soils with high runoff potential contribute to higher peak flows and can cause hillslope erosion by 
forming rills and gullies. Appendix M Maps: Alt. C--Soils with High Runoff Potential  Protection Measure: 4) Closed system, pitless, 
or shared pit drilling.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: This measure should be addressed at the APD level. 
Clarify the objective of the mitigation with respect to this resource. 

Response 
These measures are discussed at the field development EIS level and imposed at the APD level.  Please refer to our response to 
comment 607-152-4. 

Comment Number 607-141-4 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Soils with high runoff potential contribute to higher peak flows and can cause hillslope erosion by 
forming rills and gullies. Appendix M Maps: Alt. C--Soils with High Runoff Potential  Protection Measure: 5) Low impact road design 
for resource roads (roads into individual pads) on slopes <5%. This will include ditch-witching utilities within the ROW, brush 
beating, some type of fabric or matting and gravel.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: What is brush beating? 
What is the purpose of frabic, mat and gravel? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-140-2. 

Comment Number 607-142-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Soils with severe road rating typically dominate by one soil particle size component and road 
bases can become very unstable with insufficient maintenance. Protection Measure: 1) Low impact road design for resource roads 
(roads into individual pads) on slopes <5%. This will include ditch-witching utilities within the ROW, brush beating, some type of 
fabric or matting and gravel Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: What is brush beating? What is the purpose of 
fabric, mat and gravel? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-140-2. 

Comment Number 607-142-2 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Soils with severe road rating typically dominate by one soil particle size component and road 
bases can become very unstable with insufficient maintenance.  Protection Measure: 2) Improve road surface on newly constructed 
or improved local and collector roads with 95% compaction on the road base and non-chlorine dust abatement product or suitable 
alternative treatment each year.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: Why 95% compaction?  What dust abatement 
product does BLM envision that is non-chlorine? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-140-3. 

Comment Number 607-143-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Soils with poor topsoil ratings make reclamation difficult and can leave soils susceptible to erosion. 
Reclamation success is essential for modification of impacts to surface hydrology, especially the interim reclamation. Increasing 
reclamation success has many benefits to other resources.  Appendix M Maps: Soils with Poor/Fair Topsoil Ratings  Protection 
Measure: 1) Pump reserve pit and do earth work for reclamation right after drilling, put in top  soil and plant first good season, 
interim reclamation will be completed one year after spud date.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification on These Mitigations: Anadarko would 
consider this on a site-by-site basis to be addressed at the APD level.  Interim reclamation, especially given that this term is not 
defined, within one year may not be possible at all locations due to timing stipulations. 

Response 
Interim reclamation is defined in the reclamation appendix in the final EIS.  Please also refer to our response to comment 607-140-1. 
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Comment Number 607-143-2 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Soils with poor topsoil ratings make reclamation difficult and can leave soils susceptible to erosion. 
Reclamation success is essential for modification of impacts to surface hydrology, especially the interim reclamation. Increasing 
reclamation success has many benefits to other resources.  Appendix M Maps: Soils with Poor/Fair Topsoil Ratings Protection 
Measure: 2) Crimped weed-free hay stubble mulch to increase surface roughness.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These 
Mitigations: This measure fails to consider alternate techniques such as use of hydromulch. Should only be employed if site-specific 
conditions support. 

Response 
The BLM is willing to consider alternative methods for reclamation, particularly in view of the wide-spread failure of those techniques 
employed to date.  Specific mitigations will be imposed at the APD or site-specific level. 

Comment Number 607-143-3 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Soils with poor topsoil ratings make reclamation difficult and can leave soils susceptible to erosion. 
Reclamation success is essential for modification of impacts to surface hydrology, especially the interim reclamation. Increasing 
reclamation success has many benefits to other resources.  Appendix M Maps: Soils with Poor/Fair Topsoil Ratings  Protection 
Measure: 3) Use silt fencing to reduce wind erosion during construction.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: How is 
silt fence anticipated to reduce wind erosion? 

Response 
By breaking the path and speed of the wind. 

Comment Number 607-143-4 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Soils with poor topsoil ratings make reclamation difficult and can leave soils susceptible to erosion. 
Reclamation success is essential for modification of impacts to surface hydrology, especially the interim reclamation. Increasing 
reclamation success has many benefits to other resources.  Appendix M Maps: Soils with Poor/Fair Topsoil Ratings Protection 
Measure: 5) Apply soil amendments to increase reclamation success unless testing demonstrates no need for amendments. 
Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations:  What amendments are anticipated and under what conditions would they be 
applied? 

Response 
Soil amendments would generally be applied in response to failed reclamation from a previous year as adaptive management. 

Comment Number 607-144 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Vegetation communities on >8% slopes present reclamation difficulties. Appendix M Maps 
Protection Measure: Reduced initial surface disturbance (i.e. short-term)  total to 420 acres per section.  Anadarko Is Opposed to 
These Mitigations: This is not an acceptable mitigation since 80-acre pacing is needed to develop the gas resource, nor is it justified 
by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
The acreage limitation is based on reducing adverse impacts from the proposed action, and is used for analysis of impacts and 
avoidance of significant effects on natural resources within the area. 
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Comment Number 607-145-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: The limited geographic extent of certain vegetation communities and  their importance to a variety 
of wildlife species warrant special consideration. Appendix M Maps: Project Area with Vegetation Communities  Protection Measure:  
2) Limit surface disturbances within the silver sagebrush/bitterbrush vegetation community to <20 acres mi2  Anadarko Is Opposed 
to These Mitigations: This is not an acceptable mitigation since 80-acre spacing is needed to develop the gas resource, nor is it 
justified by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-141-1.  The acreage limitation is based on reducing adverse impacts from the 
proposed action, and is used for analysis of impacts and avoidance of significant effects on natural resources within the area. 

Comment Number 607-146-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Loss of livestock; disruption of management operations  Protection Measure: Operators shall 
establish and enforce speed limits throughout the project area. Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: Clarify 
Anadarko's authority to enforce speed limits. 

Response 
BLM expects operators' employees and contractors would conduct their activities in a safe and reasonable manner including 
observation of speed limits within the project area. 

Comment Number 607-146-2 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern:  Loss of livestock; disruption of management operations  Protection Measure: 2) Erect signs in 
lambing/calving areas, shipping pastures, or adjacent to working corrals to warn vehicle operators. Anadarko Seeks Clarification On 
These Mitigations: Any such actions will require coordination with livestock operators. Will BLM require in grazing permits? 

Response 
BLM is not planning on altering grazing permits. 

Comment Number 607-147-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concerns: Disruption of management operations.  Appendix M Maps: Project Area with Grazing Allotments 
Protection Measure: 1) Operators shall provide a plan specific to pastures or regions so livestock operators can plan activities/work 
around development to reduce conflicts. Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: Why would these be required? 
Duplicative of development plan. 

Response 
This describes phased development with consideration of livestock management boundaries to reduce or help manage impacts. 
Anadarko's development plan doesn't consider this. 

Comment Number 607-148-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Dust on vegetation and erosion  Protection Measure: 1) Improve road surface on newly 
constructed or improved local and collector roads with 95% compaction on the road base and non-chlorine dust abatement product 
or suitable alternative treatment each year.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification on These Mitigations: Why 95% compaction? What dust 
abatement product does BLM envision that is non-chlorine? 

Response 
95% compaction reduces dust generation significantly.  Any dust management chemical that is not hazardous to fish would be 
acceptable. 
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Comment Number 607-149 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Disturbance of greater sage grouse and Columbian sharp-tailed grouse nesting & brood rearing 
habitat. Appendix M Maps: Alt. C--Greater Sage Grouse  Protection Measure: 1) Limit initial disturbance (i.e. short term) total to <20 
acres per section.  Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations:  This is not an acceptable mitigation since 80-acre spacing is 
needed to develop the gas resource nor is it justified by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
<20 acre disturbance is an attempt to avoid significant effects upon a sensitive wildlife species.  Significant effects are anticipated 
even at these levels. Please refer to our response to comment 607-145-1. 

Comment Number 607-150 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Disturbance of winter relief habitats for greater sage-grouse and Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 
Appendix M Maps: Alt. C--Grouse  Severe Winter Relief Habitat  Protection Measure: No surface disturbance  Anadarko Seeks 
Claririfation On These Mitigations:  How has this area been defined? What process is being used to define this area? Will the area 
indicated change over the development period? 

Response 
Additional information will be obtained through surveys, when possible, and site-specific reviews based upon annual work plans will 
provide additional information.  The areas may change based on such reviews, surveys, and monitoring. 

Comment Number 607-151 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Disturbance of big game crucial winter range. Appendix M Maps: Seasonal pronghorn antelope, 
mule deer and elk ranges (3 Maps) Protection Measure: 1) Limit initial disturbance (i.e. short-term) total to <20 acres per section 
Anadarko is Opposed to these Mitigations: This is not an acceptable mitigation since 80-acre spacing is needed to develop the gas 
resource nor is it justified by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
<20 acre disturbance is an attempt to avoid significant effects upon big game wildlife species.  Significant effects are anticipated 
even at these levels. Please refer to our response to comment 607-145-1. 

Comment Number 607-152-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Failure to use special mitigations will result in a project that will exceed VRM Class III Management 
Objectives and therefore be out of compliance with Land Use Planning guidance. Minimizing surface disturbance and aboveground 
facilities will help minimize visual impacts. Maximizing facility distance from primary roads will help minimize visual impacts. Using 
any topographic screening available to hide facilities and roads will help minimize visual impacts. Appendix M Maps: Alt. C--Areas 
Visible from Main Roads in VRM Class III with Slopes <5%.  Protection Measure: 1) Pads shall not be located on or near ridgelines - 
use subsurface or low-profile facilities to prevent protrusion above horizon line when viewed from any State, County or BLM roads.  
Anadarko Seeks Clarification on These Mitigations: This is a measurement that should be addressed at the APD level. Measure is 
not justified by the analysis in the DEIS 

Response 
Required Best Management Practices for Visual Resource Management (appendix H) would be applied under all alternatives as 
Conditions of Approval where projects conflict with identified resources. It is appropriate to address the application of RBMP’s at the 
policy level since measures should be coordinated to achieve benefits efficiently for as many resources as possible, and to disclose 
the possible effects of the alternatives. 
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Comment Number 607-152-2 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Failure to use special mitigations will result in a project that will exceed VRM Class III Management 
Objectives and therefore be out of compliance with Land Use Planning guidance. Minimizing surface disturbance and aboveground 
facilities will help minimize visual impacts. Maximizing facility distance from primary roads will help minimize visual impacts. Using 
any topographic screening available to hide facilities and roads will help minimize visual impacts. Appendix M Maps: Alt. C--Areas 
Visible from Main Roads in VRM Class III with slopes <5%.  Protection Measure: 2) Maximize pad distance from State, County or 
BLM roads Anadarko is opposed to these mitigations: This mitigation will increase surface disturbance by increasing the length of 
roads to individual wells. 

Response 
Required Best Management Practice for Visual Resource Management (appendix H) would be applied under all alternatives as 
Conditions of Approval where projects conflict with identified resources. It is appropriate to address the application of RBMP’s at the 
policy level since measures should be coordinated to achieve benefits efficiently for as many resources as possible. BLM 
recognizes that resource conflicts will arise under any of the action alternatives.  Conflicts between minimizing surface disturbance 
and minimizing visual impacts would be resolved during the site specific environmental assessment. 

Comment Number 607-152-3 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Failure to use special mitigations will result in a project that will exceed VRM Class III Management 
Objectives and therefore be out of compliance with Land Use Planning guidance. Minimizing surface disturbance and aboveground 
facilities will help minimize visual impacts. Maximizing facility distance from primary roads will help minimize visual impacts. Using 
any topographic screening available to hide facilities and roads will help minimize visual impacts. Appendix M Maps: Alt. C--Areas 
Visible from Main Roads in VRM Class III with slopes <5%. Protection Measure: 3) Low Impact road design for resource roads 
(roads into individual pads) on slopes <5%, if road can be built with no side slopes. This will include ditch-witching utilities within the 
ROW, brush beating, some type or fabric or matting and gravel (See Map 2.6) Anadarko Seeks Clarification on These Mitigations: 
What is brush beating? What is the purpose of fabric, mat and gravel? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-140-2. 

Comment Number 607-152-4 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Failure to use special mitigations will result in a project that will exceed VRM Class III Management 
Objectives and therefore be out of compliance with Land Use Planning guidance. Minimizing surface disturbance and aboveground 
facilities will help minimize visual impacts. Maximizing facility distance from primary roads will help minimize visual impacts. Using 
any topographic screening available to hide facilities and roads will help minimize visual impacts. Appendix M Maps: Alt. C--Areas 
Visible from Main Roads in VRM Class III with slopes <5%.  Protection Measure: 4) Minimize pad size - use pitless, shared pit or 
closed system drilling.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification on These Mitigations: Please clarify the objectives of 
this mitigation? 

Response 
The objective is to reduce surface disturbance and therefore the visual impacts associated with having a pit at every pad. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 607-152-5 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Failure to use special mitigations will result in a project that will exceed VRM Class III Management 
Objectives and therefore be out of compliance with Land Use Planning guidance. Minimizing surface disturbance and aboveground 
facilities will help minimize visual impacts. Maximizing facility distance from primary roads will help minimize visual impacts. Using 
any topographic screening available to hide facilities and roads will help minimize visual impacts. Appendix M Maps: Alt. C--Areas 
Visible from Main Roads in VRM Class III with slopes <5%.  Protection Measure: 5) Pump reserve pit and do earth work for 
reclamation right after drilling, put in top soil and plan first good season, interim reclamation will be completed one year after spud 
date. Anadarko Seeks Clarification on These Mitigations: Anadarko would consider this on a site-by-site basis to be addressed at 
the APD level. Because the BLM has not defined the parameters of interim reclamation, we question whether it can be completed 
within one year at all locations especially given the constraints due to timing stipulations. 

Response 
The goal is to maximize the effectiveness of reclamation, which is particularly difficult in such an arid climate. The visual resource 
analysis relied on the analysis of soils, vegetation and reclamation plans found elsewhere in the EIS.  Please also refer to our 
response to comment 607-143-1. 

Comment Number 607-153-1 

Comment 
Cow Butte/Wild Cow SMA Data Source Resource Concern: Existing road network. Appendix M Maps: Alt. C - Special Management 
Areas Overview Protection Measure: 1) Road density within the SMA targeted for less than 3 miles/mile(2) Anadarko Is Opposed to 
These Mitigations: This is off-site mitigation and would need to be performed voluntarily by the mineral lessee. Not supported by the 
analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
BLM recognizes that it cannot require a limit on the density of roads in all cases due to its limitation on requiring off-site mitigation. 
However, off-site mitigation is an option that proponents may consider in their proposals for site-specific development activities. 

Comment Number 607-153-2 

Comment 
Cow Butte/Wild Cow SMA  Data Source Resource Concern: Existing road network. Appendix M Maps: Alt. C - Special Management 
Areas Overview  Protection Measure: 2) Where existing road paths do not provide sufficient lease access or are located within 
highly erosive soils or in proximity to sensitive wildlife resources, reclamation of existing roads (either inside or outside the ARPA) 
would provide for the construction of new road paths.  Anadarko Is Opposed to These Mitigations: This is off-site mitigation and 
would need to be performed voluntarily by the mineral lessee. Not supported by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-153-1. 

Comment Number 607-153-3 

Comment 
Cow Butte/Wild Cow SMA  Data Source Resource Concern: Existing road network. Appendix M Maps: Alt. C - Special Management 
Areas Overview Protection Measure: 3) Improment of existing roads or construction of new roads would be designed to minimize 
hydrologic alteration. Specific road design criteria would be based on sitespecific review and likely include a combination of 
mitigation options.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations:  This mitigation is unclear. Please provide additional details 
on the objective of the mitigation. Appears to be an issue that is better addressed at the site-specific level. 

Response 
The objective for the design of new or improved existing roads is to minimize erosion.  The specifics of road design will be 
considered in the review and approval of site-specific development plans. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 607-153-4 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Human Presence  Protection Measure: 1) Existing levels of public access would be maintained in 
most cases, this would require new and improved roads be gated.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification To These Mitigations: Anadarko 
requests clarification as to its authority. 

Response 
Gating of improved roads would occur only after consultation with the BLM, Anadarko, cooperating agencies and land owners. 
Roads will not be gated under Anadarko’s authority. 

Comment Number 607-153-5 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Human Presence  Protection Measure: 2) Remote monitoring of well locations would be employed 
where feasible.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification on These Mitigations: This should not be a requirement. 

Response 
In response to wildlife and other resource disturbance concerns remote monitoring of well locations would be employed where 
feasible. 

Comment Number 607-153-6 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Wildlife Movements  Protection Measure: 1) Convert fences to BLM standards or designs (e.g. rail 
top fence) to facilitate big game movement throughout the SMA, and in coordination with grazing permittees.  Anadarko Seeks 
Clarification On These Mitigations: The extent or fesibility of this off-site mitigation is not clear.  Please provide additional 
information. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-153-1. 

Comment Number 607-154-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Historic trail corridors Appendix M Maps: Alt. C - Historic Trails and 2-Mile Visibility  Protection 
Measure: 1) Brush hog and gravel surface for temporary roads at the drilling phase instead of constructng crowned and ditched 
roads on all locations.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: Clarify the objectives of this mitigation and how these 
objectives relate to the Historic Trails resource? 

Response 
This mitigation reduces visibility of the surface disturbance from the trail and allows easier reclamation of unused and unneeded 
areas. See section 4.11 in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 607-154-2 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Historic trail corridors Appendix M Maps: Alt. C - Historic Trails and 2-Mile Visibility Protection 
Measure: 2) Begin reclamation at the time most optimal to regenerate the native species.  Replace native shrubs to decrease 
visibility.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: Provide examples of how this mitigation would be implemented. What 
criteria would be used for selecting and evaluating reclamation with shrubs. 

Response 
This comment goes beyond the scope of this document.  Implementation of these mitigation measures would be completed at the 
time of site-specific analysis.  Locality-specific vegetation communities would provide the criteria to be used. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 607-154-3 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Historic trail corridors Appendix M Maps: Alt. C - Historic Trails and 2-Mile Visibility  Protection 
Measure: 4) Limit trail crossings to existing corridors.  Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations: This measure is not justified by 
the analysis in the DEIS and ignores BLM policy. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-154-1. 

Comment Number 607-154-4 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Historic trail corridors Appendix M Maps: Alt. C - Historic Trails and 2-Mile Visibility  Protection 
Measure: 5) Construct smaller well pads.  Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations: Not justified by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-154-1. 

Comment Number 607-154-5 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Historic trail corridors Appendix M Maps: Alt. C - Historic Trails and 2-Mile Visibility Protection 
Measure: 6) Construct low-impact roads. Please clarify the definition of low-impact.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These 
Mitigations: What are the design criteria for a low impact road? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-154-1. 

Comment Number 607-154-6 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Historic trail corridors  Appendix M Maps: Alt. C - Historic Trails and 2-Mile Visibility Protection 
Measure: 7) Require multiple well locations per pad in order to decrease visibility.  Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations: 
Directional drilling is not technically feasible in this field for coalbed natural gas.  The DEIS dismissed this as an alternative.  Not 
supported by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
This mitigation measure is not specific to coal bed natural gas wells.  It could and should be applied to conventional deep gas wells. 
The BLM is not mandating the use of directional drilling and it has not been dismissed as an option for resource development. 
Please also refer to our response to comment 607-154-1. 

Comment Number 607-155-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Historic trails within the ARPA  Protection Measure: 1) Allow no surface disturbance within 1/4 mile 
of contributing segments of historic trails, including the Overland and Rawlins to Beggs Freight Road or the trail's associated sites. 
Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations: These measures are not justified by the analysis in the DEIS; nor are these trails 
designated historic trails. 

Response 
See response to comment 607-113. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 607-155-2 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Historic trails within the ARPA  Protection Measure: 2) Limit trail crossings to existing disturbance 
corridors. Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: Does not consider site specific conditions. 

Response 
This comment goes beyond the scope of this document.  Implementation of this mitigation measure would be completed at the time 
of site-specific analysis. 

Comment Number 607-156-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Additional road development would alter hydrologic conditions that create and maintain key habitat 
features of importance to BLM sensitive fishes (Bower 2005). Given the limited distribution o fthese fishes, alteration of the 
suitability of habitats within the SMA would likely increase the validity of listing petitions under the Endangered Species Act.  
Appendix M Maps: Alt C - special Management Areas Overview Protection Measure: 1) Road density within the SMA target for less 
than 3 miles/mile(2)  Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations: This is off-site mitigation and would need to be performed 
voluntarily by the mineral lessee.  Not supported by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-153-1. 

Comment Number 607-156-2 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Additional road development would alter hydrologic conditions that create and maintain key habitat 
features of importance to BLM sensitive fishes (Bower 2005). Given the limited distribution of these fishes, alteration of the 
suitability of habitats within the SMA would likely increase the validity of listing petitions under the Endangered Species Act.  
Appendix M Maps: Alt C - special Management Areas Overview  Protection Measure: 3) Where existing road paths do not provide 
sufficient lease access or are located within highly erosive soils or in proximity to sensitive wildlife resources, reclamation of existing 
roads within the SMA (Either inside or outside the ARPA) would provide for the construction of new road paths.  Anadarko Is 
Opposed To These Mitigations:  This is off-site mitigation and would need to be performed by the mineral lessee.  Not supported by 
the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-153-1. 

Comment Number 607-156-3 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Additional road development would alter hydrologic conditions that create and maintain key habitat 
features of importance to BLM sensitive fishes (Bower 2005). Given the limited distribution of these fishes, alteration of the 
suitability of habitats within the SMA would likely increase the validity of listing petitions under the Endangered Species Act.  
Appendix M Maps: Alt C - special Management Areas Overview  Protection Measure: 4) Improvement of existing roads or 
construction of new roads would be designed to minimize hydrologic alteration.  Specific road design criteria would be based on 
site-specific review and likely include a combination of mitigation options.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: This 
mitigation is unclear. Please provide additional detail on the objective of the mitigation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-153-1. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 607-156-4 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Additional road development would alter hydrologic conditions that create and maintain key habitat 
features of importance to BLM sensitive fishes (Bower 2005). Given the limited distribution of these fishes, alteration of the 
suitability of habitats within the SMA would likely increase the validity of listing petitions under the Endangered Species Act.  
Appendix M Maps: Alt C - special Management Areas Overview  Protection Measure: 5) Detail development, transportation, and 
reclamation plans, including road design, specific to those areas within the SMA will be required.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On 
These Mitigations: This measure is unclear. 

Response 
BLM will require that site-specific development plans include the plans and designs noted in the comment. 

Comment Number 607-156-5 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Slopes >8% within the Upper Muddy Creek Watershed/Grizzly SMA boundary from 30-m DEM. 
Road construction on steep slopes would exacerbate the alteration of hydrologic conditions that create and maintain key habitat 
features of importance to BLM sensitive fishes.  Appendix M Maps: Alt. C - Muddy Creek SMA Slopes >8%  Protection Measure: 1) 
No surface disturbance Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations: This mitigation eliminates a significant portion of the 
geologictarget from drilling. Not supported by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  The BLM believes this requirement is necessary for the protection of the Muddy Creek environment 
and the native species present within the creek. 

Comment Number 607-156-6 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Slopes >8% within the Upper Muddy Creek Watershed/Grizzly SMA boundary from 30-m DEM. 
Road construction on steep slopes would exacerbate the alteration of hydrologic conditions that create and maintain key habitat 
features of importance to BLM sensitive fishes.  Appendix M Maps: Alt. C - Muddy Creek SMA Slopes >8%  Protection Measure: 2) 
Detailed transportation plan required in order to avoid areas of >8% slope.  Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations: A detailed 
transportation plan would be submitted but it would not be possible to avoid 8% slopes in this area. Not supported by the analysis in 
the DEIS. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to comment 607-156-5. 

Comment Number 607-156-7 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: 1:24,000 NHD within the Upper Muddy Creek Watershed/Grizzly SMA boundary.  The 
fragmentation of fish habitats and wildlife corridors as well as risks posed by the increased probability of exotic species introductions 
warrant avoidance of additional road crossings of Muddy Creek.  Protection Measure: 1) No new road crossings of Muddy Creek 
Anadarko Is Opposed to These Mitigations: Not supported by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
BLM believes that restricting the construction of road crossings across Muddy Creek is one means of reducing impacts on the creek 
and the sensitive species living in the creek. 
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Comment Number 607-156-8 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern:  1:24,000 NHD within the Upper Muddy Creek Watershed/Grizzly SMA boundary.  The 
fragmentation of fish habitats and wildlife corridors as well as risks posed by the increased probability of exotic species introductions 
warrant avoidance of additional road crossings of Muddy Creek.  Protection Measure: 2) Detailed development and transportation 
plan required in order to design access routes that avoid Muddy Creek.  Anadarko Is Opposed to These Mitigations: Not supported 
by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-156-4. 

Comment Number 607-156-9 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Maintaining a limited human presence within this area would help to maintain a movement corridor 
for big game and limit disturbance of sage-grouse leks and raptor nests.  Protection Measure: 1) Existing levels of public access 
would be maintained.  In most cases, this would require new and improved roads be gated.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These 
Mitigations: Anadarko questions its authority to implement this measure. 

Response 
The issue of gates will be more specifically addressed through the review and approval of site-specific development plans.  Please 
also refer to our response to comment 607-153-4. 

Comment Number 607-156-10 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Chloride deicing agents are toxic to a variety of plants, fish and other aquatic organisms and tend 
to increase the mobility of chemical elements in soil, such as heavy metals (Amrhein 1992; National Research Council 1991). 
Protection Measure: 1) Use only non-chloride deicing and dust control agents within the Upper Muddy Creek Watershed/Grizzly 
SMA. Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: What dust abatement product is envisioned.  Please provide additional 
information. 

Response 
Specific dust abatement approaches would be reviewed and approved by BLM as site-specific development proposals are brought 
forth by the proponents.  Please also refer to our response to comment 607-140-3. 

Comment Number 607-156-11 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern:  The limited geographic extent of certain vegetation communities and their importance to a variety 
of wildlife species warrant special consideration.  Protection Measure: 1) No surface disturbances within aspen, juniper-woodland, 
true mountain mahogany, and serviceberry communities.  Anadarko Is Opposed to These Mitigations: This measure is not justified 
by the analysis. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  The BLM believes that these resources warrant protection. 

Comment Number 607-156-12 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: The combination of increased disturbance of big game resulting from development activities and 
existing fragmentation of movement corridors by fences would likely result in increased mortality.  Protection Measure: 1) Convert 
fences to BLM standard or designs (e.g. rail top fence) to facilitate big game movement throughout the SMA, and in coordination 
with grazing permitees.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: The extent or fesibility of this off-site mitigation is not 
clear. Please provide additional information. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-153-1. 
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Comment Number 607-157-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: There is currently an extensive road network within the SMA including those portions within the 
ARPA. Reducing the density of roads within the area and incorporating appropriate designs when improving existing roads would 
help to reduce disturbance of the unique vegetation community important to big game, greater sage-grouse, and Columbian sharp-
tailed grouse. Protection Measure: 1) Net reduction in road density within the SMA to a target of less than 3 miles/mile(2). 
Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations: This measure is not justified by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 607-157-2 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: There is currently an extensive road network within the SMA including those portions within the 
ARPA. Reducing the density of roads within the area and incorporating appropriate designs when improving existing roads would 
help to reduce disturbance of the unique vegetation community important to big game, greater sage-grouse, and Columbian 
sharp-tailed grouse.  Protection Measure: 2) Transportation and well access roads would utilize road paths where feasible. 
Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations: This measure is not justified by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 607-157-3 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: There is currently an extensive road network within the SMA including those portions within the 
ARPA. Reducing the density of roads within the area and incorporating appropriate designs when improving existing roads would 
help to reduce disturbance of the unique vegetation community important to big game, greater sage-grouse, and Columbian 
sharp-tailed grouse.  Protection Measure: 3) Where existing road paths do not provide sufficient lease access or are located within 
sensitive vegetation, highly erosive soils, or in proximity to sensitive wildlife resources, reclamation of existing roads (either inside or 
outside the ARPA) would provide for the construction of new road paths.  Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations: This measure 
is not justified by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 607-157-4 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: There is currently an extensive road network within the SMA including those portions within the 
ARPA. Reducing the density of roads within the area and incorporating appropriate designs when improving existing roads 
wouldhelp to reduce disturbance of the unique vegetation community important to big game, greater sage-grouse, and Columbian 
sharp-tailed grouse.  Protection Measure: 4) Improvement of existing roads or construction of new roads would be designated to 
minimize alteration of sensitive vegetations communities.  Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations: This measure is not justified 
by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment Number 607-157-5 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: There is currently an extensive road network within the SMA including those portions within the 
ARPA. Reducing the density of roads within the area and incorporating appropriate designs when improving existing roads would 
help to reduce disturbance of the unique vegetation community important to big game, greater sage-grouse, and Columbian 
sharp-tailed grouse.  Protection Measure: 5) Detailed development, transportation, and reclamation plans, including road design, 
specific to those areas within the SMA will be required. Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations: This measure is not justified by 
the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 607-157-6 

Comment 
Data Source  Resource Concern: Maintaining a limited human presence within this area would help to maintain a movement corridor 
for big game and limit disturbance of leks and raptor nests.  Protection Measure: 1) Existing levels of public access would be 
maintained. In most cases, this would require new and improved roads be seasonally closed.  Anadarko Is Opposed To These 
Mitigations: This measure is not justified by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 607-157-7 

Comment 
Data Source  Resource Concern: Maintaining a limited human presence within this area would help to maintain a movement corridor 
for big game and limit disturbance of leks and raptor nests.  Protection Measure: 2) Remote monitoring well locations would be 
required where feasible.  Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations: This measure is not justified by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 607-157-8 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concerns: Chloride deicing agents are toxic to a variety of plants and tend to increase the mobility of 
chemical elements in soil, such as heavy metals (Amrhein 1992; National Research Council 1991)  Protection Measure: 1) Use only 
non-chlorine deicing and dust control agents within the Sand Hills SMA.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: What 
dust abatement product is envisioned?  Please provide additional information. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 607-140-3 and 607-156-10. 

Comment Number 607-157-9 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concerns: The limited geographic extent of certain vegetation communities and their importance to a variety 
of wildlife species warrant special consideration.  Protection Measure: 1) Limit surface disturbances with the silver 
sagebrush/bitterbrush community of the Sand Hills to <20 acres/ml(2).  Anadarko Is Opposed To These Mitigations: This is not 
acceptable mitigation since 80-acre spacing is needed to develop this gas resource.  Not supported by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 420-1-3 and 607-141-1. 
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Comment Number 607-157-10 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: The combination of increased disturbance of big game resulting from development activities and 
existing fragmentation of movement corridors by fences would likely result in increased mortality.  Protection Measure: 1) Convert 
fences to BLM standards or designs (e.g. rail top fence) to facilitate big game movement throughout the SMA, and in coordination 
with grazing permitees.  Anadarko Seeks Clarification On These Mitigations: The extent or fesibility of this off-site mitigation is not 
clear. Please provide additional information. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-153-1. 

Comment Number 607-158-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: JO Ranch Property Appendix M Maps: Alt C - Special Management Areas Overview  Protection 
Measure: 1) No surface disturbance within the 18 acres surrounding JO Ranch Headquarters.  Anadarko Is Opposed To These 
Mitigations: This measure is not justified by the analysis in the DEIS. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Hard Copy File 3 

Comment Number 619-1 

Comment 
2. Seasonal restrictions should be lifted. 135 days per year in the area to develop is illogical. Anadarko has offered a logical phased 
development proposal anyway. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Seasonal restrictions on development activity are a standard restriction applied by BLM. 

Comment Number 619-2 

Comment 
3. BLM has misapplied the WGFD Recommendations for Oil and Gas. Four drilled wells per section of land is simply misguided. 
This is not a minimum, but a suggestion for mitigation standard. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-52-2. 

Comment Number 620-1 

Comment 
One-hundred and 35 days is simply not a long enough time to accomplish anything. Seasonal restrictions lead to strange 
employment cycles and it is hard on the environment because production is rushed and concentrated. 

Response 
The BLM has a mandate to consider the effects of an action on all the resources within an area, which may result in seasonal 
restrictions on drilling and other development activity. 

Comment Number 632-1 

Comment 
We strongly support The Proposed Action. The Proposed Action provides for the orderly and responsible development of the energy 
resources believed to be present in the ARPA under existing NEPA regulations and Federal and State procedures for the approval 
of well drilling and completion operations and associated production and pipeline equipment. Ample mitigation measures are in 
place to provide for environmentally responsible development of the subject energy resources. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 632-2 

Comment 
Proceeding with development under The Proposed Action will permit the spacing of wells to accommodate the technical knowledge 
gained as wells are drilled, and also to be guided by the economic situation determined by the then current development cost and 
gas price situation. Proposed well spacing is 80-acres, but The Proposed Action recognizes that if it turns out that 160-acre spacing 
is technically feasible and economically attractive, then there is the provision for 160-acre spacing. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment Number 632-3-1 

Comment 
This proposed alternative is blatantly unfair to the owners of mineral rights and lessees of any type of mineral interest, fee, Federal 
or State, in phases 2 and 3. Mention is made of granting Suspension of Operations and Production (SOP) on impacted Federal 
lands. That would be some modest mitigation of potential damages on Federal lands, but no mitigation on State and fee lands. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 606-2 and 607-64-1. 

Comment Number 632-3-2 

Comment 
Further, we do not believe the persons that proposed and approved this idea as an alternative gave it very sincere consideration, 
nor have those persons ever tried to obtain the equivalent of an SOP from the State of Wyoming or many ranch owners. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 606-2 and 607-64-1. 

Comment Number 632-4 

Comment 
We oppose Alternative C. We believe the present combination of Best Management Practices, lease stipulations and COA's provide 
adequate provisions for environmental protection, and yet another layer of provisions is not necessary. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 632-5 

Comment 
Thank you for clarifying the intention of the incomplete sentence in the second paragraph of 2.4 Features Unique to Action 
Alternatives to be that Alternative C "would limit pad locations to 4 or less per section across broad expanses of the ARPA." 
Alternative C appears to be a proposal for 160-acre spacing, or a somewhat shrouded requirement for deviated or horizontal drilling. 
Well spacing and drilling techniques have been and will continue to be evaluated by operators drilling wells in the ARPA. To date, it 
appears to industry participants that 80-acre spacing with vertical bore holes is the best management approach from a reservoir 
performance point of view. With time and the gaining of new information, perhaps 160-acre spacing will be proper in some areas. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number 632-6 

Comment 
Perhaps additional reports or advice were provided to the RFO from the RMG that we have been unable to obtain. If not, it appears 
to us the inclusion of a 160-acre spacing for drilling pads in a preferred alternative selected by the RFO is a contradiction of the 
conclusions of the BLM's own technical staff. A specific answer to and explanation of this situation is requested. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 
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Comment Number 636-1 

Comment 
Specifically, please keep roads and drilling pads away from sage grouse leks (3 mile buffer), sharp-tailed grouse leks (1 mile), 
ferruginous hawk nests (2 miles), other raptor nests (I mile), mountain plover nesting areas, 100-year floodplains, and prairie dog 
colonies. These species need as much protection as we can give them. We also urge the BLM to require the strongest protective 
measures for streams including underground injection of salty wastewater and preventing saline runoff from roads and soils. Please 
use directional drilling to cluster well facilities minimize the footprint of drilling. Allow only a small proportion of the project area in an 
industrial state at any one time. Keep roads and drilling at least 3 miles away from the historic Overland Trails. And finally, we urge 
you to remove the Wild Cow Greek proposed wilderness from the project and prevent all industrial uses there. 

Response 
The sage-grouse is a BLM sensitive species, listed as such on 04/09/2001.  Because of this status no actions that might lead to 
listing of the species or the future existence or viability of this species may occur.  The Guidelines in the RMP are not specific as to 
the distance an action must be moved to mitigate impacts of a proposal on sage-grouse.  Literature reviews show that requirements 
for no surface disturbance (NSD) from a lek generally run in the quarter-mile to 2-mile range.  The quarter-mile NSD mitigation is 
generally a minimum distance.  The same general conditions exist for the other species you discuss.  Re-injection of produced water 
is a proposed action.  The extent of surface disturbance and rates are detailed in the EIS.  The Wild Cow Creek wilderness proposal 
is outside the scope of the Atlantic Rim EIS.  Please also refer to our response to letter TA1. 

Comment Number 642-1 

Comment 
It takes years to put together a good set of cows and we have to have grass for them each year.  If you take a huge grazing source 
away from us because of this CBM development, where are we supposed to graze these cows?  We won't have a place to graze 
them, they will get sold, we will not be able to make a living, and our base property will get subdivided. 

Response 
The BLM is charged with managing its lands for multiple uses and must balance those uses to minimize the impacts of one activity 
on another.  The agency uses mitigation to reduce these impacts but is open to further specific suggestions regarding improvement 
of the mitigation discussed in section 4.6, Rangeland Resources. 

Comment Number 642-2 

Comment 
If our livelihoods are going to be disrupted so that the oil and gas industry can get fat, rich and happy; we should be compensated 
for the loss of these BLM's.  There should be an annual payment to each grazing lessee for the loss of these BLM AUM's.  This 
would allow these livestock producers to ship their cattle outside the valley to other grazing areas.  It would allow them the 
opportunity to hold the herds together that they have spent a lifetime putting together. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E124-3-3. 

Comment Number 642-3 

Comment 
Increased management, death loss and outright loss of AUM's should be paid for by the oil and gas companies to the livestock 
operations that are sustaining the loss. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E124-3-3. 
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Comment Number 647-1-1 

Comment 
In the event the BLM selects the Preferred Alternative rather than the Operators' Proposed Action, the BLM must significantly redraft 
the Preferred Alternative in order to meet the purpose and need of the project. Because the Preferred Alternative is described only 
as a "combination" of Alternatives B and C, we can only guess at its actual provisions. That combination of alternatives is vague and 
ambiguous, overly burdensome, and unnecessarily restrictive. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study.”  Also please note 
that BLM has included an additional alternative (Alternative D) for analysis in the final EIS along with a revision to the preferred 
alternative.  The alternatives presented in the final EIS will be considered by the Deciding Official in the implementation of a Record 
of Decision for the proposed project. 

Comment Number 647-1-2 

Comment 
Excessive mandated requirements will not enhance environmental protection, but will stifle development, increase the risk of 
administrative or legal challenges, and potentially lead to fewer jobs, less royalty and tax revenue, and decreased energy supplies. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 647-1-3 

Comment 
In addition to the unjustified restrictions on development, the BLM's Preferred Alternative severely limits development in the ARPA 
by unreasonably restricting surface disturbance. Although not clearly disclosed in the BLM's description of the alternatives, the 
BLM's Preferred Alternative would reduce surface disturbance by 64% compared to the Proposed Action. Presumably, the BLM 
would only authorize 5,688 acres of initial disturbance of the 15,800 acres of initial surface disturbance required for the Proposed 
Action. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to the final EIS for an additional alternative (Alternative D) and a revision to the preferred 
alternative for consideration by the Deciding Official in the implementation of the Record of Decision for the proposed project. 

Comment Number 647-1-4 

Comment 
The Preferred Alternative does not authorize sufficient surface disturbance and will prevent the responsible recovery of this natural 
gas resource. As discussed in more detail below, the BLM greatly underestimated the amount of surface disturbance necessary to 
effectively recover the natural gas present in the ARPA and the BLM must authorize significantly more surface disturbance. 

Response 
In making decisions regarding the amount of disturbance to be allowed for proposed development projects such as the ARPA, the 
BLM, through FLPMA, must balance the needs of resource extraction with the protection of sensitive environmental resources. 
Based, in part, on input from BLM's Reservoir Management Group (RMG) and Anadarko, BLM developed a revised Preferred 
Alternative for the final ARPA EIS which will be considered by the Deciding Official in the development of a Record of Decision for 
the project. 

Comment Number 647-1-5 

Comment 
Further, the BLM's Preferred Alternative would either require significant directional drilling or severely curtail the recovery of natural 
gas from the ARPA by limiting surface spacing to 4 wellpads per section or 160-acre surface spacing across the vast majority (95%) 
of the ARPA. See ARDP DEIS, pg. 4-51. Notably, the BLM's own Reservoir Management Group (RMG) determined that "extensive 
directional drilling does not appear to be a viable technical or economic alternative for natural gas extraction in the Atlantic Rim EIS 
area." 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-6-1. 
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Comment Number 647-1-6 

Comment 
The BLM must reconsider its decision to limit surface spacing in the ARPA. The BLM inappropriately relied upon flawed recovery 
assumptions in order to assume that the BLM's Preferred Alternative would not result in significant waste of the resource, and in turn 
have a profoundly negative effect on the socioeconomic impacts of the project (fewer wells, less production, fewer jobs, less taxes, 
etc.). 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to our response to comment 646-1-4. 

Comment Number 647-1-7 

Comment 
Finally, and most importantly, there is no analysis of the impacts (positive and negative) of BLM's Preferred Alternative, so no basis 
for a rational comparison of alternatives. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-1-4. 

Comment Number 647-2-1 

Comment 
Thus, in the ARDP EIS the BLM's decision is limited to developing mitigation measures designed to reduce or eliminate adverse 
environmental impacts. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number 647-2-2 

Comment 
In the Final EIS, the BLM should discuss the fact that an oil and gas lease is a contract between the federal government and the 
lessee, and that the lessee has certain rights thereunder. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-8-2. 

Comment Number 647-2-3 

Comment 
The BLM made the decision to make lands within the ARPA available for leasing in the Resource Management Plan for the Great 
Divide Resource Area and previously elected to issue the subject leases within the ARPA. The BLM should disclose this information 
in the Final EIS in order to avoid potential confusion for the public. 

Response 
The text in section 1.3 has been revised to clarify the text as you suggest. 

Comment Number 647-3-1 

Comment 
Several of the alternatives analyzed by the BLM do not meet the purpose and need of the proposal because they would necessarily 
result in the waste of significant natural gas resources, or would otherwise be impractical or ineffective. ''Alternatives that do not 
accomplish the purpose of an action are not reasonable and need not be studied in detail by the agency." 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-4-2. 
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Comment Number 647-3-2 

Comment 
Alternative A, Alternative B, Alternative C, and the Preferred Alternative are impractical and uneconomic and do not meet the 
purpose of the proposal. Therefore, these alternatives should not have been analyzed in detail in the FEIS and should not be 
selected in the Record of Decision for the ARDP. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-4-2. 

Comment Number 647-3-3 

Comment 
The alternatives described in the DEIS fail to comply with the guidance contained in Washington Office Instruction Memo 
No. 2005-247 (Sept. 30, 2005) which provides guidance on developing the range of alternatives for NEPA documents on oil and gas 
development. It directs that, because of the new statutory categorical exclusions (CXs) enacted in the Energy Policy Act of 2005, 
"alternatives that analyze the impacts of higher well density and development levels beyond what is proposed should be considered. 
Including such analysis will facilitate the use of the statutory CXs in the future should development require well densities greater 
than what is currently proposed." 

Response 
The BLM will consider the potential for categorical exclusions during the review and approval of site-specific development plans as 
these are brought forth by the proponents. 

Comment Number 647-3-4 

Comment 
Redwine Resources believes that its leases, which are near the coal outcrop and will require shallower wells than in other parts of 
the ARPA, may need to be developed on 40-acre spacing in order to efficiently produce the gas. Not only does the DEIS fail to 
consider that alternative as recommended by the guidance in the Instruction Memo, but the DEIS suggests in Alternative C that 
development in most of the ARPA will not even be allowed on 80-acre spacing. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 420-1-3.  If site-specific development proposals involve greater surface disturbance than 
that analyzed in the EIS, further NEPA analysis may be required. 

Comment Number 647-4-1 

Comment 
The BLM must authorize development in the ARPA as set forth in the Operators' Proposed Action. 

Response 
The BLM will approve development within the ARPA within the limitations imposed by the requirement to protect the environment of 
the area. 

Comment Number 647-5 

Comment 
Although the BLM is required to include the No Action Alternative by NEPA, and although the No Action Alternative is a useful 
comparative tool, the BLM should clearly inform the public that selection of the No Action Alternative would not meet the purpose 
and need of the proposed action, would be inconsistent with the BLM's mandate to encourage natural gas production from federal 
lands, and would be contrary to the National Energy Policy, the Energy Policy Act of 2005, and Executive Order 13211,66 Fed. 
Reg. 28355 (May 18,2001). 

Response 
BLM agrees that the no action alternative would not meet the purpose and need of the project and has revised text in section 2.2.2 
as appropriate in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 647-6-1 

Comment 
The BLM has not adequately described the nature of the potential impacts of the BLM's Preferred Alternative. The ARDP DEIS does 
not explain how Alternatives B and C would be combined, or whether such an approach is practical, feasible, or economic. In fact, 
the only place the BLM's Preferred Alternative is even described in the ARDP DEIS is in the Executive Summary where the BLM 
laconically suggests the BLM Preferred Alternative "is a combination of alternatives B and C." See ARDP DEIS, pg. 4-7. The BLM 
has failed to provide the public with even the most basic information regarding the agency's Preferred Alternative including the total 
surface disturbance authorized, or how surface disturbance will be allocated among roads, pads, and pipeline rights-of-way. 

Response 
Analysis of the effects are described in combination with the Alternative B and C analysis in chapter 4 of the Draft EIS.  Please refer 
to the final EIS which now contains an additional alternative which will be considered by the Deciding Officer in the implementation 
of a Record of Decision for the project. 

Comment Number 647-6-2 

Comment 
More importantly, the BLM has failed to disclose the quantity of the natural gas resource that will be left unrecovered under this 
alternative, or how the wasted resource will negatively impact the socioeconomics for this project. The BLM's description of the 
Preferred Alternative is woefully inadequate and the BLM must eliminate this alternative from detailed consideration in the Final EIS 
for the ARDP. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-108-3.  The BLM will more fully define the Preferred Alternative in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 647-7-1 

Comment 
The BLM's "phased development" alternative does not meet the purpose and need of the proposed action because it unfairly limits 
the Operators' ability to plan development in the ARPA. Such an approach necessarily penalizes leaseholders whose ownership 
interests are concentrated in one section of the ARPA. For example, several operators, such as Redwine whose ownership interests 
are located primarily within the southern portion of the ARPA near the Brown Cow POD, would not be able to exercise their lease 
rights for 14 years or more, thus depriving them of their lease rights and the time value of money. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study.”  Please refer to our 
response to comment 606-2. 

Comment Number 647-7-2 

Comment 
Such a lengthy delay in allowing drilling is not consistent with 43 C.F.R. $3 101.1-2. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-7-1. 

Comment Number 647-7-3 

Comment 
More importantly, this alternative clearly discriminates against some operators in favor of others. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-7-1. 
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Comment Number 647-7-4 

Comment 
The BLM has failed to address the potential negative impact on lessees from the loss of revenue, and the impact of having their 
leases in suspense for significant periods of time (7 - 14 years). Many of the lease owners in the ARPA are small, independent 
operators that cannot afford to delay the return on their investment in their federal leases for a significant period of time. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-7-1. 

Comment Number 647-8-1 

Comment 
The DEIS completely fails to consider the effects of Alternative B in areas like the southern portion east of the Brown Cow POD 
(where Redwine's acreage is located) where there are significant fee and state lands intermingled with federal lands. Just because 
BLM decides to suspend Redwine's federal leases for 14 years or more does not mean Redwine's fee and state leases will be 
suspended. Therefore, several outcomes are possible. First, in areas where the fee and state acreage cannot be developed 
independently of the federal acreage, Redwine's fee and state leases will terminate. In that case, BLM's actions will have deprived 
Redwine not only of its federal leases, but also of the value of the intermingled fee and state leases. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-7-1. 

Comment Number 647-8-2 

Comment 
Second, where development of the fee and state leasehold can proceed without the federal acreage, the federal lands will be 
drained, resulting in a permanent loss to the State and U.S. treasuries just as happened in the Powder River Basin when fee lands 
were drilled while BLM prepared an environmental impact statement. Where a different operator than Redwine owns the fee or state 
acreage, Redwine's federal leases will be drained while it waits helplessly for its turn under BLM's ill-considered phased 
development plan. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-7-1. 

Comment Number 647-8-3 

Comment 
BLM must address whether Alternative B is technically or economically viable and it must disclose the economic impact on the 
operators, the federal and state treasuries and the community. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-7-1. 

Comment Number 647-9-1 

Comment 
Moreover, many of the "benefits" supposedly associated with Alternative B are not supported by the BLM's analysis. Many of the 
alleged benefits of phased development could occur under any of the alternatives if the operators, working in conjunction with the 
BLM, submit development plans in logical and well developed plans of development (PODS) as has been the practice in the ARPA. 
The "benefits" of phased development, i.e., learning over time, can be achieved as development naturally progresses over the next 
fifteen to twenty years. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-7-1. 
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Comment Number 647-9-2 

Comment 
The BLM has not demonstrated how or why phased development will decrease potential air quality impacts (ARDP DEIS 
pg. 4-16),lessen the impacts to soil resources (ARDP DEIS pg. 4-19), or reduce impacts to surface water resources (ARDP DEIS 
pg. 4-41). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-7-1. 

Comment Number 647-9-3 

Comment 
In fact, the BLM's analysis actually indicates that the impacts to crucial resources such as ground water (ARDP DEIS pg. 4-42), 
vegetation (ARDP DEIS pg. 4-51), and wildlife (ARDP DEIS pgs. 4-56, 4-58), will be approximately the same as those under the 
Proposed Action. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-7-1. 

Comment Number 647-9-4 

Comment 
Further, as noted briefly above, given the intermingled fee and State of Wyoming leases within the ARPA, and the leaseholders' 
obligations to develop those leases in a timely manner, the alleged benefits of phased development are unlikely to occur. This 
development may in turn lead to development on federal lands in order to avoid drainage of federal minerals. See 43 C.F.R. subpart 
3162.2 (2005). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-7-1. 

Comment Number 647-9-5 

Comment 
The BLM must not adopt Alternative B in the ROD for the ARDP, or in any way incorporate phased development into the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-7-1. 

Comment Number 647-10-1 

Comment 
Alternative C is also unreasonable and fails to meet the purpose and need of the proposed project. 

Response 
The BLM believes Alternatives C provides for the intended purpose of the proposed action within the limitations imposed by the 
requirement to protect the environment of the ARPA.  Please refer to the final EIS which now contains an additional alternative 
which will be considered by the Deciding Officer in the implementation of a Record of Decision for the project. 

Comment Number 647-10-2 

Comment 
The BLM's "spacial" alternative is incredibly vague and is little more than a list of potential mitigation measures for certain resources 
within the ARPA. The BLM has failed to indicate how these proposed mitigation measures would be implemented or exactly what 
measures will be required to satisfy the BLM under this alternative. 

Response 
Details for the development protection measures are provided in the table in appendix L.  Further detail may be provided through the 
site-specific analysis and approval process. 
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Comment Number 647-10-3 

Comment 
The sheer number of the BLM's unclear and unreasonable mitigation requirements will make it virtually impossible for the Operators 
to economically develop the natural gas resources in the ARPA. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 607-7-1 and 607-7-3. 

Comment Number 647-10-4 

Comment 
In addition to the fact that many of the mitigation measures incorporated into Alternative C, as described in Appendix L, are unclear 
and unreasonable, the BLM has failed to analyze how these mitigation measures will appreciably reduce potential impacts in the 
ARPA or why these are necessary. 

Response 
The mitigation measures are analyzed and disclosed in the impact discussions in chapter 4 of the EIS. 

Comment Number 647-10-5 

Comment 
For example, the BLM's analysis of potential impacts to surface waters under Alternative C is merely a list of potential mitigation 
measures; the BLM has not analyzed how, or even if, such measures will actually reduce potential impacts. See ARDP DEIS 
pgs. 4-42 - 4-43. Because the BLM has not analyzed the efficacy of the mitigation measures incorporated into Alternative C, the 
BLM cannot accurately assert that the potential impacts of Alternative C will not be significant. See ARDP DEIS pgs. 2-10 - 2-23. 
Perhaps the most concerning aspect of Alternative C is the fact the BLM will significantly limit surface spacing across the vast 
majority (95%) of the ARPA. See ARPA DEIS pg. 4-51. The Rawlins Field Office of the BLM has inappropriately imposed 160-acre 
spacing across the ARPA despite the fact that the BLM's own analysis from the RMG demonstrates that 80-acre spacing is 
necessary to effectively and efficiently recover the natural gas resources present within the ARPA. The BLM's decision to limit 
surface spacing to four pads or locations per section will either require significant directional drilling, which the RMG has specifically 
determined is not viable or economic in the ARPA, or will lead to significant wasted resources because the natural gas resources 
within the ARPA cannot be effectively recovered on less than 80-acre spacing. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-10-1. 

Comment Number 647-10-6 

Comment 
The BLM's decision to unjustifiably elevate the protection of other resources over the recovery of natural gas is not consistent with 
the BLM's mandate under the Mineral Leasing Act, the National Energy Policy, the Energy Policy Act of 2005, or Executive Order 
13211, and is contrary to the interests of the nation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-10-1. 

Comment Number 647-10-7 

Comment 
Limiting development to one location per 160 acres is unreasonable especially in light of the RMG's analysis which determined that 
80-acre spacing is necessary to efficiently recover natural gas within the ARPA, and the RMG's analysis demonstrating that 
directional drilling is not practical in the ARPA. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to our response to comment 399-1-1. 
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Comment Number 647-10-8 

Comment 
In the event the BLM incorporates aspects of the mitigation measures located in Appendix L into the ROD for the ARDP, the BLM 
must provide the Operators with significant more detail than is contained in the ARDP DEIS. 

Response 
Please refer to the revised text in the final EIS identifying BLM's preferred alternative for the Atlantic Rim project.  The ROD for the 
project will be issued following public review of the final EIS.  Also please refer to our responses to comments 607-140-1 through 
607-158-1. 

Comment Number 647-10-9 

Comment 
In addition to the fact that many of the proposed mitigation measures are unreasonable, the BLM's description of the proposed 
mitigation measures is so vague it will be impossible for the Operators to design development plans or submit applications for 
permits to drill (ADPs) that comply with all of the BLM's requirements. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-10-8. 

Comment Number 647-10-10 

Comment 
Rather than attempting to develop a list of proposed mitigation measures to handle any situation, the BLM should work with the 
Operators to apply appropriate conditions of approval on a site-specific basis, based upon the resources present in a particular area, 
when APDs or PODS are actually submitted. 

Response 
This, in fact, is what BLM plans to do during the review and approval of site-specific development proposals. 

Comment Number 647-11-1 

Comment 
Of the alternatives discussed in the ARDP DEIS, only the Operators' Proposed Action actually meets the purpose and need of the 
project which is to efficiently and effectively develop natural gas resources from the ARPA. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-4-2. 

Comment Number 647-11-2 

Comment 
The BLM's Preferred Alternative, Alternative B, and Alternative C, fail to meet the purpose and need of the proposed action because 
they are impractical and unnecessarily restrictive. The BLM must significantly revise its Preferred Alternative, or adopt the 
Operators' Proposed Action, in the Final EIS for the ARDP. 

Response 
Please refer to the final EIS for revisions to the alternatives, including revisions to the preferred alternative and a new alternative 
(Alternative D), for consideration by the Deciding Official in the issuance of a Record of Decision for the ARPA. 

Comment Number 648-1 

Comment 
The Draft EIA is flawed in many respects including typographical errors, unfinished sentences, misplaced figures and tables and 
inconsistent descriptions of alternatives and their potential impacts. It is also based on unsubstantiated bias against development of 
the coalbed methane resource. 

Response 
BLM has revised the EIS to address the typographical and other technical inconsistencies in the document. 
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Comment Number 648-2-1 

Comment 
The "Alternatives" proposed by the BLM do not mimic those of the Proponent, Anadarko and other operators, and are fabricated 
with arbitrary and capricious requirements. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  BLM developed alternatives to the proposed action to reduce the environmental impact revealed 
through the analysis in the EIS. 

Comment Number 648-2-2 

Comment 
The Phased (Alternative B) is unrealistic and will cause the resources to be developed in an unworkable pattern. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study” in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 648-2-3 

Comment 
Alternative C forces unnecessary mitigation that is already covered by lease stipulations and existing NEPA requirements and 
requires spacing regulations that have been proved to be uneconomical to the production of methane gas reserves. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number 648-3-1 

Comment 
The technologically and economically viability of the project is in jeopardy under you plans. Those with interests in the area both 
economic and sociologic will be deprived of their fortunes and well-being. The federal government will suffer from loss in revenues, 
drainage, and from potential liability for takings claims. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 416-1-1 and 399-1-1. 

Comment Number 652-1-1 

Comment 
Failure to allow development under your "Alternatives" will create pockets of prosperity on fee and state lands benefiting the few 
rather than the whole. Even creating an unorganized, unregulated, and unmanageable pattern of development. 

Response 
The "No Action" alternative is detailed in chapter 2, at section 2.2.2.  Each section in chapter 4 details the effects anticipated from 
selection of the no action alternative. 

Comment Number 652-2 

Comment 
Furthermore, data used by your office may be flawed by mixing historic, current, and projected information. These avenues should 
be used to control and regulate activity, but not prohibit development activities. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment Number 652-3 

Comment 
Future wildlife monitoring should be done in cooperation with Fish and Wildlife, Animal Control, ranching, hunting, and oil & gas 
explorationists, as all will benefit in the long run. But, the costs must be shared by all; and not solely borne by oil & gas companies. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 652-4-1 

Comment 
The BLM's phased development alternative will waste millions. 

Response 
Alternative B has been moved to section 2.4 "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study". 

Comment Number 652-4-2 

Comment 
Let's allow full development at the operator's pace to get in, exploit the resource, and reclaim the area in the shortest time, not 
prolong development for the next quarter century or more. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 652-5 

Comment 
Alternative "C" is unworkable in that it effectively calls for 160-acre spacing in the project area. The original development of the Blue 
Sky pod clearly shows 160-acre spacing will not allow the coals to properly de-water to economically maximize the methane 
recovery. The SunDog and Doty Mountain pods clearly show that 80-acre spacing, at the least, is the most viable, technical and 
economic development plan. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 652-6 

Comment 
The mitigation measures further stated in the Alternatives are arbitrary and onerous, Again, it does not realistically address the 
economic impacts; nor does it acknowledge that existing regulations are in place to govern the drilling and reclamation of the project 
area. 

Response 
Mitigation measures generally address environmental impacts, not economic impacts. 

Comment Number 652-7-1 

Comment 
However, surface disposal of produced water must be considered. Surface disposal at the Cow Creek field demonstrates the 
usefulness of this water to wildlife and livestock. 

Response 
Surface water disposal was considered but eliminated from detailed study as disclosed in section 2.4 of chapter 2. 
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Comment Number 652-7-2 

Comment 
BLM must recognize the state and local authority to control and govern the project at the most grass roots level. Water disposal 
must conform to existing EPA standards, but barring EPA violations, the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality must be the 
final authority (See Onshore Order Number 7, Section GI. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 652-7-1. 

Comment Number 652-8-1 

Comment 
The BLM has a congressionally mandated multiple-use mission. This mandate must consider the aspect of a future self-sufficient 
energy supply and economic well-being of the areas affected by this development as well as the nation as a whole. I urge the 
Bureau of Land Management to accept the Proponents proposed action rather than those proposed by your agency. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 653-1-1 

Comment 
The BLM proposals are clearly in conflict policies set forth in the Energy Policy Act of 
2005. 

Response 
All of the alternatives considered in the Draft EIS are in concert with applicable regulations and laws, including the Energy Policy Act 
of 2005, the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 and the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969. 

Comment Number 664-1 

Comment 
Throughout the it is stated that one of the methods of disposal of the produced water is sub-surface re-injection. It is also mentioned 
that the State Engineer's Office (SEO) has permitting authority concerning this type of action. Please be aware that the SEO has no 
involvement in the permitting of re-injection wells unless the wells are to be used to re-inject and store the water in an aquifer with 
the intent of retrieving that water at a later time and putting that water to beneficial use. Traditional re-injection wells are permitted by 
the Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation Commission and/or the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality/Water Quality 
Division. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  The final EIS has been revised to clarify the permitting of injection wells. 

Comment Number 664-2 

Comment 
On page 2-8, section the second sentence of the second paragraph begins, "For example, under the Colorado River Salinity Pact, .. 
This sentence should read, "For example, under a policy adopted on October 30, 2002 by the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control 
Forum, entitled "Policy For Implementation of Colorado River Salinity Standards Through the NPDES Permit Program 1", water 
discharged within the watershed must not add more than 1 ton per day or 366 tons per year of salts to the Colorado River system." 

Response 
The text in the final EIS has been revised as noted in your comment. 
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Comment Number 664-3 

Comment 
On page 2-9, the first and second paragraphs are exactly the same. One should be deleted. 

Response 
The text is revised as you suggest. 

Comment Number 665-1-1 

Comment 
We do recommend that BLM sequentially and individually review all engineering/development plans for each phase, including 
performing site specific environmental reviews that conform to NEPA regulations and guidelines. 

Response 
As you recommend, BLM intends to conduct site-specific evaluation of annual development plans along with the appropriate level of 
NEPA analysis prior to approval of actual development activities. 

Comment Number 665-1-2 

Comment 
We also recommend that at each yearly review and planning activity, the issues of site specific directional drilling (see detailed 
comments) and the potential of full build-out electrification utilizing the power grid be considered. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 665-1-3 

Comment 
Finally, monitoring of operations and mitigation activities from initial drilling through post project monitoring of reclamation 
effectiveness, with accountability, is critical, and additional disclosure is suggested. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number 665-2-1 

Comment 
We recommend that BLM sequentially and individually review all engineering/development plans for each phase, including 
performing site-specific environmental reviews that conform to NEPA regulations and guidelines. This review should be performed in 
conjunction with the yearly review and planning activity planned by the BLM on this project (the Operators have proposed annual 
work plans for each developing or operational POD), and should include on-site inspection of operations to date. Issues for 
consideration in the evaluations include: advancement in drilling techniques; engine technologies providing lower emissions; the 
development of improved BMPs that may be applicable to this project; the need for altering development approaches to prevent 
apparent impacts not anticipated earlier; performance of mitigation efforts to date; and, changes in development plans in other areas 
that adversely impact the current or cumulative effects. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 665-1-1. 

Comment Number 665-2-2 

Comment 
We also recommend that BLM provide public disclosure of each phase review. EPA extends an offer to assist BLM in the evaluation 
of the future specific engineering/development plans for this project. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment Number 665-3-1 

Comment 
We recommend that directional drilling be considered on a case-by-case basis for specific drilling locations during each yearly 
review and planning activity planned by the BLM on this project. Experience and knowledge will be gained from each development 
phase, and there will be continued advancements in this technology. 

Response 
Directional drilling for the ARPA was evaluated by BLM's Reservoir Management Group.  Please refer to our response to comment 
E123-24-3. 

Comment Number 665-3-2 

Comment 
We suggest revising the DEIS to include commitments for evaluation of directional drilling at the development of each phase, or at 
each yearly review and planning activity. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 665-3-1. 

Comment Number 665-4-1 

Comment 
This is also addressed in Appendix K. Understanding that this may be true at this time, we suggest that the potential of full build-out 
electrification utilizing the power grid be considered at the development of each phase, or at each yearly review and planning 
activity. As the project is implemented, details on what lines and facilities are required will come into focus. This knowledge, coupled 
with the potential for rising natural gas costs, may make such centralization, potentially utilizing the existing grid,  feasible. 
Commitments to periodic re-evaluation of this issue could be made in the Final EIS (FEIS). 

Response 
BLM will evaluate specific electrification-related proposals under separate NEPA analyses as they are brought forth by the 
proponents. 

Comment Number 665-5-1 

Comment 
We suggest that the proponent reconsider the use of diesel engines for the drilling of wells, or utilize diesel engine systems with 
Tier II equivalent emissions. Such utilization will reduce particulate, VOC and other toxic emissions. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 665-5-2 

Comment 
To potentially further reduce water use impacts, we suggest adding a component to the phased approach that specifies coordination 
during annual work plan reviews with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and other appropriate entities, on the source of water for 
construction and drilling. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 466-1-1. 

Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS  Page O-146 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 665-6-1 

Comment 
The EIS should provide detailed road construction drawings for the low-impact design. Additional measures should be addressed 
ensuring that other road/transportation related mitigations are put in place. These include: road location and design approval by 
BLM prior to construction; discouraging small and short road loops to reduce fragmentation and other wildlife impacts; and, travel 
management and enforcement aspects (such as the use of fencing, signage and locked gates to minimize public use of project 
roads). 

Response 
Details on the design and location of future roads will be reviewed and analyzed as site-specific development proposals are brought 
forward by the proponents. 

Comment Number 665-6-2 

Comment 
Proper implementation and management of road construction and maintenance BMPs will be important to prevent degradation of 
wildlife habitat from run-off of sediments. This is especially important in the protection of Muddy Creek, which may be the habitat of 
some rare native fish species, and because soils with the potential for severe water erosion reportedly comprise about 85% of the 
ARPA. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number 665-6-3 

Comment 
Studies show that new roads can become a pathway for the spread of invasive plants; therefore, we suggest that the EIS address 
control of such plant intrusions via the new roads during the yearly review and planning activity. This would include evaluation of 
effectiveness to date. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 665-6-4 

Comment 
Finally, it is suggested that a trade-off for new road construction, providing reclamation of existing roads (including two-track) at a 
two-to-one ratio, be included in the project requirements. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 665-7-1 

Comment 
Wildlife.  The DEIS indicates that reserve pits or other project-related impoundments will be fenced to prevent wildlife access. These 
features should also be netted to further ensure protection of migratory birds and other wildlife. Further details should be provided 
on how inspections will be conducted and netting or other BMPs be maintained. 

Response 
BLM personnel make routine inspections of all drill sites to assure compliance with stipulations. 

Page O-147 Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 665-7-2 

Comment 
Concerning the Greater Sage-grouse, please detail the project's adherence to BLM's "National Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation 
Strategy'' - November 2004, and the State's own criteria. As a minimum, the mitigation plans detailed in the DEIS should be in 
compliance with those requirements 

Response 
BLM agrees that mitigation in the EIS / ROD must be consistent with, or comply with those requirements. 

Comment Number 665-7-3 

Comment 
Additionally, please add a component to the phased approach that specifies coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on 
migratory bird management at each specific phase review, or during annual work plan reviews. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 

Comment Number 665-7-4 

Comment 
Finally, a number of the DPMs address areas where no disturbance is allowed (e.g., severe winter relief habitats for greater 
sage-grouse). To effectively lessen impact to some wildlife, it may be necessary to provide additional "buffer zones" around the 
specific critical areas. For example, a recent study done at University of Wyoming indicates decline in breeding males at leks 
located within approximately 3 miles of drilling rigs in the Pinedale Anticline and Jonah natural gas fields in western Wyoming. 
Please provide additional information on how much buffer zone will be provided, as applicable. 

Response 
The sage-grouse is a BLM sensitive species, listed as such on 04/09/2001.  Because of this status no actions that might jeopardize 
the future existence or viability of this species may occur.  The Great Divide Resource Management Plan (RMP) in appendix I lists 
sage-grouse in several areas of the Wildlife Mitigation Guidelines including 2b and 2c.  2c provides for the prohibition of surface 
activities or use within important habitat areas for the purpose of protecting sage-grouse breeding grounds and or habitat where 
timing stipulations are not appropriate.  The purpose of the Guidelines are (1) to reserve for the BLM the right to modify the 
operations of all surface and other human presence disturbance activities as part of the statutory requirements for environmental 
protection, and (2) to inform a potential lessee, permittee, or operator of the requirements that must be met when using 
BLM-administered lands.  The Guidelines in the RMP are not specific as to the distance an action must be moved to mitigate 
impacts of a proposal on sage-grouse.  Literature reviews show that requirements for no surface disturbance (NSD) from a lek 
generally run in the quarter-mile to 2-mile range.  The quarter-mile NSD mitigation is generally a minimum distance. 

Comment Number 665-8 

Comment 
Soils. In Section 4.3 it is stated that a large portion of the project area would be difficult to revegetate due to high erosion 
potentialsand poor topsoil, and that soils with the potential for severe water erosion reportedly comprise about 85% of the ADA. The 
Preferred Alternative with its associated DPMs will reportedly greatly decrease surface disturbance by up to 64% short-term (and 
77% long-term), and has a number of other mitigation measures such as development restrictions, mulch enhancements, soil 
enhancements, and rapid timeframes for beginning reclamation activities. However, the section also states that the reclaimed areas 
within the interim drilling PODS have not shown much success to date, and that many disturbed areas currently show increased 
erosion, weed infestations, and low native vegetation cover. This indicates that current mitigations are perhaps not sufficient, 
implemented, and/or monitored well. While the Preferred Alternative indicates the implementation of these and other improved 
requirements to the project, it can be seen that management, mitigation, and monitoring aspects will be very important to successful 
environmental protection. These aspects must be properly implemented and accountability needs to exist. Detailed comments 
addressing these issues are provided in the comment titled "Management, Mitigation and Monitoring." 

Response 
This is accomplished by the reclamation appendix in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 665-9-1 

Comment 
Fragmentation models are available which could be utilized to evaluate potential fragmentation of habitat effects, or at least 
scenarios, for this project. Such evaluation could be critical to decisions on well, facility, and road placement. 

Response 
BLM agrees with your assertion.  Well, facility and road placement will be determined by subsequent site specific analysis at the 
annual work planning level of the project. 

Comment Number 665-9-2 

Comment 
This approach can be taken further with the inclusion of buffer zones of avoidance for wildlife and water bodies. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this comment and feels this will be a valuable tool when analyzing site-specific proposals arising from annual 
work plan submittals. 

Comment Number 665-9-3 

Comment 
Additionally, they can be coupled with ARPA and surrounding vicinity data representing wildlife habitat and migration routes, 
locations of wetlands and sensitive soils, protected areas, areas sensitive to visual impairment, recreation areas, proposed road and 
facility locations, effectiveness of BMP types, and other metrics important to specific cases. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number 665-9-4 

Comment 
A combination of reclamation of existing roads at a two-to-one ratio for new road construction, reuse of appropriate existing roads, 
and discouraging small and short road loops, may lessen fragmentation increases. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion; however these type of actions may fit into the category of “off-site” mitigation which can be offered 
by the operators but not imposed by the BLM per its own policy. 

Comment Number 665-9-5 

Comment 
In any case, EPA recommends close coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on these and all other wildlife related 
issues. 

Response 
BLM intends to coordinate activities with US Fish and Wildlife Service at both the EIS and subsequent site-specific analysis levels.  

Comment Number 665-10-1 

Comment 
In accordance with the intent of this order, EPA suggests a mitigation commitment that indirect draining of, or direct disturbance of, 
wetland areas will be avoided if possible, and a commitment to replace in kind such unavoidably impacted wetlands. As studies 
indicate that traditional mitigation is generally not successful in fully restoring wetland function, it is suggested that the BLM require a 
two-to-one mitigation of wetland disturbance. 

Response 
BLM’s standard mitigation measure of avoiding riparian and wetland habitats with a 500 foot buffer should normally limit such 
disturbance. Pipeline crossing will normally be drilled underneath such areas perpendicular to the feature.  Roads where crossing of 
fish bearing streams are found will not interrupt or block fish movement. 
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Comment Number 665-10-2 

Comment 
We understand that the intent of this project is to reclaim disturbed wetlands at the end of the project. Due to the time it can take to 
adequately reclaim some disturbed wetlands, and the potential 50 year life of this project, it is suggested that BLM require mitigation 
of wetland disturbance during the project operating time, and that mitigation for any particular wetland or riparian area begin 
concurrent with the disturbance. 

Response 
Due to the limited extent of riparian / aquatic habitats, and standard avoidance mitigation measures, development within such areas 
is expected to be avoidable.  

Comment Number 665-10-3 

Comment 
EPA also suggests that the BLM require complete avoidance of disturbance to any fen wetland (a Category I resource). 

Response 
Avoidance of wetlands is a standard BLM mitigation measure.  At Atlantic Rim the BLM expects to be able to avoid such areas. 

Comment Number 665-11-1 

Comment 
Preferred Alternative requires specific approaches to help limit the impacts. EPA suggests requiring all mitigation/planning of 
structures, roads, etc., to be reviewed and approved by BLM on a case-by-case basis at each yearly review and planning activity 
and associated environmental review. Any applicable mitigation should be initiated concurrent with each development phase as 
opposed to at the end of the project life. These problems can be addressed with efficient lighting systems designed to illuminate the 
ground or work area for safety and utility without causing glare, upward shine, or wasting energy. EPA suggests that the EIS 
address these issues and detail mitigation requirements, consistent with OSHA or other applicable safety requirements, for 
implementation by the proponent. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number 665-11-2 

Comment 
The EIS should also address the issue of light pollution. Poorly designed lighting can waste energy and impact the view of the night 
sky.  These problems can be addressed with efficient lighting systems designed to illuminate the ground or work area for safety and 
utility without causing glare, upward shine, or wasting energy.  EPA suggests that the EIS address these issues and detail mitigation 
requirements, consistent with OSHA or other applicable safety requirements, for implementation by the proponent. 

Response 
Thank you for your suggestion.  BLM believes that the question of light pollution is outside the scope of the ARPA EIS. 

Comment Number 665-12-1 

Comment 
EPA suggests ensuring that plans for development areas with the potential to impact waterways leading to potential drinking 
watersources, be evaluated for compatibility with the State's Source water Protection plans. This also applies for potential impacts to 
watersheds that currently, or in the future, may lead to drinking water supplies. BMPs that are utilized for drilling, pumping, 
compression, injection, and associated facilities, should address all potential runoff from these areas, including storm water, to 
preclude unmonitored or contaminated runoff from entering these waterways. 

Response 
The closest drinking water supplies would be groundwater wells in Sage Creek for Rawlins and Baggs; however the wells at Baggs 
are unlikely to be influenced since they are upstream of the confluence with Muddy Creek, the major drainage in the area. The Final 
EIS has been updated with information on municipal water supplies in the area.  EPA’s BMPs are referenced in appendix J.  WDEQ 
will be contacted for relevant source water protection requirements. 
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Comment Number 665-12-2 

Comment 
It is also suggested that the plans be coordinated with the WDEQ (especially for Source Water Protection requirements). 

Response 
WDEQ is a cooperator for this project. Please refer to our response to comment 665-12-1. 

Comment Number 665-12-3 

Comment 
The above precautions may be important in protecting the Colorado River watershed. For example, under the Colorado River 
Salinity Pact, water discharged within the watershed must not add more than one ton per day of salts to the Colorado River system. 

Response 
The Colorado River Salinity Control Forum recommendations are described in the final EIS in section 3.4.4.3. 

Comment Number 665-12-4 

Comment 
In addition, we suggest that the plans be updated for each phase and specifically address uniqueness of each site or area, where 
applicable. In more sensitive areas (i.e., for source water and wildlife habitats protection) it may be appropriate for additional site 
specific protection requirements (that may be outside of the general plan requirements) to be addressed and implemented. 

Response 
Thank you for your suggestion.  Site specific planning will be considered and established by BLM upon review and approval of 
development plans to be submitted by the proponents in the future. 

Comment Number 665-13-1 

Comment 
The EIS should include an evaluation of project greenhouse emissions and their potential control technologies to provide public 
disclosure of this environmental impact. Analysis of the C02 emissions is consistent with the Administration's policies to reduce U.S. 
greenhouse gas emissions over the next 10 years without sacrificing economic growth. 

Response 
Project emissions of various gases is detailed in the air quality portion of chapter 4, section 4.2.  Effects from greenhouse gases are 
outside the scope of this document. 

Comment Number 665-14-1 

Comment 
Table 3-6 (on page 3-18) presents background air monitoring data, but does not explain the data presented. For example, it would 
be helpful to know whether the 24-hour PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations are maximum daily averages or second-highest 
concentrations and whether the eight-hour ozone average is a maximum or the fourth highest daily average observed during the 
reporting period. Please explain the data in more detail. 

Response 
The data is explained in more detail in the table footnotes in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 665-14-2 

Comment 
Table 3-7 (page 3-19) shows standard visual range in kilometers for four locations. The data generally fall within the ranges given 
for the same locations in BLM's recent Preliminary Draft EIS for the Black Butte Pit 14 project in the Rock spring planning area. 
However, the standard visual ranges given for Brooklyn Lake are slightly lower than the corresponding data in the Black Butte 
Document, both in the average and in the twentieth percentile of days with the best visibility.The document refers to CIRA 2004 as 
the source of the data; however, the References Cited section omits this reference. Please add this reference to the document. 

Response 
The source of the data in table 3-7 is CIRA (Colorado Institute for Research in the Atmosphere, 2003) and this reference was 
included in the reference list for the Draft EIS. 

Comment Number 665-15-1 

Comment 
The last line of table 3.3 of the TSD shows the impacts of PM2.3 from the Atlantic Rim project for the modeling period (annual). The 
values of the background and total predicted concentrations (six and five ug/m3 ) are reversed; please revise the table. 

Response 
The table has been revised for the final EIS. 

Comment Number 665-15-2 

Comment 
The beginning of section 3.5.2 of the TSD is missing, leaving only a portion of the section dealing with the SO2 assessment on page 
54. In preparing the FEIS, please restore the missing text to the TSD. 

Response 
This text has been revised for the final EIS. 

Comment Number 665-15-3 

Comment 
In appendix F1, Atlantic Rim Far-Field Modeling Results, tables displaying predicted impacts at Class I and sensitive Class II areas 
have inverted concentrations of short-term standards and long term standards. For example, table F1.2.1 shows the annual NAAQS 
for SO2 as 1,300 pg/m3, which is actually the three-hour standard, and it shows the three hour standard as 80 pg/m3, which is 
actually the annual standard. Please check and edit the following tables: F1.2.1, F1.2.2, F1.2.3, F1.3.1, F1.3.2, F1.3.3, F1.4.1, 
F1.4.2, and F1.4.3. Similar errors remain in appendix F2, Seminoe Road Far-Field Modeling Results. 

Response 
The tables in appendix F1 of the TSD ”Air Quality”, Atlantic Rim Far-Field Monitoring Results have been reviewed and revised as 
you suggest. 

Comment Number 665-16-1 

Comment 
However, details will be required for accomplishing these activities in each annual work plan, and it is important to specifically 
designate what entity (e.g., BLM, the Operators, resource organizations, or some combination) will be in charge of which activities, 
and who will have specific enforceable accountability. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  The issues you raise will be considered in the review and approval of annual work plans to be 
submitted in the future by the proponents. 
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Comment Number 665-16-2 

Comment 
In addition, the BMPs, DPMs and other related activities will require inspection, documentation and record keeping. A "paper" 
documentation trail must exist to determine what was monitored, inspected, maintained, and completed. All management, 
mitigation, and monitoring should be verifiable, and an agency/entity needs to be held accountable for performance oversight, both 
throughout the project life and after the project has been decommissioned. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 665-16-1. 

Comment Number 665-17 

Comment 
General. The second paragraph on page 2-9 is a repeat of the previous paragraph.  Suggest specifying the map page number when 
referencing the map in the DEIS text. 

Response 
The duplicate paragraph has been removed from the final EIS.  

Comment Number 666-1-1 

Comment 
There is a problem here in that numbers of acres, or percentages of the area, do not necessarily reflect habitat importance; quite 
simply, all acres of habitat are not created equally. On page 3-69, the BLM indicates that they are aware of this situation, but does 
not address it further. To adequately assess impacts to big game populations from inferences regarding habitat, we need to know 
which acres are going to experience impacts. 

Response 
Site-specific review for annual work plans will address this.  Annual work plans will result in field review (“on-sites”) of the proposal, 
followed by the appropriate level of NEPA review. 

Comment Number 666-1-2 

Comment 
The DEIS indicates that a newly initiated study will provide much needed information on habitat use and migration corridors for mule 
deer. Studies should include pronghorn and elk and development should be curtailed until study results are available for planning 
purposes. 

Response 
In consultation with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department the BLM feels that the mule deer herd was the most appropriate 
species for the study.  Antelope and elk both have crucial winter habitat within the ARPA, and migration corridors exist but are not 
considered by the BLM and Wyoming Game and Fish Department as a high priority. 

Comment Number 666-1-3 

Comment 
WGFD data are available for the locations and acreages of transition and summer ranges and the BLM should have expanded their 
impact evaluation to consider these areas. Conclusions from this evaluation would result in admission of far greater impacts to big 
game populations in the ARPA than currently exist in the DEIS. 

Response 
Chapter 5, section 5.2.7.1 of the final EIS details the cumulative effects anticipated for the ARPA for big game.  Table 5-2 details 
that the entire herd unit was used in the appraisal, including transitional and summer ranges. 
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Comment Number 666-1-4 

Comment 
Based upon the extent of energy development, both existing and proposed, for the planning area and in adjacent areas, I am 
concerned that summer habitat could become limiting for pronghorn and do not believe that the BLM should simply assume this 
habitat is not limiting or could not become limiting. 

Response 
BLM is concerned also. Significant effects to big game are anticipated under all action alternatives.  Herd management activities 
usually focus on crucial winter range as the limiting factor for big game.  Chapters 4 and 5 of the EIS looks at all habitat including 
summer, transitional, and crucial winter range for big game. 

Comment Number 666-1-5 

Comment 
My experience in the Great Divide Basin indicated that much of what might be termed transition range occurred in areas of summer 
habitat. Parturition areas, critical for pronghorn (Sundstrom et al. 1973 and Barrett 1981) and all big game animals (Powell 2003), 
often occur on, or near, summer habitats (Deblinger 1988 and Alldredge and Deblinger 1988). For pronghorn, these habitats are 
generally characterized by water availability, a significant component of forbs in the understory and sagebrush cover (Boyle 1981, 
Boyle and Alldredge 1984 and Alldredge et al. 1991). Furthermore, Deblinger (1988), Alldredge and Deblinger (1988) and Alldredge 
et al. 1991 all reported that pronghorn in the Great Divide Basin illustrated strong fidelity to fawning habitats. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 666-1-6 

Comment 
If data for pronghorn parturition and summer habitats are not available, the BLM could have obtained these from field observations 
or by using GIS technology and published literature that describe characteristics of these habitats. The same approach could have 
been applied to ascertain potential fawning habitats for mule deer and calving habitats for elk. Based upon the potential 
consequences for big game populations, I do not believe that the cost of obtaining this essential information would be unreasonable. 
There is some indication in the DEIS that the BLM at least thinks they have these data, (2-2). Discussion of Alternative C says, 
“Resource data, in the form of GIS layers would be used to identify specific areas of resource concern.” And a following sentence 
says that these areas could be sensitive wildlife habitat. If these data are available, the BLM should have used them in their 
analysis. 

Response 
Crucial winter ranges, as delineated by the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD), are well known and clearly delineated. 
Summer and transitional ranges are not as clearly defined.  All available data from BLM and WGFD was used in the analysis.  As 
site specific proposals are received and reviewed further analysis will incorporate all the information available, including that 
generated in consultation with the WGFD. 

Comment Number 666-1-7 

Comment 
The DEIS contains population estimates for big game animals at only one point in time, 2003. This representation is misleading at 
best. There is no statistical confidence in a point estimate and such an estimate provides no insights into population trends. 
Furthermore, this point estimate has no value in assessing impacts from energy development based on the monitoring plan that is 
suggested in Appendix E. 

Response 
The 2003 data is the most recent big game herd count information available.  Trends are not discussed in detail in the Draft EIS, but 
this information is available and is regularly reviewed by both the BLM and Wyoming Game and Fish Department.  This information 
has been added into the discussion in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 666-1-8 

Comment 
Appendix E, page 5, indicates that the BLM will obtain data for animal numbers in crucial wintering habitats from WGFD in order to 
assess impacts and make recommendations for mitigation. If this is the case, we need baseline numbers in those same areas prior 
to development. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 666-1-7.  When site specific reviews are received and processed, on-site reviews and 
subsequent review and / or approvals will reveal which mitigations and COAs are needed. 

Comment Number 666-1-9 

Comment 
If population estimates are going to be used as a baseline measure, then the BLM must supply more than one point estimate. It is 
my professional opinion that population estimates from herd units with boundaries that do not coincide with planning area 
boundaries are not adequate baseline information. The BLM should use data for survival, production, and/or density estimates for 
big game populations residing in the planning area. 

Response 
All available data from BLM and Wyoming Game and Fish Dept. was used in the analysis.  As site specific proposals are received 
and reviewed further analysis will incorporate all the information available, including that generated in consultation with the WGF 
Dept. 

Comment Number 666-1-10 

Comment 
As currently written, the “Affected Environment” section of the DEIS does not provide adequate information from which to evaluate 
impacts to big game animals resulting from implementation of any alternatives presented and is incongruent with the proposed 
monitoring plan in Appendix E. 

Response 
Chapter 3 details in-depth the existing conditions known to exist within the ARPA.  With addition of trend data the BLM believes 
adequate information is available to evaluate impacts to big game. 

Comment Number 666-1-11 

Comment 
The DEIS recognizes that migration routes for deer, elk and pronghorn occur in the planning area, but admits that the location and 
importance of these areas is largely unknown. The newly initiated study may elucidate some uncertainties for mule deer, but 
information will be unavailable because the study was just begun and development is slated to start in 2006. Furthermore, there is 
no indication in the DEIS as to how this information will be used. The BMP listed in Appendix H indicates that surface disturbance 
within identified migration corridors will be avoided. There are at least two problems with this BMP as it relates to the situation in the 
ARPA: By the BLM’s own admission, they do not know where these migrations routes are located. What will be done if there is 
already surface disturbance in an area that, from study results, is identified as a migration corridor? The DEIS must address this 
situation if we are to put any credence in this BMP. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 666-1-2.  As further information is developed it will be utilized at the site specific level. 
Results from the 2005 study (first year) gives indications of migration routes and corridors, and did not reveal any bottlenecks.  As 
further years generate more information regarding mule deer migration, that data will be incorporated and used in subsequent 
analysis / approvals.  If a resource conflict is identified, including development within a migration corridor that causes migration 
problems for the animals, the BLM in consultation with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department will take those actions necessary 
to fix the problem. 
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Comment Number 666-1-12 

Comment 
Albeit restrictions to migration caused by fences and mineral resource development are briefly discussed in the DEIS, the BLM must 
consider big game access to essential habitats that could be impacted by implementation of any of their alternatives. The extent of 
development projected for the Atlantic Rim Project Area has, in my opinion, an extremely high probability of fragmenting habitats 
both from surface disturbance and impacts to migration areas. The lack of information regarding migration areas and the emphasis 
of their importance by the BLM would suggest that additional energy development projects should not be approved until both the 
location and importance of migration areas are ascertained. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 666-1-11. 

Comment Number 666-1-13 

Comment 
A common problem emphasized in Wyoming Game and Fish Job Completion Reports was that the BLM had no comprehensive 
vegetation treatment plan or a travel management plan, nor had there been much enforcement of existing travel management 
restrictions (Alldredge and Alldredge 2003). The DEIS does not address this problem and does not provide estimates for road 
densities, acreages affected by existing gas/oil and mineral activities or acreages of vegetation treatments that have occurred in the 
project area. Without these figures it is not possible to evaluate current habitat availability or quality and it is certainly incorrect to 
assume that surface disturbances in the planning area have not already affected big game populations. 

Response 
Road densities are discussed in several areas within chapter 4.  Acreages disturbed by existing gas and oil development are 
discussed in section 3.3.3 of the final EIS. 

Comment Number 666-1-14 

Comment 
The DEIS does mention the fence along Highway 789 as interfering with pronghorn migration, but there are other fences in the 
planning area that do not meet BLM standards that are hindering free movement by big game animals. The DEIS must also 
consider these fences when discussing the “affected environment.” Wyoming Game and Fish Job Completion Reports frequently 
mentioned areas where problem fences occur (Alldredge and Alldredge 2003). 

Response 
Fences are discussed in several areas in chapters 3 and 4 including 3.17 “Special Management Areas”, and section 4.7 of chapter 4 
“Wildlife”. 

Comment Number 666-1-15 

Comment 
To adequately describe the affected environment for big game animals, the BLM must include a discussion of the acreages currently 
disturbed by roads, energy development, vegetation treatments and fire within the project area. The bottom line is that there have 
already been extensive habitat alterations in the Atlantic Rim Project Area that impact big game animals and these need to be 
described in the DEIS. Management actions proposed in the DEIS will be “on top” of considerable disturbance that has already 
occurred. 

Response 
Acreages disturbed by existing gas and oil development are discussed in section 3.3.3 of the final EIS.  Additional discussion of 
burning related disturbance is included in the final EIS. 

Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS  Page O-156 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 666-1-16 

Comment 
On pages 3-48 and 3-49 (Section 3.4.5.4) the BLM generically describes erosion and reclamation problems that occur on almost all 
PODs in the ARPA. The extent and locations of these problems need to be identified in the DEIS. If such problems are currently so 
extensive, it would seem prudent to halt additional development until these problems can be remedied and industry can prove 
reclamation potential. 

Response 
The BLM wishes to improve the success of reclamation efforts throughout the ARPA.  To that end BLM has included a revised 
reclamation plan in appendix B of the final EIS which includes several elements that the BLM believes will improve the success of 
reclamation efforts.  These elements include geospatial tracking of disturbance areas, annual monitoring and tracking of reclamation 
efforts, and an adaptive management approach allowing for modification of reclamation procedures based on the monitoring results. 

Comment Number 666-1-17 

Comment 
The Atlantic Rim DEIS does include more relevant literature than did the Rawlins RNP DEIS, but some relevant studies are still 
omitted. References to many can be found in Guenzel (1986), Ryder and Irwin (1987), Nelson et al. (1994) DeBolt (2000), Ayers 
(2000) and Alldredge and Alldredge (2003). The BLM failed to consider this literature in their description of the affected environment 
or in evaluating environmental consequences. Inclusion of these references would provide a better description of the affected 
environment and at least a general idea of some important big game habitats and migration areas. 

Response 
The references cited in the Draft EIS are considered adequate for the purposes of the analysis. 

Comment Number 666-2-1 

Comment 
Albeit the approach taken in assessing environmental consequences from management alternatives presented in the Atlantic Rim 
Project DEIS is conservative, conclusions reached seem valid. Page 4-59 states that if “habitat function” for big game animals is 
lost, then significant impacts will occur. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 666-2-2 

Comment 
The BLM fails to define “habitat function” and how this will be measured. Impacts resulting from the Preferred Alternative and 
Alternatives B, and C, will exceed the “significance criteria” for big game animals except for pronghorn under Alternative C. It is not 
clear how the BLM arrived at this conclusion for pronghorn. The only statements made regarding this conclusion are that mitigation 
will occur on 12% of the project area and that reduced impacts to transition range would help maintain the health of crucial winter 
range. There is no clarification as to what sorts of mitigation actions would be employed nor is there indication as to why impacts to 
transition ranges would be reduced under this alternative. I disagree with this conclusion and suggest, instead, that impacts to 
pronghorn will exceed significance criteria under all alternatives (excluding the No Action Alternative). It is my professional opinion 
that had the BLM considered impacts to transition and summer ranges and used additional scientific literature available for 
estimating disturbance distances they would have reported an even far greater impact from development of coal bed natural gas in 
the Atlantic Rim Project Area. 

Response 
This definition has been added to the glossary.  Significance for the pronghorn population is corrected in the final EIS.  Any 
mitigation that may be needed is available within the project area.  Mitigations are detailed in appendix H of the final EIS and in 
chapter 4 as “Additional Mitigation Measures”.  Transitional and summer ranges were included in the effects analysis. 
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Comment Number 666-2-3 

Comment 
The DEIS cites Easterly et al. (1991) as a reference for pronghorn displacement of 0.5 miles when actually those researchers 
concluded that pronghorn were displaced at least 0.625 mi (1km). A difference of some 220 yards may not seem critical, but I 
submit that an additional area extending 220 yards around each well site and road would result in a sizeable increase in unavailable 
habitat for pronghorn. 

Response 
This reference has been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 666-2-4 

Comment 
Additionally, the BLM posits that there may be some habituation by big game animals to disturbance. Sawyer (2004b) working in the 
Pinedale area found no indication of habituation by mule deer. Although Deblinger (1988) did report some habituation by pronghorn 
to disturbance from an open pit mine, comparing the impact Deblinger monitored to that expected to result from CBNG development 
is invalid. The area around the mine that Deblinger studied was closed to hunting; pronghorn (and all big game for that matter) are 
heavily hunted throughout the ARPA and as such will remain quite wary of human presence. Additionally, disturbance from the mine 
Deblinger studied was a “point source” and much of the activity associated with daily mining was below ground level and out of view 
by pronghorn. Disturbance from CBNG will be scattered throughout the ARPA, be highly visible and will have a far greater impact to 
big game animals than that resulting from a point source. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 413-11. 

Comment Number 666-2-5 

Comment 
Clearly, big game animals will illustrate avoidance behavior when encountering human disturbance and habitat alteration such as 
will be associated with gas and oil development in the ARPA. The BLM must do a more responsible and credible job of evaluating 
these impacts to big game animals. 

Response 
BLM believes the level of analysis in the EIS is appropriate. 

Comment Number 666-2-6 

Comment 
Simply calculating direct and effective habitat loss using acreages associated with estimated miles of roads and numbers of well 
pads does not accurately estimate habitat loss for big game animals. As pointed out by Rowland et al. (2000) a spatially explicit road 
variable may be more  appropriate than road density in evaluating elk responses to roads. In my opinion, this statement also applies 
to deer and pronghorn.  Simply put, without knowing where roads, well pads and pipeline corridors will be located with respect to big 
game habitats it is not feasible to assess impacts to pronghorn, deer and elk populations.  This is especially true when assessing 
impacts to important habitats (crucial winter range, parturition ranges and transition ranges) and habitat fragmentation. For example, 
loss of one third of a critical habitat would result in far different population impacts if the loss was concentrated in one corner of the 
ange next to existing development as compared to the same acreage scattered throughout the range. Furthermore, all habitat is not 
created equal, thus the impact of habitat loss on big game populations would vary depending upon which acres were lost. A more 
accurate portrayal of impacts to big game habitats would be an assessment of acreages affected by vegetation type. Critical 
habitats and important vegetation types are often discussed in Wyoming Game and Fish Job Completion Reports (Alldredge and 
Alldredge 2003) but the BLM has not considered this information in their analysis. Admittedly, locations of future development may 
not be known with certainty, but the BLM has databases (see above website references) that would allow more realistic predictions 
at a reasonable cost and current technology certainly has provided energy companies with fairly accurate locations of coal bed 
natural gas deposits . 

Response 
BLM agrees that not all wildlife habitat is created equally; however, because the specific locations of wells, roads and other project 
facilities are not known at this time, BLM believes that the level of analysis in the EIS is appropriate given our current knowledge of 
the project. Please refer to our response to comment 671-1-1. 

Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS  Page O-158 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 666-2-7 

Comment 
The DEIS indicates that considerable acreages of private lands constituting big game habitat will also be developed. The spatial and 
temporal relation of development on these lands needs to be evaluated with that on public lands to accurately portray the magnitude 
of lost habitat. 

Response 
The BLM analyzed impacts on all lands within the ARPA without consideration of land ownership.  The relation between 
development on public lands and development on state and private lands can only be considered during review and approval of site-
specific development proposals. 

Comment Number 666-2-8 

Comment 
The DEIS also states that habitats on these private lands will be not subject to timing stipulations and mitigations actions that may 
occur on public lands. This becomes extremely important when we consider that quite often some of the better big game wintering 
habitats occur on private lands. If development activities on crucial winter ranges located on public lands are curtailed during winter, 
this action may result in more intensive activity on private lands during that critical time period. The end result is that stipulations put 
in place to protect big game on public lands may, in fact, cause a greater impact to populations by increasing human activity and 
surface disturbance on some of the better winter range located on private lands. Potential for this situation to arise and associated 
impacts to big game animals must be considered in the DEIS. I do not imply that seasonal stipulations should not be considered, but 
these should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis in consultation with WGFD biologists. Additional measures such as bussing 
employees to work sites and daily timing stipulations could help reduce impacts to big game animals. 

Response 
BLM will consider seasonal stipulations and other appropriate mitigation measures on a case-by-case basis as site-specific 
development proposals are brought forward by the proponents for review and approval. 

Comment Number 666-2-9 

Comment 
Impacts to big game populations presented in the DEIS do not consider increased inter-specific and intra-specific competition 
resulting from displacement of big game animals into what is assumed to be more marginal habitats. 

Response 
BLM discusses the issues you raise in your comment in chapter 4 of the DEIS.  Please refer to the discussion of impacts in section 
4.7.3.1, under the heading "Big Game", of the EIS. 

Comment Number 666-2-10 

Comment 
Certainly pronghorn, deer, and elk populations will experience impacts and possibly population reduction resulting from human 
activity and habitat disturbance associated with gas development activities. The DEIS makes no attempt to accurately portray these 
impacts but does allude to an awareness of the problem especially on winter ranges for mule deer and pronghorn along Muddy 
Creek. 

Response 
The DEIS discusses impacts to pronghorn, deer, and elk populations in section 4.7.3.1. 
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Comment Number 666-2-11 

Comment 
It is erroneous to assume that when disturbed, big game animals can simply move to some new area (Tessmann et al. 2004). 
Because of habitat limitations and social behavior of these animals, there generally are no new places for displaced animals to 
move. The consequences of displacement of big game animals are not adequately considered in the DEIS. The BLM should provide 
information regarding the locations of habitats where big game animals might move, the current conditions of these habitats 
including forage availability and big game population levels and some indication about the accessibility of these habitats for 
displaced animals. 

Response 
BLM agrees that when disturbed, some big game animals may not move to other habitats and that other suitable habitats may not 
be available to them.  The document has been revised to disclose this information.  Furthermore, BLM does not currently have 
information on other available habitats for displaced animals or on how animals will respond to development.  However, studies are 
underway to collect this information for use in adapting site-specific development plans to reduce the impact of the proposed 
development. 

Comment Number 666-2-12 

Comment 
Water is the driver of life and this driver is often a limiting factor in the arid environments characteristic of the Atlantic Rim Project 
Area. Development of coal bed natural gas resources will also impact water resources, both above and below ground. The DEIS 
fails to consider the consequences of these impacts to big game populations. Reduction in water availability, or conversely, 
increased availability can have major influences on wildlife populations and these consequences must be considered in the DEIS. 

Response 
The proposed action is to inject all produced water from proposed CBNG wells in the ARPA and no impacts to surface water 
quantity are expected (please refer to section 4.4.3.2).  Therefore, the project is not expected to impact availability of water to big 
game populations. 

Comment Number 666-2-13 

Comment 
The BLM has reached an appropriate conclusion that implementation of any of their alternatives, other than the No Action 
Alternative, will almost always result in impacts to big game animals that will exceed significance criteria. This conclusion was 
reached from a very conservative approach of estimating impacts from future coal bed natural gas development and was also 
influenced by current, moderate to heavy use of many crucial winter and transition ranges. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 666-2-14 

Comment 
What is missing from the DEIS is any estimation of the actual reduction in population sizes for big game animals that may result 
from implementation of proposed alternatives. The importance of specific acres of big game habitat, including acres of summer and 
transition ranges, slated for development and population consequences must be addressed in the DEIS. 

Response 
Due to the field development nature of the proposed project it is not possible to quantitatively estimate impacts to big game 
populations. BLM believes that the qualitative evaluation of impacts in the EIS is appropriate at this point in the project approval 
process. Furthermore, site-specific evaluation of annual development plans will be conducted prior to approval of actual 
development activities. 
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Comment Number 666-3-1 

Comment 
There is no consideration of impacts potentially resulting from the combined activities associated with development of oil and gas, 
livestock grazing, increased recreation demands including traffic, and vegetation treatment in the project area or in adjacent areas 
where big game might be move after being displaced from the project area. Additionally, the combined effects from activities 
occurring on both public and private lands have not been considered. 

Response 
Cumulative impacts from the proposed project are discussed and disclosed in chapter 5 of the EIS.  Please refer to our response 
comment 666-2-11. 

Comment Number 666-3-2 

Comment 
As presented, the reader cannot evaluate the cumulative impacts for any alternatives. The statement is made that elk may be 
displaced outside the project area as a result of cumulative impacts, but there is no indication as to where these displaced elk might 
go. Table 5.2 provides estimates for additional acreages of disturbed habitat, but these figures are misleading because of 
assumptions made about reclamation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 666-2-11.  In regards to the disturbance acreages for elk herds presented in table 5-2, 
BLM will provide additional text in the section on cumulative impacts to elk as to the importance of human disturbance in the 
displacement of elk. 

Comment Number 666-3-3 

Comment 
Reclamation in arid habitats found in the ARPA is uncertain and replacing sagebrush and shrublands with grasses will not replace 
winter range for most big game animals, especially mule deer and pronghorn antelope. 

Response 
BLM agrees with your assertion and has disclosed this information in chapter 4. 

Comment Number 666-3-4 

Comment 
Application of past experience, GIS technology and the scientific literature would result in a cost-effective and more realistic 
portrayal of cumulative impacts potentially resulting from alternatives suggested in the Atlantic Rim Project Area DEIS. Johnson et 
al. (2005) using resource selection models and GIS technology, provide a more scientifically credible approach to assessing 
cumulative impacts and this approach that merits consideration by the BLM. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  BLM used GIS technology where appropriate in the assessment of impacts from the proposed 
project. 

Comment Number 666-4-1 

Comment 
Monitoring suggested in the Atlantic Rim Project Area DEIS is unacceptable and will not provide any information valuable in 
assessing impacts from development of the coal bed natural gas resource. In fact, the reader is misled (page 4-59) by a statement 
that says “the Wildlife Monitoring/Protection Plan will be followed to prevent, reduce and detect impacts to wildlife….” There is 
absolutely no way that the information provided in Appendix E (Wildlife Monitoring/Protection Plan) can begin to accomplish this 
goal for big game animals. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  BLM believes that the monitoring approach presented in appendix E will provide information that can 
be used to prevent, reduce, and detect impacts to big game. 
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Comment Number 666-4-2 

Comment 
The only mention of monitoring for big game was on page E-5: “Data on big game use of crucial winter ranges on the project area 
and an adjacent one mile buffer will be requested annually by the BLM from the WGFD as deemed necessary by the BLM.” It is not 
exactly clear what this sentence implies, but I believe it puts the responsibility of collecting monitoring data with the WGFD. The 
WGFD data collection program is not designed to collect these data at the level of resolution necessary to ascertain impacts. 
Furthermore, it is irresponsible to expect the State of Wyoming to use their limited funds to collect this information to be used to 
assess impacts resulting from federal decision making on federal lands. 

Response 
The wildlife monitoring plan is intended to be a collaborative effort between industry and their representatives, BLM, WGFD, and 
USFWS and does not place all the responsibility for data collection on a single party.  Funding for data collection efforts is derived 
from all the parties in the form of either monetary compensation or in-kind services.  As noted in appendix E, monitoring plans and 
data collection protocols will be revised and updated, as appropriate, based on annual reports and reviews (see appendix E sections 
2.0, Implementation Protocol, 2.1, Annual Reports and Meetings, and 2.2, Annual Inventory and Monitoring). 

Comment Number 666-4-3 

Comment 
I suspect that the implication is to use changes in observational trends as an indicator of impacts. Anderson (2001) discusses the 
fallacy of using trend data in wildlife studies. A larger problem is that by the time a downward trend in animal numbers is detected, it 
may already be too late to remedy the problem. The DEIS fails to elucidate what actions would be taken if a downward trend were 
detected. 

Response 
The intent of the monitoring plan is to collect the data to evaluate impacts to big game and make changes in development plans and 
activities to reduce or minimize any identified impacts.  Impact indicators will be developed through the collaborative interaction of 
the parties involved in implementing the monitoring plan. 

Comment Number 666-4-4 

Comment 
Mitigation is almost always linked to monitoring as is suggested on page E-5 of the DEIS. The potential for significant, long-term 
impacts to big game populations from alternatives presented in the DEIS is so great that adequate monitoring must be put in place. 
Monitoring should be designed to not only “trigger” mitigation actions, but also such that something can be learned about impacts to 
populations. Study design methodology and technology are both available for the BLM to do a better job monitoring impacts to big 
game populations from coal bed natural gas development on the Atlantic Rim Project Area, but they have not been considered in 
the DEIS. 

Response 
BLM agrees with your assertions.  It is the intent of the monitoring plan to develop the data and follow-up mitigation actions as you 
suggest in your comment. 

Comment Number 666-5-1 

Comment 
A common mitigation approach by the BLM has been to require seasonal limitations and timing restrictions on recreation and 
mineral resource activities in wildlife habitats. There are at least three problems with this approach. First, as pointed out by 
Tessmann et al. (2004:6) “Seasonal stipulations are only effective if actually applied on the ground. To date, these stipulations have 
been inconsistently applied among BLM resource areas and they are frequently modified or waived for inappropriate reasons.” We 
need assurance that the BLM will actually apply and enforce stipulations. Secondly, and maybe more importantly, the seasonal 
limitations apply only during the development phase and not during the production phase. Albeit human activity may be reduced 
during the production phase, there is still enough activity to disturb resident wildlife. This would be especially true if petroleum 
products were being trucked from producing wells. Lastly, and as pointed out by the BLM on page 4-60, seasonal limitations do 
nothing to protect wildlife from the loss or alteration of habitats outside these periods. 

Response 
BLM does not agree that seasonal stipulations are applied inconsistently or inappropriately waived.  Under the current RMP, 
seasonal limitations apply only to surface disturbing activities as you note in your comment.  The Rawlins Field Office is in the 
process of revising the RMP and may apply additional restrictions to non-surface disturbing activities.  BLM agrees with your 
assertion that seasonal limitations do not protect wildlife from the loss or alteration of habitat outside these periods. 
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Comment Number 666-5-2 

Comment 
If seasonal limitations are to be used as effective mitigation, they must be applied throughout the life of the project and enforced. As 
discussed above, seasonal limitations should also consider resulting impacts to big game using habitats on private lands where 
limitations do not apply. A better approach to protect critical big game habitats would be to give them a NSO or no ground 
disturbance designation. Because site specific data for big game habitat are currently not included in the DEIS, it would seem 
prudent that the BLM consult with WGFD biologists and utilize their best estimates for habitats that should be off-limits to energy 
development. The BLM has an obligation to demand limits on development sufficient to prevent unacceptable impacts to wildlife 
populations and those limits are a cost of development for energy companies. 

Response 
Seasonal limitations on development would be applied consistently and throughout the project as deemed appropriate through 
consultation with WGFD.  Also please refer to our response to comment 666-5-1. 

Comment Number 666-5-3 

Comment 
As currently presented, I see little difference between the Preferred Alternative and Alternative B. Alternative B leads the reader to 
believe that energy extraction will occur in a phased development approach over 20 years. This little different that the Preferred 
Alternative and when one considers the time necessary for reclamation, probably greater than 60-80 years, the surface disturbance 
impacts resulting in Alternative B would not be reclaimed and would not afford the “safe haven” for wildlife as the reader is led to 
believe. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”.  An additional 
alternative (Alternative D) has been included in the final EIS.  Also, the preferred alternative has been revised for consideration by 
the Deciding Official in the implementation of a Record of Decision for the project. 

Comment Number 666-5-4 

Comment 
Alternative C, although sketchy in detail and lacking clarity, is a better starting point from which to limit impacts from energy 
development to wildlife. In my professional opinion, the best approach to mitigate impacts to wildlife and specifically big game 
animals would be a marriage of some of the thought in both Alternative B and C. If, indeed, the intent of Alternative C is to define 
critical wildlife habitats and protect these with NSO designations, then limit surface disturbance in development areas to less than 80 
acres per section (20 acres per site and 4 sites per section) we would have a good starting place. 

Response 
Please refer to our responses to comments 420-1-3 and 607-7-3.. 

Comment Number 666-5-5 

Comment 
The next step would be to use the phased development plan suggested in Alternative B, but to absolutely not allow development to 
proceed to another POD before successful reclamation is achieved. By successful reclamation I imply returning sagebrush and 
shrubland habitats to conditions resembling those of pre-development. If this approach was mandated, displaced animals might 
have alternative habitats. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 666-5-3.  Also note that the Reclamation Plan presented in appendix B has been revised 
for the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 666-5-6 

Comment 
Additionally, and I have never been a supporter of offsite mitigation, but because of the magnitude of impacts that could result from 
implementation of alternatives in this DEIS, offsite mitigation might be valuable. Such mitigation would include increasing carrying 
capacities on adjacent habitats by improving forage quality and quantity and water availability. Without an adequate cumulative 
impact analysis, suggesting offsite mitigation is speculative at best. It may well be, that considering the magnitude of habitat 
alterations in the planning area and in adjacent areas, that there simply are no habitats that would afford offsite mitigation 
opportunities. 

Response 
BLM can only consider off-site mitigation if it is proposed by the proponents.  At this time there are no such proposals before BLM. 

Comment Number 666-6-1 

Comment 
Furthermore, the BLM has failed to apply any of their past experience and has sparing used existing scientific literature to estimate 
impacts. 

Response 
BLM uses its past experience and appropriate scientific literature in estimating the impacts of proposed development activities. 

Comment Number 666-6-2 

Comment 
Cumulative impacts have not provided an adequate representation of impacts from the proposed project and conventional gas and 
oil development and hardly mention combined effects of impacts resulting from other management activities such as livestock 
grazing, recreation or vegetation treatments including fire management. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 666-3-1. 

Comment Number 666-6-3 

Comment 
Albeit some mitigation is suggested, the majority of actions discussed will not mitigate impacts to big game animals. 

Response 
BLM has developed a set of protection measures under Alternative C that provide for additional mitigation measures over and above 
that required under lease stipulations and conditions of approval normally required for oil and gas activity. 

Comment Number 666-6-4 

Comment 
Lastly, monitoring big game animals as suggested in this DEIS is essentially useless in assessing impacts to those populations from 
implementation of any of the alternatives. Ascribing a cause-effect relationship to a trend is meaningless and by the time such a 
trend could be detected it might well be too late to remedy the situation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 666-4-1, 666-4-2, and 666-4-3. 
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Hard Copy File 4 

Comment Number 671-1-1 

Comment 
Overall, the Draft EIS suffers from a crippling flaw: The BLM has not planned the project, laying out the location of where the wells, 
pipelines, roads, and powerlines will be sited. Without planning the locations of these facilities, their direct impacts cannot be 
measured. 

Response 
The Atlantic Rim EIS is a field development EIS and is tiered to the Great Divide Resource Management Plan.  As such, BLM 
addresses the overall environmental impacts of the Project, based on the general locations of wells and associated facilities in the 
Project area.  Consistent with its regulations, once annual work plans,  APDs or other applications for specific site activities are 
submitted, BLM will conduct more site-specific analysis of potential environmental impacts, tiered to the Project-level EIS.  Prior to 
issuing any permit or authorization to implement these activities on the BLM-administered lands, the BLM must analyze each 
component of the action proposed on a site-specific basis and subject to NEPA. 

Comment Number 671-2-1 

Comment 
However, the current action alternatives each fail to provide adequate protection for wildlife, fisheries, recreation, vegetation, scenic 
resources, and special landscapes like ACECs and the Wild Cow Creek citizens' proposed wilderness. 

Response 
Conservation and Protection measures for the various resources you mention can be found in appendix E, "Wildlife Monitoring and 
Protection Plan", and  in the "Conservation Measures to Avoid or Reduce Adverse Impacts" section of appendix G, Biological 
Assessment. Mitigations to protect  resources can be found in appendices K, B, E, and J as detailed on page 1 of appendix H. 
Required best management practices are detailed in appendix H, and further mitigations can be found in the "Additional Mitigation 
Measures" section for each resource analyzed in chapter 4.  The BLM believes requirements separately and in combination provide 
adequate protection for those resources under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act; however significant effects on the 
environment are possible under any of the "action" alternatives as discussed in chapter 4 and chapter 2.  Creation or consideration 
of a "Wild Cow citizens proposed wilderness" is outside the scope of this analysis. 

Comment Number 671-2-2 

Comment 
Because each current alternative would turn the ARPA into a single-use industrial zone and would destroy sensitive and critically 
important resources such as sage grouse lek concentration areas, important big game seasonal ranges, and wilderness resources, 
the only Alternative that the BLM should implement at this point is Alternative A, the No Action Alternative. 

Response 
Alternative A is under consideration along with the Proposed Action and other alternatives, including a new alternative developed by 
BLM for inclusion in the final EIS.  Each, or portions of each of these alternatives can be selected by the Deciding Official for 
implementation in the Record of Decision. 

Comment Number 671-2-3 

Comment 
In the meantime, we recommend that the BLM go back to the drawing board and prepare at least one action alternative that 
provides responsible management of coalbed methane and natural gas drilling, sound stewardship of the land and its wildlife, and a 
mix of development and protection that allows for multiple use of these lands. 

Response 
BLM developed an additional alternative (Alternative D) for inclusion in the final EIS.  This additional alternative is being considered 
along with the proposed action and other alternatives for selection by the Deciding Official for implementation in the Record of 
Decision. 
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Comment Number 671-3-1 

Comment 
BLM explicitly describes "coalbed natural gas" (the new euphemism for CBM) as a "nonconventional source." DEIS at 1-5. Thus, 
BLM itself admits that coalbed methane drilling and production is distinct from conventional gas drilling and production. 

Response 
The RMP states that the entire planning area is open to oil and gas leasing and does not make a distinction as to whether oil and 
gas development is conventional or otherwise. The minerals management program policy and goals described in the RMP are to 
provide the opportunity for leasing, exploration, and development of oil and gas while protecting other resource values. CBNG-
related activity is not unanticipated just because the RMP does not use the specific words “coalbed methane”. “Methane” and 
“natural gas” are used interchangeably regardless of the source. No specific formation, bed, or seam was identified in the RMP as 
being suitable or unsuitable for oil and gas development. Natural gas production operations are very similar and CBNG development 
is no exception. Development and production sequence described in the Oil and Gas appendix in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Medicine Bow-Divide Resource Management Plan (later the Great Divide RMP) describes typical development 
operations, even to the point that water may need to be removed during natural gas production. Therefore, even if coal bed methane 
has not been specifically mentioned, the activity is clearly consistent with the terms, conditions, and decisions of the approved plan 
[43 CFR 1610.0-5(b)]. In the Interior Board of Land Appeals’ (IBLA) order denying the request for stay by the Wyoming Outdoor 
Council (IBLA 2003-358), the IBLA stated that “We have scrutinized the Great Divide RMP/EIS and conclude that its analysis of oil 
and gas impacts adequately analyzed impacts associated with potential CMNG exploration and development in the RFO area, 
which is located outside the Powder River Basin. Although the BLM did not flag CBNG as a discrete topic in the draft and final EISs, 
those documents did address the issues typically associated with natural gas production in general and CBNG production in 
particular (e.g. water volume, quality, discharge/disposal, contamination of surface and groundwater, sodium adsorption ratio (SAR), 
and the uses to which produced water can be put).” 

Comment Number 671-3-2 

Comment 
Coalbed methane development has unique impacts that are distinctly different from conventional oil and gas development. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-3-1. 

Comment Number 671-3-3 

Comment 
This additional infrastructure creates additional surface impacts on the land, as well as additional pump impacts to air quality, above 
and beyond the impacts of conventional oil and gas development. 

Response 
Air quality impacts from the ARPA are discussed thoroughly in chapter 4 of the DEIS, section 4.2 "Air Quality".  Please refer to our 
response to comment 671-3-1. 

Comment Number 671-3-4 

Comment 
Coalbed methane production is associated with lowering of water tables, wells and springs drying up, and increases in methane gas 
seeps, which kills vegetation and is a hazard to humans and wildlife (BLM, n.d.). 

Response 
The effects of CBNG production on water tables, wells and springs are detailed in chapter 4, section 4.4 Water Resources.  The 
effects expected from CBNG seeps are detailed in chapter 4, "Vegetation and Wetlands," section 4.5.3.1 "Direct and Indirect 
Impacts Common to all Alternatives". 
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Comment Number 671-3-5 

Comment 
Because CBM wastewater discharge is most commonly a constant and continuous input into aquatic systems, the chronic threshold 
levels are the most appropriate benchmark. For the Powder River Basin, Cleanwater et al. (2002) reported that coalbed methane 
wastewater discharge could cause exceedences of these thresholds if large volumes of produced water were released. Trace 
mineral concentrations must never be allowed to rise above these levels. 

Response 
The Draft EIS, in chapter 2, section 2.5.3 "Produced Water Disposal and Treatment Options," discusses several options for 
management of produced water and discloses reasons for eliminating these options from detailed study in the EIS.  The proposed 
action and alternatives involve the injection of produced water which makes any discussion of surface effects unnecessary. 

Comment Number 671-3-6 

Comment 
It is important to note that the current Great Divide Resource Management Plan did not envision coalbed methane development, 
and its NEPA process does not support coalbed methane development on a programmatic scale. All projects approved by BLM 
must be consistent with their Resource Management Plan in accordance with FLPMA. Because the Rawlins Field Office does not 
currently possess an RMP that explicitly planned for and had NEPA analysis of the unique impacts of CBM development, the 
Atlantic Rim Project is not legally eligible for final approval until this deficiency is remedied. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-3-2. 

Comment Number 671-3-7 

Comment 
It is important to note that the Rawlins RMP Draft EIS also was deficient in analyzing for the specific and unique impacts of CBM 
development, and if the agency ever wishes to approve CBM projects in the Rawlins Field Office legally, it would be wise to correct 
this oversight. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-3-2. 

Comment Number 671-4-1 

Comment 
Put simply, the failure of BLM to study and adopt these types of mitigation measures - especially when feasible and economic 
means that the agency is proposing to allow this project to go forward with unnecessary impacts to public lands, in violation of 
FLPMA. 

Response 
BLM has adopted standard conditions of approval and mitigation measures for surface disturbance impacts from oil and gas 
operations over a considerable period of time.  Those measures and procedures are considered part of the proposed action and are 
described thoroughly in the Draft EIS.  These conditions and mitigations have been developed by the BLM from observations of the 
effectiveness of the mitigation or condition, and adaptive modification of the mitigation to make it better when needed, or when 
better techniques are developed.  The actions envisioned for the ARPA are common and their effects well known. Generally the 
BLM’s standard mitigation measures and conditions of approval are adequate to avoid or repair adverse impacts to the environment. 
Where standard procedures are not expected to work or results are uncertain for some reason, the BLM adapts procedures and 
monitors results to ensure unacceptable effects on the environment are avoided. For example, wildlife mitigation and monitoring 
studies are being conducted in several oil and gas fields such as CD/WII and the Pinedale Anticline to further improve our 
knowledge regarding how oil and gas may impact wildlife species and better determine the effectiveness of our currently prescribed 
protection measures.  Wildlife mitigation and monitoring is also a part of the Desolation Flats proposal, see DEIS appendix H.  Best 
management practices are detailed in depth in appendix H of the Draft EIS.  Applicant committed measures are found in appendix 
K, and appendix J details best management practices for reducing non-point source pollution.  In addition resource-specific 
mitigations can be found in chapter 4 under the sub-heading of "Mitigation".  As detailed in appendix H of the EIS on page H-1 
additional sources of mitigation are listed.  BLM believes this portfolio of mitigation measures are more than adequate to allow the 
BLM to fulfill it's FLPMA responsibilities. 
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Comment Number 671-4-2 

Comment 
Importantly, BLM's decision to approve a high-impact project in sensitive and undeveloped lands when lower-impact alternatives 
and mitigation measures were readily available has resulted in a project that wreaks unnecessary impacts on the public lands. 

Response 
No decision has been made by the Atlantic Rim Draft EIS.  The purpose of the document is to disclose information.  Any decisions 
that come forward on the ARPA will be announced in the Record of Decision. 

Comment Number 671-4-3 

Comment 
In the context of a situation - such as here - where the goals of the project are in significant part responsive to the project applicant's 
needs (i.e., Anadarko's), it is important to note that BLM's obligation to consider such needs "does not limit the scope of the 
agency's analysis to what the applicant says it needs." 

Response 
The BLM National Environmental Policy Handbook, H-1790-1, Chapter V "Preparing Environmental Impact Statements", at e. 
"Identify Purpose and Need, Alternatives to be Considered, and Impacts to be Analyzed" states in part:  "Each alternative, except for 
the no-action alternative, should represent an alternative means of satisfying the identified purpose and need and of resolving 
issues." The alternatives developed are responsive and consistent with that direction. 

Comment Number 671-4-4 

Comment 
In other words, while BLM can account for the Operator's desire to minimize costs, this is merely a singular, rather than dispositive 
and exclusive factor in assessing the feasibility and reasonableness of a given alternative; feasibility and reasonableness must also 
be understood in light of the BLM's statutory obligations towards non-mineral resources. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number 671-4-5 

Comment 
The Atlantic Rim EIS does not consider a range of reasonable alternatives. According to BLM, each alternative assumes the drilling 
of 2,000 wells, and "All three alternatives assume the same ultimate extent of development." DEIS at 2-6. 

Response 
There were very specific reasons given in the DEIS for the development of Alternatives B and C.  Alternative development is 
discussed in section 2.0 of chapter 2.  Alternatives considered, and alternatives considered and eliminated from detailed 
consideration are described thoroughly in chapter 2.  The alternatives developed represent an alternative means of satisfying the 
identified purpose and need for the proposed development, and of resolving issues that arise from the proposed action. 

Comment Number 671-4-6 

Comment 
This is unacceptable; BLM should be examining a range of possible development scenarios that involve less than 2,000 wells, as 
such alternatives would entail reduced environmental impacts and greater protection for other multiple uses within the project area. 

Response 
As disclosed in chapter 2, section 2.4 "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated From Detailed Study" numerous alternatives were 
reviewed and considered.  The BLM's Reservoir Management Group has stated that gas wells may need to be spaced as tightly as 
one well for every 80 acres in at least some cases. 
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Comment Number 671-4-7 

Comment 
The BLM should strongly consider developing at most 25% of the project area at any one time, putting leases in the rest of the 
project area under suspension in the interim. This action would preserve the ability to drill and produce for the Operators, at no cost 
to them, and would allow BLM to manage the pace of development in the ARPA at a level acceptable to the public and consistent 
with maintaining wildlife populations. Such large-scale lease suspensions would not constitute a "takings" situation from a legal 
standpoint, and there is precedent from the Jack Morrow Hills Coordinated Activity Plan, under which leases were suspended for 
578,000 acres for a period of 8 years (and counting). 

Response 
Alternative B proposes developing 33% of the project area at a time.  When assessing fluid mineral development against the pace 
and intensity of development, this was believed by the BLM to be the best mix to bring forward for analysis.  Please note that 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study." 

Comment Number 671-5-1 

Comment 
The proposed well spacing is 80 acres (8 wells per square mile), with a possible reduction to 160-acre spacing (4 wells per square 
mile) depending on geology and the proclivities of the operators. DEIS at S-3. This well spacing is too dense to support most 
multiple uses within the Atlantic Rim project area. 

Response 
The effects of 80 acre spacing are analyzed and disclosed in the EIS under the Proposed Action.  Numerous significant effects, as 
stated, are possible under this scenario. Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number 671-5-2 

Comment 
It is important to note that the Seminoe Road CBM project (at 1,240 wells) is proposed for a surface spacing of 160 acres. See 
Seminoe Road Draft EIS. And while this assumes 2 wells per wellpad, it does not include any directional drilling, as each of the two 
wells on a pad will be vertical pad completed into different coal-bearing strata. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-5-3 

Comment 
The BLM should evaluate in detail an alternative that requires a maximum of 160-acre well spacing on the surface, and an 
alternative that requires a maximum of 640-acre spacing on the surface. The analysis of these alternatives should include study of 
the comparative dewatering profiles for each spacing, how long it would take to dewater the aquifer sufficiently to produce the gas, 
and how long it would take to produce the gas once the hydraulic head pressure is released. 

Response 
Current information from exploratory drilling within the Atlantic Rim area shows that 80-acre well spacing is necessary to efficiently 
extract the natural gas resource.  160-acre well spacing may be suitable, and is less costly to implement, however production results 
from exploratory drilling conducted to date suggest that this spacing is not sufficient to extract the resource.  640-acre spacing is not 
believed to be sufficiently dense to adequately de-pressurize the formations and remove the natural gas from the coals. 
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Comment Number 671-5-4 

Comment 
The BLM should look to examples for CBM projects elsewhere in the West for its data, rather than relying on the opinions of 
"experts," particularly those who might have a vested financial interest in the outcome of the project. 

Response 
The BLM is, in fact, looking to examples from CBNG projects within the project area (i.e., the exploratory pods) because they are the 
best indicators of the actual geologic, hydrologic, and resource conditions present in the area.  Other areas in the West where 
similar type developments are occurring, while perhaps generally indicative of what to expect, cannot be as accurate and 
informative as the information obtained from the actual formations to be developed.  For advice on the subsurface resource 
conditions in a project area, the Rawlins BLM relies on the expert opinion of BLM's Reservoir Management Group, which does not 
have a vested financial interest in the outcome of the project. 

Comment Number 671-5-5 

Comment 
Several commentors at the Atlantic Rim public hearings referred to an analysis by the BLM's Reservoir Management Group on the 
feasibility of the project under various well spacings. This report was omitted from the Draft EIS. See DEIS at xi. If BLM is to 
consider the findings of this document in formulating the Atlantic Rim project decision, this document must be disclosed to the public 
by appending it to the EIS. If this is not done, then the agency will be unable to rely on any analysis, regardless of its validity (or lack 
thereof), to support its decision on this project. 

Response 
Information from RMG and Anadarko was used in preparing alternatives.  BLM does not believe it is appropriate to include this 
report as an appendix. 

Comment Number 671-6-1 

Comment 
Directional drilling (both horizontal/multilateral and S-turn) holds sufficient promise for application in the Atlantic Rim CBM project 
that it should be considered in detail as an alternative to higher-impact vertical drilling layouts. 

Response 
In the Draft EIS, chapter 2, at 2.5 "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study" discusses directional drilling in 
subsection 2.5.2. Text in this subsection discusses why mandated directional drilling is not feasible and has been revised in the 
final EIS to include an expanded discussion of the rationale for this conclusion.  The Reservoir Management Group memo includes 
a discussion of the feasibility of employing directional drilling for the Atlantic Rim project.  Directional drilling remains a viable option 
to the BLM and the operators where surface conditions and resource constraints make it reasonable to consider. 

Comment Number 671-6-2 

Comment 
There are two types of directional drilling which could be employed in the Atlantic Rim project, and which would constitute 
reasonable alternatives. The first type is Z-Pinnate directional drilling (a horizontal multilateral approach), as practiced by CDX gas 
for coalbed methane resources in southwestern Colorado and now in south-central Wyoming. 

Response 
BLM's Reservoir Management Group has determined that mandated directional drilling, including z-pinnate drilling, is not a practical 
alternative for implementation throughout the ARPA.  There may be individual circumstances where such drilling technology is 
feasible depending on surface and geologic conditions in the specific area. 
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Comment Number 671-6-3 

Comment 
We recommend that BLM speak directly with CDX Gas about the possibilities of producing the Atlantic Rim CBM using 2-Pinnate 
directional drilling, thus reducing the surface spacing to one wellpad per square mile or less, with major savings in impacts to 
wildlife, lands and waterways. 

Response 
BLM's Reservoir Management Group interacts with industry, research and exploratory development groups constantly in 
establishing and maintaining its expertise for mineral development. 

Comment Number 671-6-4 

Comment 
In addition, the Draft EIS presents no evidence that the particular coal deposits in the ARPA are not conducive to horizontal drilling. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 671-6-2 and 671-6-3.  Extensive discussion of the coal formations, their names, types, 
and additional information can be found in chapter 3, section 3.1 "Geology / Minerals / Paleontology", especially 3.1.2.2 "Leasable 
Minerals", "Coal and Coalbed Natural Gas". 

Comment Number 671-6-5 

Comment 
Thus, horizontal drilling would be expected to be just as feasible (indeed, perhaps more efficient) as a means of producing CBM in 
the Atlantic Rim project as the vertical drilling alternatives advanced in the EIS. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-6-2. 

Comment Number 671-6-6 

Comment 
The second reasonable alternative would be to use S-turn directional wells and well clustering to tap CBM resources in the ARPA.  
Because these wells return to the vertical before entering the target strata, they are functionally identical to the vertical drilling in the 
Proposed Action from a gas and water production standpoint. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-6-2. 

Comment Number 671-6-7 

Comment 
It is apparent that the CBM resources in the ARPA are sufficiently deep to support this type of drilling. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-6-2. 

Comment Number 671-6-8 

Comment 
In its EIS, the BLM offers no rationale whatsoever for why directional drilling might be considered infeasible. Id. The BLM references 
a memorandum from its Reservoir Management Group to support this conclusion, although this memo was not included in the EIS. 
In order for the BLM to legally rely on the information in this memorandum to support its decision to trim the range of reasonable 
alternatives pursuant to NEPA, it must be presented for public scrutiny in the EIS document itself. 

Response 
Please refer to chapter 2, section 2.4 "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study" for BLM's rationale. 
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Comment Number 671-6-9 

Comment 
It is important to note that the BLM's Reservoir Management Group has historically been unsuccessful in predicting where 
directional drilling can (and cannot) be implemented for fluid minerals resources. 

Response 
BLM is not aware that the Reservoir Management Group has been unsuccessful in predicting the feasibility of implementing 
directional drilling in other areas.  The basis for your statement is not clear. 

Comment Number 671-6-10 

Comment 
The lousy guesswork of this department renders its conclusions essentially useless for analysis of directional drilling potential; one 
can hardly rely on this group as a source of "expert opinion." 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 671-6-2 and 671-6-3. 

Comment Number 671-7-1 

Comment 
This type of phased development is really not phased development at all; it is in fact phased drilling, which accomplished very little 
to mitigate impacts to wildlife species and recreational users displaced by drilling and production activities. 

Response 
Drilling is one aspect of the project development that would occur under Alternative B.  Each phase would include drilling, site 
construction and disturbance, road construction, pipeline installation and reclamation.  Alternative B has been placed into the 
category "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study."  An additional alternative (Alternative D) has been included 
in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 671-7-2 

Comment 
Studies have shown that the impacts of gas fields at the production stage are virtually as great as the impacts of drilling and 
construction (see Powell 2003, Sawyer et al. 2005, and Holloran 2005), and that development of the intensity envisioned for the 
Atlantic Rim project will essentially render developed areas void of sensitive wildlife for the duration of production related activities. 

Response 
Significant impacts to some wildlife resources are disclosed in chapter 4 of the Draft EIS. 

Comment Number 671-7-3 

Comment 
Instead, the BLM should consider a true phased development alternative, in which all drilling and production activities are completed 
and fully restored to a natural state, prior to moving on to other parts of the project area. In addition, allowing a maximum of 1/4 of 
the project area to be under development at any one time would be a much more practical pace of development than beginning with 
almost half of the project at the beginning. 

Response 
Alternative B provides that before a new phase of development would begin all interim reclamation would be completed in the active 
pod, in order to reduce the extent of surface disturbance.  The BLM believes that the 33% development standard is more practical 
than 25%.  Please note that Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed 
Study." 
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Comment Number 671-7-4 

Comment 
Existing leases could be suspended in areas where development was deferred until a later phase; doing this would remove any 
possibility of "takings" of lease rights during the course of deferral. 

Response 
BLM believes leases could be suspended. "Takings" claims could come forward from affected parties depending on the specifics of 
what develops during the suspension period. 

Comment Number 671-8 

Comment 
Reducing the Project to a Manageable Size Should be Considered as an Alternative BLM should also consider the alternative of 
paring down the project to a much smaller size. A smaller project, less than 100,000 acres in area, would be beneficial because it 
would industrialize only a minority of the wildlife habitat, recreational landscapes, and watersheds between Rawlins and Baggs, 
instead of virtually all of them. This alternative would provide a greater balance of uses, instead of elevating drilling and production 
to the single and dominant use of these lands. We would still like to see a more responsible density of surface impacts under such 
an alternative than we currently see under any of the three action alternatives published in the Draft EIS. 

Response 
The size of the ARPA is dictated by the proposed action brought forward by the operators.  The operators are proposing 
development within the entire project area, after having reduced the size of the project significantly based on interim exploratory 
development. To reduce the size of the analysis would force piecemeal consideration of the various individual developments 
envisioned, and could lead to accusations of improper assessment of cumulative impacts.   

Comment Number 671-9-1 

Comment 
As both of the birds are on the BLM Sensitive Species list, with an agency mandate to prevent a trend toward listing under the ESA, 
the agency should study and implement an alternative that reduces impacts to sage grouse and Columbian sharp-tailed grouse 
below the significance threshold. 

Response 
The sage-grouse is a BLM sensitive species, listed as such on 04/09/2001.  Because of this status no actions that might jeopardize 
the future existence or viability of this species may occur.  Sage-grouse populations have been declining for many years.  The Great 
Divide Resource Management Plan (RMP) in appendix I lists sage-grouse in several areas of the Wildlife Mitigation Guidelines 
including 2b and 2c. 2c provides for the prohibition of surface activities or use within important habitat areas for the purpose of 
protecting sage-grouse breeding grounds and or habitat where timing stipulations are not appropriate.  The purpose of the 
Guidelines are (1) to reserve for the BLM, the right to modify the operations of all surface and other human presence disturbance 
activities as part of the statutory requirements for environmental protection, and (2) to inform a potential lessee, permittee, or 
operator of the requirements that must be met when using BLM-administered public lands.  The Guidelines in the RMP are not 
specific as to the distance an action must be moved to mitigate impacts of a proposal on sage-grouse.  Literature reviews show that 
requirements for no surface disturbance (NSD) from a lek generally run in the quarter-mile to 2-mile range.  The quarter-mile NSD 
mitigation is generally a minimum distance. 
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Comment Number 671-9-2 

Comment 
As there are mitigation measures and/or alternative wellfield management options (outlined below) that fully meet the Purpose and 
Need for this project and would reduce impacts to the aforementioned resources (as well as others which BLM has erroneously 
concluded would not incur significant impacts under the various alternatives), such alternatives must specifically be analyzed and 
considered by BLM because they represent alternatives that minimize the impacts of the project to the human environment. 

Response 
The sage-grouse is a BLM sensitive species, listed as such on 04/09/2001.  Because of this status no actions that might jeopardize 
the future existence or viability of this species may occur.  The Great Divide Resource Management Plan (RMP) in appendix I lists 
sage-grouse in several areas of the Wildlife Mitigation Guidelines including 2b and 2c.  2c provides for the prohibition of surface 
activities or use within important habitat areas for the purpose of protecting sage-grouse breeding grounds and or habitat where 
timing stipulations are not appropriate.  The purpose of the Guidelines are (1) to reserve for the BLM the right to modify the 
operations of all surface and other human presence disturbance activities as part of the statutory requirements for environmental 
protection, and (2) to inform a potential lessee, permittee, or operator of the requirements that must be met when using 
BLM-administered lands.  The Guidelines in the RMP are not specific as to the distance an action must be moved to mitigate 
impacts of a proposal on sage-grouse.  Literature reviews show that requirements for no surface disturbance (NSD) from a lek 
generally run in the  quarter-mile to 2-mile range.  The quarter-mile NSD mitigation is generally a minimum distance. 

Comment Number 671-10-1 

Comment 
BLM should provide and analyze at least one action alternative that excludes the Wild Cow Creek citizens' proposed wilderness 
from the project. This would be eminently reasonable, as water drawdown modeling maps for the project indicate that most (if not 
all) of the CBM extraction will take place west of the unit. 

Response 
The Wild Cow Creek citizen's proposal is not an approved land management decision in the Great Divide Resource Management 
Plan. To the extent any special management status may be proposed, analyzed, and approved under the Rawlins Resource 
Management Plan, Atlantic Rim activities will be consistent with that decision.  Inclusion of this proposal is outside the scope of the 
ARPA EIS. 

Comment Number 671-11-1 

Comment 
it is impossible for BLM to provide a meaningful analysis of impact severity without first determining where the wells and roads will 
be located, specifically, and what relationship they will have spatially with ecologically important habitats. 

Response 
At this time the location of all future well sites and other disturbance cannot be determined with 100% accuracy by any process the 
proponents or BLM are aware of.  “Setting in stone” road, facility, and well locations in the EIS would require predicting well 
locations with information in hand, and ignoring the fact that each well provides additional information that is utilized to help 
determine future actions, including the number of wells, well site locations, roads and other facilities.  Currently, generalized areas of 
interest are being explored through the interim drilling process to further develop our knowledge of the geology and potential of the 
ARPA. Adaptive management of oil and gas resource development is very much a reality in that new information produces more 
effective drilling programs with correspondingly reduced effects upon the environment.  The number of wells, well locations, timing 
of drilling, and construction is controlled in part by the location of gas and oil resources as they are found and developed, within the 
context of BLM’s responsibility to ensure surface disturbance is managed in accordance with both the law and sound resource 
management. The Atlantic Rim EIS is a field development EIS and is tiered to the Great Divide Resource Management Plan.  As 
such, BLM addresses the overall environmental impacts of the Project, based on the general locations wells and associated facilities 
in the Project area.  Consistent with its regulations, once annual work plans,  APDs or other applications for specific site activities 
are submitted, BLM will conduct more site-specific analysis of potential environmental impacts, tiered to the Project-level EIS.  Prior 
to issuing any permit or authorization to implement these activities on the BLM-administered lands, the BLM must analyze each 
component of the action proposed on a site-specific basis and subject to NEPA. 
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Comment Number 671-11-2 

Comment 
With the exception of the No Action Alternative, the BLM has failed to provide sufficient information about the proposed action and 
other action alternatives to support a reasonably thorough impacts analysis as required by NEPA. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1. 

Comment Number 671-11-3 

Comment 
The BLM noted that the project will entail 1,000 miles of new roads, road construction, and pipelines. DEIS at 2-2. These three 
categories have substantially different impacts; how many miles of new roads will be required? How many miles of pipelines? How 
many miles of road upgrades or reconstruction, and are these upgrades of two-track jeep trails or upgrades of existing constructed 
and maintained gravel roads? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1. 

Comment Number 671-11-4 

Comment 
In addition, compressor stations and gas processing facilities may be required. DEIS at 2-2. These facilities have major impacts 
above and beyond the impacts of individual well facilities. How many compressor stations will be required, and exactly where will the 
high-noise-pollution facilities occur in relation to sage grouse leks and other sensitive wildlife habitats? How many gas plants will be 
needed, and where will these be sited? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1.  In addition, the proposed action is detailed in chapter 2, 2.2.1 "Proposed 
Action". Further detail is also provided in appendix K, "Plan of Development / Detailed Proposed Action".  Additional information on 
sage- grouse protective measures can be found in appendix E "Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan". 

Comment Number 671-11-5 

Comment 
Dividing the project area by eight wells per square mile yields 3,420 well sites. DEIS at 4-22. There are 210 wells extant and an 
additional 200 wells that could be approved under the interim drilling program. Added to the 2,000 wells of the Atlantic Rim project, 
there would be a maximum of 2,410 wells drilled, covering roughly 213 of the planning area at maximum density. In other words, 
approximately 1,000 potential well locations would not be emplaced. Id This could leave a little less than 113 of the planning area 
undeveloped. 

Response 
Dividing the project area by 640 acres / section ( 270,080/ 640) yields 422 square miles.  8 times 422 yields 3,376 potential 
locations. Errors in this calculation will be corrected in the final EIS.  Following this reasoning at least 1,376 potential well sites will 
not be impacted under any alternative.  1,376 times 80 yields 110,080 acres.  110,080 divided by 270,080 yields 41%.  Under this 
line of reasoning 41% of the project area would not be disturbed. 

Comment Number 671-11-6 

Comment 
Where will the full-field development occur under this project, and which lands will remain undeveloped? This information is an 
absolutely essential (and missing) prerequisite to a sound impacts analysis. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1. 
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Comment Number 671-12-1 

Comment 
For each alternative, how many miles of road and how many wellpads would be constructed in geologically unstable areas? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1. 

Comment Number 671-12-2 

Comment 
While the BLM notes that direct and indirect impacts associated with landslides and erosion would occur under the Proposed Action 
(DEIS at 4-4), the agency makes no effort to quantify the magnitude, level, or likelihood of impacts, or where they would most likely 
occur and what the environmental consequences would be. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1. 

Comment Number 671-12-3 

Comment 
This is a clear violation of NEPA's "hard look" requirement. And because the agency has failed to map the locations of roads, 
pipelines, and wellpads for this project, it cannot examine how many wells or miles of roads or pipelines will fall on steep and/or 
unstable slopes. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1. 

Comment Number 671-12-4 

Comment 
And without this information, it is impossible for BLM to analyze the level of impact for geological hazards. This deficiency must be 
corrected before the project can be approved. 

Response
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1. 

Comment Number 671-13-1 

Comment 
The BLM's impacts analysis is deficient inasmuch as it does not include a quantification or estimate of how much CBM will travel 
along coal seams to outcrops, and what the impacts of such venting might be. 

Response
Please refer to our response to comment 671-3-4. 

Comment Number 671-14-1 

Comment 
The BLM concludes that under the Proposed Action, "many areas would exceed the impact significance criteria for soils," but fails to 
disclose which of the five criteria will be exceeded, where each criterion would be exceeded, for how many wellpads, or miles of 
road or pipeline, these criteria will be exceeded. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1. 
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Comment Number 671-14-2 

Comment 
Essentially, although the BLM has made an acreage categorization of the ARPA by soil type, with some inferred risks (see 
Table 3-10), it has made no attempt to analyze the magnitude of impacts under any of the alternatives. In order to thoroughly study 
the magnitude and geographic distribution of impacts, BLM must map the specific locations of roads, pipelines, and wellpads under 
each alternative, provide the magnitude of impact projected by soil type and slope, and calculate the acreage of land where 
reclamation is expected to be unsuccessful, the tonnage of soil that is eroded in each watershed, the stream reaches where water 
resources criteria are not met, the acreage where vegetation significance criteria are surpassed, and the acreage where soil 
productivity is reduced beyond the ability of vegetation to recover to pre-disturbance levels. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1. 

Comment Number 671-14-3 

Comment 
At one point, the EIS alludes to a figure of 36% of the sensitive soils in the ARPA would be disturbed, but it is unclear whether this 
figure is meant to apply to Alternative C or the Proposed Action. DEIS at 4-19. 

Response 
Text found on page 4-19, section 4.3.3.4 Alternative C of the Draft EIS states: "These would reduce the total acres disturbed by 64 
percent compared to the proposed action."  This text has been revised in the final EIS to indicate that disturbance would be reduced 
by 68 percent on lands underlain by federal minerals.  Also please refer to our response to comment 607-30-3. 

Comment Number 671-14-4 

Comment 
The Draft EIS currently provides essentially no information or analysis to support the conclusions that are reached for each 
alternative, and these conclusions are so vague that the public (and the decision makers) have no way to evaluate the magnitude of 
the ecological disaster that will result from the implementation of this project. 

Response 
The effects of the proposed action and alternatives are disclosed and discussed in chapter 4 of the Draft EIS. 

Comment Number 671-14-5 

Comment 
The Atlantic Rim DEIS fails to take the "hard look" at impacts to biological soil crusts required by NEPA. BLM asserts that "no 
biological soil crusts are mapped or known to occur within the ARPA." DEIS at S-4. This assertion is factually incorrect. Photographs 
of biological soil crusts from within the ARPA were submitted to the Rawlins BLM by Dr. Jack States, and his comments identified 
biological soil crusts within the ARPA. We incorporate Dr. States' comments into these comments by reference.  Appendix I to Dr. 
States' comments, titled "Location of BSC inventory sites within the Great Divide Resource Area," maps biological soil crust 
inventory sites within the ARPA. In addition, photographs numbered EMM68-13, EMM68- 14, and EMM68-7 attached as Appendix 
V to Dr. States' scoping comments, show biological soil crusts with precise GPS locations that place them within the ARPA. 

Response 
BLM acknowledges receipt of Dr. Jack States’ scoping comments suggesting that biological soil crusts are located within the ARPA. 
BLM agrees that biological soil crusts likely occur on soils within the ARPA; however, we do not inventory these crusts and have not 
confirmed the information provided by Dr. States. The text in section for Soils within the Executive Summary of the EIS has been 
revised to reflect this information.  Biological soil crusts are broken by anything disturbing the soil surface—an antelope walking 
around or lying down, vehicles or people traversing off road, wild horses going to water, building anything with/on the soil, etc. Soil 
crusts cannot be picked up and replaced. They are natural and cannot be re-seeded. Current reclamation measures address 
revegetation, soil stabilization, and conservation which would help these crusts re-develop over the long term. Measures to minimize 
off road travel will help protect and maintain the crusts.  The EIS discloses the potential for impacts to soil crusts in the Executive 
Summary as well as in section 4.3, Soils. 
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Comment Number 671-14-6 

Comment 
The fact that BLM asserts that there are no known biological soil crust occurrences within the ARPA indicates not only that BLM has 
failed to take a hard look at the resources on the ground, but that it has failed to even take a hard look at the information that the 
agency possesses in its own files. 

Response 
The BLM has clarified the EIS text to state that the Bureau has not inventoried biological soil crusts within the ARPA but believes 
these resources likely are present.  Also, please refer to our response to comment 671-14-5. 

Comment Number 671-14-7 

Comment 
In order to fulfill the baseline information requirements of NEPA, which provide the starting point for the legally required "hard look" 
at impacts to biological soil crusts, the BLM must undertake field sampling and surveying at representative points within the project 
area. The agency must then provide maps of the areal distribution of soil crusts, along with their state, so that the agency can 
undertake a meaningful analysis of the impacts of the various alternatives on biological soil crusts. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-14-5. 

Comment Number 671-14-8 

Comment 
And because the BLM erroneously assumed that biological soil crusts were absent from the ARPA, it provided no impact analysis 
on the effects of the project on soil crusts. See DEIS at 4-16. This failure to take a "hard look" at soil crusts must be remedied 
through field surveys before the project may legally be allowed to go forward. 

Response 
A general discussion of the possible occurrence of biological soil crusts is presented in section 3.3.4 which states, among other 
things, that “soil crusts are poorly developed or absent” in the ARPA.  Also, please refer to our response to comment 671-14-5. 

Comment Number 671-15-1 

Comment 
The BLM's requirement that almost all of the wastewater from this project be injected underground is a measure that must be 
retained and strengthened by requiring surface disposal at the Cow Creek Pod to be converted to underground injection. 

Response 
Surface disposal at the Cow Creek Pod has been reviewed and approved under a separate EA and Record of Decision.  This 
decision is not open for further review under the ARPA EIS. 

Comment Number 671-15-2 

Comment 
BLM notes that there might be some opportunity to enhance riparian function by artificially maintaining flows in dry years (Id), but 
this purported benefit is undercut by the fact, also noted by BLM, that salinity from wastewater would have major negative impacts 
on riparian vegetation. As a result, there would likely be no valuable riparian habitat left to enhance with increased water flows. 
Thus, under any circumstance, the requirement to inject wastewater for this project must be maintained, and is one of the few bright 
spots in an otherwise bleak NEPA document. 

Response 
Re-injection of produced water is a portion of the proposed action, and is not at this time a "requirement".  No other forms of 
produced water disposal other than re-injection are analyzed under the proposed action or any alternative. 
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Comment Number 671-15-3 

Comment 
One assumption for the impacts analysis for water resources is that "The degree of impact attributed to any one disturbance or 
series of disturbances is influenced by several factors including location within the watershed, time and degree of disturbance, 
existing vegetation, and precipitation." DEIS at 4-23. This assumption points out the need to define the precise location of roads, 
wells, and pipelines in order to measure impacts to water resources. The Draft EIS does not contain this critical information, which is 
a prerequisite to a sound "hard look" at impacts to water resources according to BLM's own assumptions. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1 

Comment Number 671-15-4 

Comment 
This problem of failing to know where impacts will occur geographically is particularly egregious with regard to sedimentation to 
specific waterways and impacts to springs and seeps. BLM demurs that "the locations of these new pad locations can not be 
determined definitively under any of the action alternatives..." DEIS at 4-23. This statement is arbitrary and capricious; in the Draft 
EIS for the Seminoe Road CBM project (1,240 wells), the locations of roads and wellpads are presented in full. Seminoe Road 
DEIS, Figure 4. So obviously, a project of this magnitude can (and should) be planned and laid out in advance, by alternative, 
allowing a full and legally sufficient impacts analysis to be done. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1.  A careful review of the Seminoe Road Draft EIS "figures" appendix will show 
that the map displaying well locations notes the following: "Notes: 3) This map illustrates tentative and conceptual road and wellpad 
locations. The proponents would submit actual plans to BLM for each phase for final approval." 

Comment Number 671-15-5 

Comment 
It is incumbent on the BLM to gather this data, plus proposed road alignments, compressor station and gas plant locations, pipeline 
alignments. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1. 

Comment Number 671-16-1 

Comment 
Due to the lack of a thorough analysis, BLM has reached the erroneous conclusion that impacts will not reach the level of 
significance under all three action alternatives for noxious weeds, small mammals, raptors, BLM Sensitive Species, and Threatened 
and Endangered fishes living downstream of the ARPA. See DEIS at 2-10. 

Response 
A thorough and detailed discussion of the various resources analyzed for Atlantic Rim can be found in chapter 4 and chapter 5 of 
the EIS. 

Comment Number 671-16-2 

Comment 
A legally sufficient impact analysis for the Atlantic Rim project would map the locations of wells, roads and pipelines, then buffer 
them by 100m to determine how much area would lose its habitat function for these species. 

Response 
As new roads, pipelines and well site locations are proposed by the operators, the BLM review the proposals under NEPA with site 
specific EA’s tiered to the Atlantic Rim Record of Decision and in turn issue a Record of Decision and apply mitigations for those 
proposals. That, coupled with the environmental analysis in the Atlantic Rim analysis and decision will be sufficient to satisfy NEPA 
requirements. Site specific decisions will be tiered to the Atlantic Rim EISs and Record of Decision and will be separate from the 
EIS process. Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1. 
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Comment Number 671-16-3 

Comment 
How much of the landscape will be within 100m of a road or wellpad under each alternative? This baseline information is a crucial 
underpinning if BLM is to make an informed choice. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1. 

Comment Number 671-16-4 

Comment 
In light of the findings of Sawyer et al. (2005) and Powell (2003) for other ungulates, we have significant concerns that the 
pronghorn in the ARPA will not have access to suitable winter ranges once the project is in full swing. 

Response 
The effects of the action alternatives on antelope, including migration routes are disclosed in chapter 4, section 4.7.3.1 under the 
heading "Big Game." 

Comment Number 671-16-5 

Comment 
Because winter ranges are viewed as the limiting factor for antelope populations in this part of Wyoming, there is a strong chance 
that this project will result in major decreases in pronghorn populations, just as Sawyer et al. (2005) found major decreases in the 
mule deer population as a result of full-field development in the mule deer crucial winter ranges of the Pinedale Anticline. 

Response 
Major decreases in pronghorn populations are not anticipated under any of the action alternatives.  This information is disclosed in 
sections 4.7.3.1 and 4.7.3.2 under the heading "Big Game." The proposed action would exceed the significance criteria for 
pronghorn. 

Comment Number 671-16-6 

Comment 
And yet the BLM has made no effort to model the population-level effects of this project on the antelope herd that inhabits the 
ARPA. This is an egregious violation of NEPA's hard look requirements. 

Response 
BLM concluded that the impacts on pronghorn exceeded the significance criteria under the Proposed Action and Alternative B. 
Modeling population-level effects would not have changed this conclusion. 

Comment Number 671-16-7 

Comment 
For mule deer, it is clear that mitigation measures proposed for the ARPA will not prevent the wholesale abandonment of crucial 
winter ranges, because a study by Sawyer et al. (2005) has shown that complete abandonment of mule deer winter ranges has in 
fact occurred for oil and gas developments of the scale of the Atlantic Rim project while similar mitigation measures were applied, 
and the result was a 48% reduction of the impacted herd. And, in fact, the BLM predicts that these mitigation measures will result in 
displacement and die-offs of mule deer. DEIS at 4-64. 

Response 
The cited study has no direct application to the Atlantic Rim project since the well densities in the area studied were far greater than 
those in the Atlantic Rim. 

Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS  Page O-180 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 671-16-8 

Comment 
Because the agency essentially concedes that its mitigation measures will not succeed, it has a responsibility to come up with 
stronger measures that will. In addition, the BLM is deferring to some future time the development and application measures for 
mule deer migration corridors. DEIS at 4-64. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-16-9 

Comment 
To satisfy NEPA, the project's implementation and analysis must be fully prepared and presented in the EIS. If more information on 
mule deer migrations is needed (and clearly this is so), then the implementation of this project can wait until the study is concluded, 
the BLM has sufficient information to design mitigation measures and fully evaluate alternatives, and a legally sufficient EIS can be 
presented to the public for review. 

Response 
Please refer to the analysis of impacts in section 4.7, "Wildlife." 

Comment Number 671-16-10 

Comment 
For elk, BLM notes that several elk migration routes traverse the project area, but their significance remains unknown. DEIS at 4-65. 
This lack of information betrays insufficient baseline data and analysis to support a decision on this project, or to properly evaluate 
alternatives. 

Response 
Please refer to the analysis of impacts in section 4.7, "Wildlife." 

Comment Number 671-16-11 

Comment 
And yet the BLM has made no effort to estimate the population-scale impacts of this project to elk, in violation of NEPA's hard look 
requirements. 

Response 
BLM concluded that the impacts on elk exceeded the significance criteria under the Proposed Action and Alternatives B and C. 
Please refer to section 4.7 for a discussion of the impacts on elk. 

Comment Number 671-16-12 

Comment 
BLM's analysis of impacts under the various alternatives relies on estimates of surface disturbance acreage, which is not a sound 
index for impacts to elk. The real metric, based on the science (see, e.g., Powell 2003), is how many acres of elk CWR and 
migration corridors are within 0.6 mile of a road or wellpad, as this is the habitat that is likely to be avoided by elk during winter 
according to the best available science. In order to generate this data, BLM will need to plot the exact location of proposed wellsites 
and roads against elk CWR, Severe Winter Relief (SWR) range, and migration corridors. 

Response 
During project development, BLM will evaluate closely the site specific impacts of individual well pads or groups of pads on elk 
habitat. 

Page O-181 Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 671-16-13 

Comment 
For sage grouse, BLM describes the types of impacts that will likely be incurred, up to and including lowered productivity and 
long-term population declines. DEIS at 4-66. But the agency fails to under take an analysis of what extent these impacts will be 
under the various alternatives. 

Response 
The cited section was intended to describe impacts in general.  Later Sections 4.7.3.2.3, 4.7.3.4.3, and 4.7.3.5.3 describe the extent 
of the impacts. 

Comment Number 671-16-14 

Comment 
Which of the 88 leks will go extinct as a result of project activities? What is the estimated trajectory of the ARPA sage grouse 
population throughout the life of the project? 

Response 
No leks are expected to go "extinct".  Significant effects on sage-grouse populations may result in non-use of some existing leks at 
some point in the future, but until the site-specific location, timing, and extent of future activities are known, no prediction can be 
made. Section 4.7.3.1 under the heading "Upland Game Birds" in chapter 4 details the effects expected on greater sage-grouse. 

Comment Number 671-16-15 

Comment 
BLM could run the same model for the AWA, and must if it is to adequately satisfy NEPA's hard look requirements. 

Response 
The cited study has no direct application to the Atlantic Rim project since the well densities in the area studied were far greater than 
those in the Atlantic Rim. 

Comment Number 671-16-16 

Comment 
But the agency must first plan and plot the layout of wells, roads, compressor stations, and other facilities in order to conduct this 
level of analysis, because project-level impacts will depend on exactly where project impacts occur. In addition, there are only 
200 acres of Severe Winter Relief (SWR) habitat in the ARPA. DEIS at 4-66. A highly specific layout of wells and roads, as in the 
Seminoe Road project, would allow BLM to accurately assess impacts to this rare resource. This layout needs to be completed 
before the BLM can accurately assess impacts to grouse SWR habitat. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1.  A careful review of the Seminoe Road Draft EIS ""Figures"" appendix will show 
that the map displaying well locations notes the following: "Notes: 3) This map illustrates tentative and conceptual road and wellpad 
locations. The proponents would submit actual plans to BLM for each phase for final approval." 

Comment Number 671-16-17 

Comment 
For Columbian sharp-tailed grouse, the six leks in the ARPA represent 27% of the leks in the Rawlins Field Office (DEIS at 4-66), 
and likely 27% of the leks in Wyoming as well (BLM should clarify this point in the FEIS). 

Response 
BLM has clarified this in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 671-16-18 

Comment 
BLM has provided no analysis of environmental consequences for sharp-tailed grouse under this project. How many leks will be 
abandoned? Which ones? What will be the sharp-tailed grouse population trajectory throughout the life of the project? These 
questions must be answered for each alternative to achieve a legally satisfactory EIS. 

Response 
Section 4.7, "Wildlife" includes an analysis of the impacts on sharp-tailed grouse. The BLM analysis determined that the significance 
criteria would be exceeded for sharp-tailed grouse under all alternatives. 

Comment Number 671-16-19 

Comment 
For raptors, BLM asserts that "most prey species would be expected to rebound to predisturbance levels following initial 
reclamation." DEIS at 4-67. This statement is completely unsupported by scientific evidence or expert opinion, and is thus arbitrary 
and capricious. 

Response 
This assertion is supported by the text found in chapter 4 of the EIS. 

Comment Number 671-16-20 

Comment 
In fact, BLM estimates that available forage will be reduced by either 15-30% or 20-35% (depending on which section of the DEIS 
one believes). Because these forage plants are the food base for rodents, lagomorphs, songbirds, and other raptor prey, the 
educated estimate would be that raptor prey base will decrease by 15-35% throughout the life of the project, and when the last 
traffic disappears and the dust finally settles (after 30-50 years), then and only then will the prey base rebound. The BLM's 
assumptions about the raptor prey base reveal a profoundly flawed analysis. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-105-1.  The text in section 4.5.3.1 has been revised to clarify these estimates. 

Comment Number 671-16-21 

Comment 
It is important to note that raptor nesting concentration areas in the ARPA are at least as important as those at Flat Top Mountain, 
and the proposed wellfield development has a significantly more intense impact than that approved for the Desolation Flats project. 
In order to remedy these deficiencies, BLM must undertake a review of the raptor research literature (see Mitigation Measures for 
Raptors below), and design and implement mitigation measures that will actually reduce the impacts below the significance level. 

Response 
BLM reviews literature and other information on mitigation on an ongoing basis.  The mitigation described in the DEIS is considered 
the most effective by BLM. 

Comment Number 671-16-22 

Comment 
BLM must also undertake a full and credible analysis of the impacts of this project on raptors, by individual species. What are the 
baseline populations for each raptor species within the ARPA, and what are the current fledging rates (an index of recruitment). 

Response 
Section 4.7, Wildlife includes a full analysis of the impacts on raptors. 

Page O-183 Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 671-16-23 

Comment 
The BLM should then develop estimates of what the effects will be of development activities on individual active raptor nests, which 
are well-known to BLM. This will require a spatial analysis of the proximity of roads and wellpads to each active raptor nest (which, 
in turn, requires the BLM to come up with a layout of the roads and wells for the project). The BLM should then present a projected 
population trajectory for each raptor species, based on the best available scientific information. 

Response 
The field development analysis in the Atlantic Rim EIS is unable to make these site-specific determinations at this level. 
Subsequent annual site-specific proposals will be received and processed by the BLM.  Proposal impacts on raptors can be 
determined at that point.  Mitigation, conditions of approval and other best management practices will be utilized at this level to 
reduce adverse effects. 

Comment Number 671-17-1 

Comment 
It is interesting to note that many of the BMPs in Appendix H specifically requested by the conservation community and the public 
(such as directional drilling, drilling multiple wells from a single pad, etc.) will specifically not be implemented under any action 
alternative (and some have been explicitly removed from further analysis by BLM), even though the Appendix H BMPs "will be 
applied under all alternatives as Conditions of Approval where projects conflict with identified resources." DEIS at H-1. These 
comments establish, with the backing of the best available science, that numerous and serious resource conflicts exist which merit 
the application of BMPs. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-17-2 

Comment 
However, it is equally clear that BLM has not intention of applying many of the identified BMPs, even though the agency itself often 
notes unresolved resource conflicts throughout the DEIS. Exactly when and where and under what conditions these BMPs will be 
applied by BLM needs to be clarified. 

Response 
These BMPs will be applied where ever site-specific review indicates they are appropriate. 

Comment Number 671-18-1 

Comment 
The BLM has failed to provide any support or analysis of the effectiveness of the following mitigation measures for wildlife, despite 
its obligations under NEPA. 

Response 
The analysis found in chapter 4, section 4.7 details the effectiveness and effects of best management practices and other mitigation 
on the proposed action and alternatives.  Monitoring will bring forward insight into the effectiveness of mitigation measures.  Where 
adverse effects are detected or suspected additional mitigation and monitoring can be implemented. 

Comment Number 671-18-2 

Comment 
The BLM has access to a wealth of monitoring data gathered from oil and gas projects in similar environments where the standard 
mitigation measures proposed in this project have already been applied. The BLM should use these data to test the hypothesis that 
these standard measures are sufficient to prevent significant impacts to the wildlife in question. 

Response 
Where standard mitigation does not adequately prevent adverse effects upon wildlife additional mitigations and best management 
practices can be implemented in many cases to further reduce effects as needed. 
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Comment Number 671-18-3 

Comment 
the BLM's proposed mitigation measures do not prohibit other activities potentially disruptive to wildlife during sensitive time periods; 
only construction and drilling operations are prohibited. 

Response 
Other activities that many be proposed and/or implemented within the area will be the subject of site-specific analysis and review 
when and if they should come forward.  Mitigations, conditions of approval and other best management practices can be 
implemented as necessary.  The measures are applied across the board as needed. 

Comment Number 671-18-4 

Comment 
A reasonable alternative would be to place a moratorium on the constructions of well, roads, and other infrastructure for the 
important nesting habitat that occurs within 2 or even 3 miles of a sage grouse lek, or within 1 mile of a sharp-tailed grouse lek.  This 
is an alternative which BCA requested during Scoping. During scoping, we called attention to the sensitivity of these species to 
energy development, which should have led BLM to examine a range of alternatives for grouse conservation, including at least one 
that adequately protects sage grouse and Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Response 
Moratoriums and other restrictions are not appropriate in areas already leased for oil and gas development.  They are outside the 
scope of the Atlantic Rim EIS analysis, and not responsive to the purpose and need of the proposal. 

Comment Number 671-18-5 

Comment 
For sage grouse, Holloran (2005) demonstrated that wells sited within 1.9 miles (during the post-drilling, postconstruction production 
phase) caused negative impacts on sage grouse. Under these two action alternatives, wells could be sited within 0.25 miles of a lek 
site. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-65-10. 

Comment Number 671-18-6 

Comment 
BLM has no data to support the untested hypothesis that a moratorium on human activity from 6 p.m. to 9 a.m. will prevent 
additional impacts to sage grouse 

Response 
This mitigation originates from state wide sage-grouse guidance from the state wide Grouse Management Plan developed in 
cooperation with several agencies including the BLM and State of Wyoming.  There are variations in the exact timing of human 
activity across the state; the times you described are believed to be the best for this area. 

Comment Number 671-18-7 

Comment 
Thus, it is clear that major impacts to breeding and nesting sage grouse would still be expected under the Proposed Action and 
Alternative B. The mitigation measures proposed by BLM have no basis in science, and there is no information provided to support 
any effectiveness.  To the contrary, some very strong scientific evidence indicates that these mitigation measures will be ineffectual. 

Response 
The analysis in chapter 4 clearly discloses that significant impacts for sage-grouse are anticipated under all the action alternatives.  
Please refer to our response to comment 671-65-10. 
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Comment Number 671-18-8 

Comment 
Under Alternative C, the most protective alternative, there is an additional limitation within 2 miles of a sage grouse lek or within 1 
mile of a sharp-tailed grouse lek, allowing a maximum of 3 miles of roads per square mile and a maximum of 160-acre well spacing. 
DEIS at 2-5. This is still quite dense. BLM provides no scientific basis for the effectiveness of this mitigation measure. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-65-10. 

Comment Number 671-18-9 

Comment 
Holloran found that well densities exceeding 1 well per 699 acres had a negative impact on grouse. Thus, the effective and 
scientifically supported mitigation measure would read, "surface well spacing will not exceed 1 wellpad per 699 acres." 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-65-10. 

Comment Number 671-18-10 

Comment 
According to this study, impacts of oil and gas development to sage grouse include (1) direct habitat loss from new construction, 
(2) increased human activity and pumping noise causing displacement, (3) increased legal and illegal harvest, (4) direct mortality 
associated with reserve pits, and (5) lowered water tables resulting in herbaceous vegetation loss. All of these impacts must be 
thoroughly evaluated in the FEIS. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-18-11 

Comment 
Pump noise from oil and gas development may reduce the effective range of grouse vocalizations (Klott 1987). Thus, lek buffers are 
needed to ensure that booming sage grouse are audible to conspecifics during the breeding season. A consortium of eminent sage 
grouse biologists recommended, "Energy-related facilities should be located >3.2 km from active leks" (Connelly et al. 2000). And 
Dr. Clait Braun, the world's most eminent expert on sage grouse, has recommended even larger NSO buffers of 3 miles from lek 
sites, based on the uncertainty of protecting sage grouse nesting habitat with smaller buffers. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-18-12 

Comment 
In fact, BLM's own analysis indicates that its proposed mitigation measures are inadequate to prevent significant impacts to sage 
grouse and their habitats. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-65-10. 

Comment Number 671-18-13 

Comment 
This statement is an admission that significant impacts to the human environment will occur as a result of this project's 
implementation, and that mitigation measures proposed in the Proposed Action are inadequate to prevent these significant impacts. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 671-65-10 and 671-18-7. 
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Comment Number 671-18-14 

Comment 
There has been no disclosure or analysis of the effectiveness of mitigation measures proposed for sage grouse within the Atlantic 
Rim project area. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-65-10. 

Comment Number 671-18-15 

Comment 
Yet the BLM has repeatedly failed to provide any analysis, whether field experiments or literature reviews, that examine the 
effectiveness of the proposed quarter mile buffers where disturbance would be prevented. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-65-10. 

Comment Number 671-18-16 

Comment 
Furthermore, the Proposed Action would allow roads and wells to be built within 2 miles of sage grouse leks (within sensitive nesting 
habitat)and within 1 mile of sharp-tailed grouse leks as long as construction occurred outside the breeding/nesting season. This is 
the very area for which experts have recommended that no oil and gas facilities or infrastructure be built (Connelly et al. 2000). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-65-10. 

Comment Number 671-18-17 

Comment 
Under Alternative C, road densities would be limited to less than 3 miles per square mile, and a maximum of 4 wellpads per section 
would be allowed. DEIS at 2-5. But nowhere has BLM provided any evidence that these actions have the potential to mitigate 
impacts to breeding and nesting sage grouse. 

Response 
This analysis is found in chapter 4 of the EIS in the analysis for Alternative C. 

Comment Number 671-18-18 

Comment 
In the Draft EIS, BLM claims, "The application of BLM seasonal restrictions to prevent drilling on C WR [Crucial Winter Range] 
between November 15 and April 30 reduces the displacement of big game during the most critical season." BLM has offered no 
supporting evidence to back up this claim. 

Response 
This mitigation is a commonly applied measure used across the state in cooperation with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department 
and other stakeholders. 

Comment Number 671-18-19 

Comment 
The Atlantic Rim project needs mitigation measures that will allow pronghorns to migrate and use their winter ranges optimally; such 
measures are woefully absent from the three action alternatives. Such a mitigation measure would be allowing no surface 
disturbance on antelope CWR and migration corridors, which would certainly cure the problem. 

Response 
No surface disturbance is outside the scope of the Atlantic Rim EIS analysis and not consistent with current land management 
planning. 
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Comment Number 671-18-20 

Comment 
BLM should also analyze an alternative that at least requires all roads within antelope CWR and migration corridors to be gated, and 
places a moratorium on all human presence and vehicle traffic within CWR and migration corridors between November 15 and April 
30. While the effectiveness of such a measure has yet to be tested in the field, and therefore would be unknown and experimental, 
well telemetry and piping of condensates should allow the wellfield to run more or less automatically during these months. 

Response 
Gating roads and other disturbance reducing measures within the ARPA are potential mitigation measures that can be implemented 
as necessary in sensitive habitats as appropriate. This is expected to be utilized commonly within the ARPA. 

Comment Number 671-18-21 

Comment 
Mitigation measures should be developed and implemented that would reduce impacts to mule deer below the threshold of 
significance. Such a mitigation measure would be allowing no surface disturbance on mule deer CWR and migration corridors, 
which would certainly cure the problem. 

Response 
Development within the ARPA at the maximum level proposed by the proponents would have significant effects upon mule deer and 
their habitats. No surface disturbance is a land management decision outside the scope of the ARPA analysis, and not consistent 
with the purpose and need of the project. 

Comment Number 671-18-22 

Comment 
BLM should also analyze an alternative that at least requires all roads within mule deer CWR and migration corridors to be gated, 
and places a moratorium on all human presence and vehicle traffic within CWR between November 15 and April 30. While the 
effectiveness of such a measure has yet to be tested in the field, and therefore would be unknown and experimental, well telemetry 
and piping of condensates should allow the wellfield to run more or less automatically during these months. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-18-18. 

Comment Number 671-18-23 

Comment 
In addition, we support the mule deer study as a way to determine migration corridors and apply NSO COAs (see DEIS at H-9), but 
note that this study should be completed as part of the baseline data gathering for the EIS. The study should not be left until later, 
when advancing CBM may have already impaired the migration corridors. 

Response 
Implementation of the ARPA in conjunction with the mule deer study will provide more detailed information each year.  Draft results 
from the first year's study do not indicate any direct adverse impacts, but continuation of the study during development activities will 
allow more detailed understanding of any potential adverse effects or trends that might develop. 

Comment Number 671-18-24 

Comment 
BLM needs to provide a scientific basis for the width of the NSO migration corridor to show that it will be effective; thus far, the 
agency has failed to do so. 

Response 
Until monitoring indicates a migration corridor issue, development and imposition of any type of corridor is premature and 
speculative. Please refer to our response to comment 671-18-18.  Please refer to section 4.7.3.1 under the heading "Big Game." 
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Comment Number 671-18-25 

Comment 
Mitigation measures should be developed and implemented that would reduce impacts to mule deer below the threshold of 
significance. Such a mitigation measure would be allowing no surface disturbance on elk CWR and migration corridors, which would 
certainly cure the problem. 

Response 
At the maximum extent of development proposed significant effects to mule deer could occur.  The exact extent of development will 
possibly be at some level less than the 2000 wells analyzed under the action alternatives, but the analysis must consider the full 
development. Mitigation and best management practices are not at this time considered adequate to avoid significant impacts at the 
maximum levels proposed. 

Comment Number 671-18-26 

Comment 
BLM should also analyze an alternative that at least requires all roads within elk CWR and migration corridors to be gated, and 
places a moratorium on all human presence and vehicle traffic within CWR between November 15 and April 30. While the 
effectiveness of such a measure has yet to be tested in the field, and therefore would be unknown and experimental, well telemetry 
and piping of condensates should allow the wellfield to run more or less automatically during these months. 

Response 
Condensate piping is not expected for the CBNG wells.  It may be needed for the 200 conventional wells proposed, and is a 
potential mitigation that could be imposed if needed.  Please refer to our response to comment 671-18-20. 

Comment Number 671-18-27 

Comment 
BLM has provided no evidence that a road density of 3 miles per square mile will support big game (or other wildlife); indeed, the 
best available science indicates that densities must be held below 1 mile per square mile to maintain habitat function. Thus, this 
proposed mitigation measures cannot be supported as an effective one. 

Response 
The attempt here is to limit road presence to no net gain of roads.  Two track roads that are difficult to travel have a lesser impact to 
big game than developed roads where more traffic and higher speeds are possible.  Road closures / gating can reduce the impacts 
of roads coupled with remote sensing, and can be applied as necessary within sensitive habitats.  The proposed mitigation in 
conjunction with other mitigation and management alternatives is more effective than any mitigation alone.  

Comment Number 671-18-28 

Comment 
It is reasonable to expect the BLM to analyze and present the monitoring data it has in its own files, compare presence and nest 
success data to proximity to wells and roads (which data the BLM also possesses), and present some conclusions on the 
effectiveness of these mitigation measures (or lack thereof) by species. 

Response 
The effectiveness of mitigation measures is detailed in chapter 4 for wildlife.  The effectiveness of these mitigation measures was 
found to be adequate within other EIS monitoring areas of the Field Office. 

Comment Number 671-18-29 

Comment 
Thus, to minimize environmental impacts, the BLM should have established adequate nest buffers (a minimum of 1 mile in diameter 
for all species, with larger buffers for ferruginous hawks) around nest sites, preventing all construction of developments (such as 
wells and roads) that would lead to future disturbance of nesting raptors through focusing human activities in these areas. Seasonal 
restrictions are insufficient; a well or road constructed outside the nesting season is still likely to lead to nest abandonment or 
reductions in recruitment due to disturbance from vehicle traffic that does occur during the nesting period. 

Response 
Please refer to the Wildlife Monitoring appendix, appendix E for analysis of mitigations to be used.  Current raptor mitigations, 
distances and disturbance timing are adequate to protect raptor nesting activities. 
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Comment Number 671-18-30 

Comment 
the appropriate way to ensure the persistence of ferruginous hawks at traditional nesting sites is to use large buffers within which 
ground-disturbing activities are prohibited. Wyoming Game and Fish biologists reviewed the issue of appropriate nest buffers and 
recommended a 1 -mile buffer, kept free from human disturbance (Cerovski et al. 2001). These alternative mitigation measures are 
reasonable, they are scientifically supported by the studies above, and they were specifically requested by BCA in scoping 
comments on the Atlantic Rim project. The BLM's failure to analyze these science-based mitigation measures as an alternative, or 
to provide data or science-based reasoning that explains why these measures do not merit detailed study, thus constitutes and 
especially flagrant violation of NEPA's requirement to consider a range of reasonable alternatives. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-18-29. 

Comment Number 671-18-31 

Comment 
Expert recommendations for ferruginous hawk nest buffers range from 1/4 mile during years of prey abundance (with larger buffers 
during years of prey scarcity) to 1 mile from the nest site. BLM's proposed mitigation measures for ferruginous hawk to not even 
meet the standards of the least restrictive recommendation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-18-28. 

Comment Number 671-18-32 

Comment 
BLM also provides a 0.75 to 1 mile seasonal buffer around nests with limitations on drilling and construction activities, but this 
measure does nothing to limit the activities that have the greatest impact - people on foot (which commonly occurs at wellsites) and 
vehicle traffic, which is a constant impact along wellfield road systems. 

Response 
Seasonal buffers and other mitigations for raptors are adequate to limit adverse impacts on raptors. 

Comment Number 671-18-33 

Comment 
Thus, the BLM cannot claim that the mitigation measures proposed in the Proposed Action and Alternative B, when paired with the 
massive scale and intensity of the project, will lower impacts to nesting raptors below the "significance" threshold. Indeed, the best 
available science suggest that even if these measures are rigorously complied with (an aspect that the BLM has not studied to 
date), it is likely that nesting raptor populations will be extinct within the ARPA by the time the 30- to 50-year life of project has run its 
course. 

Response 
As detailed in the chapter 4 analysis, significant impacts are not expected to occur under the proposed action and Alternative C. 

Comment Number 671-18-34 

Comment 
Mountain plovers are rare enough (about 10,000 individuals nationwide j that the loss of a single pair, or the failure of a single nest 
or brood, would constitute a significant impact on the local population. Where is the disclosure and modeling of the size of local 
populations? How can the BLM conclude that there will be no significant impacts to local breeding populations, when the agency 
has failed to even determine the size of these populations, much less estimate the numerical impact of project activities on mortality 
rates and recruitment for plovers? In the absence of any analysis, the agency's determination that impacts will be insignificant is 
arbitrary and capricious. 

Response 
Mitigations developed in concert with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are believed to be adequate to maintain Mountain Plover 
populations. The effectiveness of these mitigations were instrumental to the Service's decision not to list the plover. 
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Comment Number 671-19-1 

Comment 
BLM knew that halogeton was an issue prior to approving the exploratory PODs. And yet mitigation measures for halogeton in the 
exploratory PODs have clearly failed. If 2,000 wells and 1,000 miles of roads are to be approved under the Atlantic Rim project, with 
the same mitigation measures as under the exploratory pods, the impacts from noxious weeds in the project area could cause 
serious and long-term problems. 

Response 
BLM is aware that halogeton and other noxious / invasive weeds are a problem with the Atlantic Rim pods, and control of the spread 
and establishment of weed populations are a crucial element of the project.  Failure to successfully implement weed control 
activities could have serious consequences; however best management practices and the many vegetation management tools 
available provide BLM and the companies with the capability to control weed infestations. 

Comment Number 671-19-2 

Comment 
The BLM has not adequately analyzed the extent of these problems to date, nor has the agency provided any evidence that the 
proposed mitigation measures are effective at combating noxious weeds. Indeed, the agency's own information demonstrates the 
opposite. 

Response 
Chapter 3, section 3.5.3 “Noxious and Invasive Weeds” thoroughly analyzes the existing weed situation at Atlantic Rim. Best 
management practices including the listed mitigation measures have proven to be effective in the past, although they can also be 
ineffective when improperly used or timed in their application. 

Comment Number 671-20-1 

Comment 
The BMPs referenced in Appendix H do not include a requirement for downstream armoring at stream crossings. There is nothing in 
the BMPs that would prevent impacts of the type documented for the exploratory pods, 

Response 
Downstream armoring of low-flow crossings, culverts and other drainage crossings is part of a good design when the gradient of the 
stream bed requires it. This mitigation has been added to appendix H with the condition “when necessary”. 

Comment Number 671-20-2 

Comment 
In fact, the BMPs referenced in the EIS as sufficient to prevent impacts are the same BMPs that apparently failed to prevent impacts 
when implemented on the ground in the ARPA. The problem does not appear to be one of failure to implement the BMPs, but rather 
a failure of the BMPs themselves to achieve their desired goals. Thus, BLM's assertion that these BMPs will protect drainage 
channels from impacts are arbitrary and capricious and an abuse of discretion. 

Response 
BMPs described in appendix H are in response to experience gained during the interim drilling period and we believe they will 
provide additional protections for the environment. 

Comment Number 671-20-3 

Comment 
BLM also fails to provide any analysis whatsoever that the BMPs in question will be effective in preventing impacts to watercourses. 

Response 
The analysis concludes that there would be potentially significant impacts for the Proposed Action and Alternative B.  Due to the 
protection measures associated with Alternative C, there would be considerably less disturbance under this alternative resulting in 
impacts that are not significant.  BMPs described in appendices H and J would apply under all alternatives. 
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Comment Number 671-20-4 

Comment 
The BLM must also consider as a reasonable alternative mitigation measure the closure of roads to vehicle traffic and human 
activity during sensitive seasons for wildlife (e.g., big game crucial winter and calving ranges, migration corridors, lands within 
3 miles of sage grouse leks and 1 mile of sharp-tailed grouse leks, areas within 1 mile of raptor nests or 2 miles of ferruginous hawk 
nests, prairie dog colonies during non-hibernation periods). 

Response 
Closure of roads and remote sensing are mitigations that may be implemented where appropriate within the ARPA.  All mitigation 
measures known to be applicable within an area can, and will be implemented / applied where needed based on site-specific 
reviews. 

Comment Number 671-20-5 

Comment 
This is a feasible alternative, as condensate can be pipelined to less-sensitive habitats for disposal, and well telemetry can obviate 
the need for "well tripping." Bill Barrett Corporation agreed to close and gate all roads within 2 miles of a sage grouse lek or within 
1 mile of a raptor nest site during the sensitive season for its Big Porcupine CBM project. If Barrett can do this, there is no reason 
why Anadarko and other Atlantic Rim operators can't do the same. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-18-26.  The project area conditions between the two areas likely vary widely.  The 
raptor and sage-grouse mitigations and distances proposed under the Great Divide RMP and  Atlantic Rim EIS are adequate for the 
ARPA. 

Comment Number 671-20-6 

Comment 
The effectiveness of this mitigation measure needs to be studied and disclosed. The life of project is predicted at 30-50 years, but 
could be longer. After many years, what will be the state of the soil microflora, and how does this compare with undisturbed 
topsoils? Will any soil microbes remain? Will any mycorrhizal propagules remain viable in soil stored for this length of time, and what 
impact will there be to mycorrhizal fungi? 

Response 
Please refer to the reclamation appendix (appendix B) in the final EIS.  Reclamation of disturbed sites will commence immediately 
upon the completion of disturbance activities with stabilization activities, followed by re-vegetation the first growing season following 
disturbance. 

Comment Number 671-20-7 

Comment 
It is obvious that biological soil crusts will be completely destroyed by topsoil collection and yarding. Will any spores remain viable to 
inoculate the newly-restored topsoil after 30-50 years? How much organic matter will remain in the topsoil after yarding, and what 
will its nutrient values be? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-20-6. 

Comment Number 671-20-8 

Comment 
The BLM has required the set-aside of topsoils at oil and gas facilities in similar environments for a number of years; it would be a 
simple exercise to gather topsoil samples from yarded piles and test the parameters outlines above, going back at least to the point 
where topsoils have been yarded into such piles. The fact that BLM has failed to perform this simple analysis renders the EIS 
deficient. 

Response 
Management of topsoil and reclamation standards are presented in the revised reclamation plan in appendix B. 
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Comment Number 671-21-1 

Comment 
However, BLM has provided absolutely no analysis whatsoever showing that the mitigation measures under any of the action 
alternatives will reduce or avoid the significant impacts to the 303d-listed waters. BLM must emplace further controls that do not 
contribute further to the degradation of impaired waters on the Clean Water Act 303(d) impaired list. 

Response 
BLM discloses and discusses impacts to water resources in section 4.4.3 of the EIS. 

Comment Number 671-22-1 

Comment 
Yet the BLM has provided no evidence that this quarter-mile buffer will be sufficient to eliminate the possibility of significant impacts 
to the setting of eligible sites. 

Response 
The quarter-mile buffer is intended to protect physical trace and diminish effects to setting: however, consideration and mitigation of 
effects to setting extend beyond the quarter-mile.  They may extend up to two miles or beyond, depending on project specifics.  This 
buffer will be determined during site-specific analysis. 

Comment Number 671-22-2 

Comment 
BLM must provide additional information on what kinds of mitigation measures will be applied to protect TCPs and other Native 
American respected sites. 

Response 
How sites are protected is determined by the Native Americans in consultation with the BLM at the time of site-specific analysis. 

Comment Number 671-23 

Comment 
Visual Resources Mitigation Measures The BLM presents a suite of mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to visual resources. 
DEIS at H-5. However, as BLM admits there will be significant impacts to visual resources above and beyond the limits of the Class 
III VRM areas in the ARPA under the Proposed Action and Alternative B, it is obvious that these mitigation measures are insufficient 
to prevent significant impacts that violate the Great Divide RMP. As a result, stronger measures must be applied. 

Response 
BLM’s analysis of the effectiveness of mitigation and the application of BMP’s is found in section 4.10.4. 

Comment Number 671-24-1 

Comment 
And while the soil classification percentages for these streams is presented, these data are useless for analysis purposes because 
the failure to gather baseline data on water quality for these streams prevents the legally required "hard look" at siltation and salt 
loading impacts of the proposed project for these watersheds. 

Response 
Baseline water quality is presented in section 3.4.5.1 Baseline Water Quality Data. 

Comment Number 671-24-2 

Comment 
However, the agency fails to define what it considers a "road." Are two-track jeep trails lumped into this 2 mi./square mile figure? 

Response 
The BLM considers a two-track road to be a "way", not a road.  "Two-track ways" are not counted in disturbance estimates. 
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Comment Number 671-24-3 

Comment 
It is critically important that an accurate accounting of present road density, by road type, is presented in the EIS for each watershed 
HUC as baseline information, so that present levels of road-based siltation and salinification can be compared to road density levels 
in the three alternatives. This has not been done. 

Response 
Current road density was estimated using the best available data and presented in section 3.4.4.4. 

Comment Number 671-24-4 

Comment 
However, the BLM has provided no population estimates for these species. How many of the leks are currently active, how many 
inactive, and how many historic? What are the lek count data at each lek? (WGFD lek count data should be readily available). What  
proportion of the Wyoming populations of these species are represented by the ARPA populations? What are the lek attendance 
trends for each lek, and what current human activities are affecting these trends? What are the hunter success/bag count data, and 
what do these data say about grouse population trends within the ARPA? These absences of baseline data render the Draft EIS 
noncompliant with NEPA. 

Response 
The number of leks within the ARPA is disclosed in chapter 3 of the EIS.  BLM uses Wyoming Game and Fish data for determining 
lek status. Lek attendance data is available from the Wyoming Game and Fish Department.  Hunter success is not relevant to the 
wildlife analysis.  Trend data is included in the final EIS in chapter 3 (please refer to our response to comment 666-1-7). 

Comment Number 671-24-5 

Comment 
For each species, which nest sites are active and which are inactive? What is the overall population of nesting raptors in the ARPA 
vicinity? What is the current population trend for each species? What are the fledging data for each species within the ARPA, and 
how has this metric changed in recent years? What other habitat attributes and/or human activities in the ARPA are currently 
impacting population size and trend, and in what way? These data will be needed in order for the BLM to undertake a "hard look" at 
impacts to raptors (which it has not done to date). 

Response 
The number of raptor nest sites are detailed in section 3.7.1.4. Trend data is not available; fledgling data is not available either. 
Drought may be adversely affecting raptor populations and their prey base in 2006; however, data is not available at this time. 
Please refer to section 5.2.7.3 for additional information. 

Comment Number 671-25-1 

Comment 
The BLM's framing of cumulative impacts contains important omissions. The agency has failed to acknowledge or study the impacts 
of an additional 2,000-3,000 natural gas wells called for by BP in the Continental Divide - Wamsutter field, or the additional 1,250 
wells proposed under the Creston - Blue Gap II project, which has been scoped for the lands immediately adjacent to the ARPA. 

Response 
Chapter 5 provides an analysis of the cumulative effects anticipated for the ARPA, including a discussion of future projects BLM 
considers to be reasonably foreseeable under NEPA. 

Comment Number 671-25-2 

Comment 
The agency has also failed to study the impacts of development south of the Colorado border. This is a critical error, because the 
Baggs Elk Herd is known to use lands on both sides of the state line, and will be impacted in a cumulative way by the Atlantic Rim 
project as well as neighboring projects in both Wyoming and Colorado. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-25-1. 
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Comment Number 671-25-3 

Comment 
In addition, the BLM has artificially constrained the Cumulative Impacts Area for raptors to the ARPA plus a one-mile buffer. 

Response 
BLM feels the cumulative impact area is appropriate for this analysis. 

Comment Number 671-25-4 

Comment 
It would not be unreasonable to expect BLM to analyze cumulative impacts in summer habitats (including the ARPA) as well as 
wintering grounds for migratory species. How big is the area containing interbreeding populations of birds for each raptor species? 
What is the biologically meaningful unit of measure? Certainly it is not limited to the ARPA plus a one-mile buffer. 

Response 
The Atlantic Rim project will not have an impact on wintering grounds for raptors that are away from the ARPA.  Some raptors may 
winter in the ARPA and the effects anticipated are disclosed in chapter 4 of the EIS.  Breeding populations can be found throughout 
the ARPA and are believed to roam extensively.  No effects to raptor populations outside the ARPA area are expected from the 
ARPA. 

Comment Number 671-25-5 

Comment 
The BLM must make some effort at quantifying the cumulative impacts of the project together with other neighboring impacts on 
pronghorn migrations and overall population levels. 

Response 
Cumulative impacts to antelope are discussed in section 5.2.7.1 of the final EIS.  Additional information can be obtained from table 
5-2 "Estimated Cumulative Surface Disturbance (acres) within Big Game Seasonal Ranges, included within the ARPA". 

Comment Number 671-25-6 

Comment 
The BLM must make some effort at quantifying the cumulative impacts of the project together with other neighboring impacts on 
mule deer migrations and overall population levels. 

Response 
Cumulative impacts to mule deer are discussed in section 5.2.7.1 of the final EIS.  Additional information can be obtained from table 
5-2 "Estimated Cumulative Surface Disturbance (acres) within Big Game Seasonal Ranges", included within the ARPA". 

Comment Number 671-25-7 

Comment 
The BLM recognizes that the ARPA is part of an important sage grouse stronghold (DEIS at 5-1 7), yet fails to analyze the 
cumulative effects of development (presumably severe) on the two sage grouse populations in question. 

Response 
Cumulative impacts to sage-grouse are discussed in section 5.2.7.2 of the final EIS.  Further detailed analysis of sage-grouse and 
the effects of the proposed action and alternatives can be found in chapter 4. 
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Comment Number 671-25-8 

Comment 
Similarly, BLM notes that Columbian sharp-tailed grouse populations are an extension of a population that is centered in northwest 
Colorado. DEIS at 5-17. Yet the agency fails to analyze the cumulative effects of the Atlantic Rim project together with other projects 
and activities occurring in Colorado. It also fails to forecast the long-term impacts on population and productivity of the sharp-tailed 
grouse population from cumulative impacts. 

Response 
Cumulative effects to Columbian sharp-tailed grouse are detailed in section 5.2.7.2.  No effects from the Atlantic Rim project are 
expected on grouse populations outside of the Atlantic Rim project area. 

Comment Number 671-25-9 

Comment 
BLM must provide estimates of the turbidity and salinity loads of the Little Snake and Yampa Rivers, together with estimates of how 
turbidity and salt concentrations would change throughout the year (impacts from the same ARPA salt and sediment discharge 
would be much different during spring runoff than during the low flows of September). 

Response 
Baseline water quality is presented in section 3.4.4.1 Baseline Water Quality Data, including turbidity and TDS where available. 

Comment Number 671-25-10 

Comment 
Secondly, the "solution to pollution is dilution" approach to water pollution is an outdated and discredited approach because it 
contributed to major water pollution problems throughout the first three-quarters of the 20th Century. 

Response 
The BLM does not advocate the “solution to pollution is dilution” position any place in the document.  Surface water quality impacts 
are described in detail in section 4.4.3. 

Comment Number 671-25-11 

Comment 
Thirdly, if BLM is counting on dilution to water down salts, turbidity, and trace minerals to levels safe for these Endangered fishes, 
then it needs to undertake a comprehensive analysis of reasonably foreseeable additional inputs of salt and sediment into the Little 
Snake and Yampa systems, on a watershed-wide basis, for the projected 30-50 year life of the Atlantic Rim CBM project. The 
agency has failed to present such an analysis. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-25-10. 

Comment Number 671-25-12 

Comment 
the agency has made no effort to gather data on the baseline conditions or gather the data needed to effectively model the 
cumulative impacts in these two watersheds. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-24-1. 
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Comment Number 671-25-13 

Comment 
The cumulative impact analysis contains many other significant errors as well. It lists coal mining as "none currently planned" 
despite the fact that there are several large and active open-pit coal mines within the Yampa watershed that will likely continue to 
operate, and continue to contribute impacts to the Yampa River system (which has the four species of Endangered fishes) in the 
foreseeable future. 

Response 
Evaluation of impacts within the Yampa River watershed is outside the scope of analysis for the Atlantic Rim EIS. 

Comment Number 671-25-14 

Comment 
It omits the reasonably foreseeable increase in gas development under the Little Snake RMP revision, which is currently underway. 

Response 
Actions within the ARPA, and the entire RMP assessment must comply with the decisions disclosed and made by the RMP in effect. 
Therefore, the cumulative effects analysis does not consider plans that are in the draft stage and have not been approved. 

Comment Number 671-25-15 

Comment 
The BLM has also failed to consider the cumulative impacts of oil shale development, which is surprising since the agency recently 
finished taking comments on its Oil Shale Leasing Programmatic EIS, which shows major oil shale deposits throughout the Little 
Snake and Yampa watersheds. 

Response 
Please refer to our responses to comments 671-25-1 and 671-25-14. 

Comment Number 671-25-16 

Comment 
Furthermore, the cumulative impacts analysis for Endangered fishes in particular is not only deficient; there is no analysis or even 
mention of these species in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis. 

Response 
Section 5.2.8 includes a discussion of cumulative impacts to "Sensitive Fish" and provides a reference to section 4.8, Special Status 
Plant, Wildlife, and Fish Species, where a more detailed description of potential impacts to threatened and endangered fish can be 
found (see section 4.8.4.1, Proposed Action, T&E). 

Comment Number 671-26-1 

Comment 
As more people move from urban areas to rural communities they bring with them expectations about how local public lands ought 
to be managed. Changing community values must be assessed and accounted for in the Final EIS for the Atlantic Rim project. 

Response 
As noted in section 3.12 of the DEIS, the primary geographic area for socioeconomic effects is Carbon County and the Sweetwater 
County community of Wamsutter.  These communities did not experienced a substantial influx of population, from urban areas or 
elsewhere, during the baseline assessment years. Section 3.12.6 of the DEIS presents the results of a survey conducted for the 
preparation of the Carbon County Land Use Plan, which included questions on the management of public lands.  An assessment of 
changing community values is beyond the scope of this assessment. 
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Comment Number 671-27-1 

Comment 
A complete analysis of regional economic trends should include an analysis of total personal income, including all sources of 
income, rather than relying solely on employment. A full accounting of income is necessary to an understanding of the important role 
that non-labor income, such as retirement income, interest payments, rents, and profits, plays in the regional economy. 

Response 
Section 3.12 of the DEIS refers the reader (and provides a link) to the Rawlins Resource Area Socioeconomic Profile prepared for 
the Rawlins Resource Management Plan. The socioeconomic profile includes an analysis of investment income and transfer 
payments.  The final EIS also contains links to the Sonoran Institute’s Population, Earnings, Employment and Personal Income 
Trends for Carbon and Sweetwater counties on the Wyoming Economic Analysis Division web site. 

Comment Number 671-27-2 

Comment 
An influx of retirees in those rural communities has been shown to have positive effects on both income and employment (Deller 
1995), with non-labor income fueling increases in income and employment for many other sectors including health, financial and real 
estate services. 

Response 
As noted in the response to comment 671-26-1, communities within the study area did not have a substantial influx of population 
during the baseline period. The 1990 - 2000 annual growth rate for the 65 and older age category was lower in Carbon (1.2%) and 
Sweetwater (.08%) counties than in the State of Wyoming as a whole (2.2%). The potential effect of natural gas development on 
retirement migration was not raised as an issue during scoping and is beyond the scope of this assessment. 

Comment Number 671-27-3 

Comment 
A complete analysis of the economy of Carbon and Sweetwater Counties must consider non-labor income, and a thorough 
evaluation of land management alternatives must consider the impacts of each alternative on non-labor income. 

Response 
Between 1995 and 2000, Carbon County income from dividends, interest and rent grew by 44 percent and personal current 
transfers grew by 19 percent, at the same time that oil and gas drilling more than tripled.  Substantial increases in these activities 
also occurred in Sweetwater County during this period when substantial oil and gas drilling occurred.  Although the effects of the 
Proposed Action and alternatives on all sectors of the local economies were considered in preparation of the EIS, no detrimental 
effects on other sectors of the economies were identified beyond those described in section 4.12.3.1 and were therefore not 
presented in the EIS. 

Comment Number 671-28-1 

Comment 
A complete analysis of the economy of Carbon and Sweetwater Counties must take into account the growth in income and 
employment in the service and professional sectors, and consider the impacts of each alternative on those sectors. 

Response 
Between 1995 and 2000, income and employment in the service sectors in both Carbon and Sweetwater counties increased 
substantially at the same time that oil and gas development was high.  It is generally acknowledged that substantial growth in the 
mining sector results in growth in the service and professional sectors of local economies. 
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Comment Number 671-29-1 

Comment 
A complete analysis of the economy of Carbon and Sweetwater Counties must present data and analysis that fully accounts for the 
important role that tourism, recreation, hunting, and fishing play in ensuring a sustainable and diversified economy for rural western 
communities. 

Response 
Section 3.12.1.2 describes recreational use in the Atlantic Rim Project Area and provides estimates of economic, employment and 
earnings associated with various types of recreation activities.  Section 4.12.3.1 discusses potential effects of the Proposed Action 
on those activities. “Data analysis that fully accounts for the important role that tourism, recreation, hunting, and fishing play in 
ensuring a sustainable and diversified economy for rural western communities” is beyond the scope of this assessment. 

Comment Number 671-30-1 

Comment 
A complete analysis of the economy of Carbon and Sweetwater Counties must take into account the growing role of entrepreneurial 
businesses, and consider the impacts of each alternative on those businesses attracted by the environmental amenities provided by 
public lands in those communities. 

Response 
Clearly the economic and population growth associated with all AR action alternatives would have positive effects for all but highly 
specialized entrepreneurial businesses.  It is beyond the scope of this assessment to consider the effects of each alternative on 
entrepreneurial businesses. 

Comment Number 671-31-1 

Comment 
We therefore request that the BLM fully address the economic importance to the communities in Carbon County of protecting public 
wildlands from resource extraction. 

Response 
The "economic importance to communities in Carbon County of protecting wildlands from resource extraction" is beyond the scope 
of this assessment. 

Comment Number 671-32 

Comment 
A. Economic and Demographic Data  Data are available for several economic indicators by county from the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis and the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. The U.S. Census Bureau 
also tracks economic trends along with demographic trends, most by county as well. Economic profiles showing these and other 
trends by state, county, or groups of counties are available form the Sonoran Institute's Economic Profile System. Economic and 
demographic data sources: Bureau of Economic Analysis (Department of Commerce): http://www.bea.doc.gov Data on income, 
farm income, transfer payments, and employment for states, counties, and regions. Annual data, 1969-2000 (Standard Industry 
Classification) and 2001-2003 (North American Industry Classification System) Bureau of Labor Statistics (Department of Labor): 
http://www.bls.rzov Data on income, wage and salary, employment, unemployment rates by industry, for counties, states, and 
regions. Monthly data, 1990-2005 Census Bureau (U.S. Department of Commerce): http://www.census.gov Data on population, 
demographics, business, and economics for states and counties  The Sonoran Institute Economic Profile System: 
http://www.sonoran.org Generates detailed economic profiles, including trends in employment and income, farm income, economic 
resilience, and demographics for states, counties, or groups of counties. The companion, Economic Profile System - Community, 
will generate profiles to reflect just the rural or urban areas of a county. The National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-
Associated Recreation, (U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service and US Department of Commerce, Census 
Bureau):  http://www.census.gov/prod/www/abs/fishing.html Data at the state level on participation in and expenditures for wildlife-
associated recreation Wyoming Department of Administration and Information, Economic Analysis Division: http://eadiv.state.wy.us/ 

Response 
The BLM and its contractors are familiar with the data sources cited above and those relevant to the assessment were considered in 
preparation of the DEIS. 
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Comment Number 671-33 

Comment 
B. Recreation Data  Data on recreation use in the area of the Atlantic Rim Coalbed Methane project is critical to making an informed 
decision. Surveys of users at recreation areas can be used to obtain information on the levels and types of recreation use. 
Information on users' expenditures in the area is also important to learn the overall impact of public lands recreation. Other 
information may be obtained through surveys of local residents, recreation visitors and through using existing data on the recreation 
and tourism revenues to local businesses, and the value of these activities to participants. The lack of complete visitation data does 
not justify ignoring the jobs and income from recreation. Furthermore, the Data Quality Act requires use of the best available, 
reliable data on all impacts and affected sectors of the economy. The National Survey on Hunting, Fishing and Wildlife-Associated 
Recreation (noted above) is also a source of state-wide data on participation in wildlife recreation that should be used to supplement 
more specific studies for the location in question. The Wyoming Game and Fish Department is also a source of data on fishing and 
hunting and other wildlife-associated recreation.(http://gf.state.wy.us/) 

Response 
Section 3.9 describes recreation use in the ARPA.  Section 3.12.1.2 discusses the economic effects of certain recreation activities. 
Section 4.12.3.1 provides an estimate of the total economic impact of non-resident hunting for the larger hunt areas that include the 
ARPA. This section also discusses the qualitative importance of hunting to the local economy, ranchers and outfitters. 

Comment Number 671-34 

Comment 
C. Data Gaps and Other Issues  The BLM analysts preparing the Final EIS for the Atlantic Rim project may encounter gaps in 
county- or state-level economic data or may notice that data series are not continuous. These are not, however, obstacles to doing a 
thorough and comprehensive analysis of the trends in the economies of the local area. 

Response 
Comments 671-34 through 671-37 are essentially verbatim instructions for running the Sonoran Institute’s EPS system.  A link to the 
EPS output for Carbon and Sweetwater counties is provided in chapter 3.12 of the final EIS. 

Comment Number 671-35 

Comment 
1. Disclosure Gaps Some data gaps are due to disclosure restrictions. The Bureau of Economic Analysis and the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics will suppress data in cases where disclosing it may reveal private information about individuals. For example, if only one 
business represents a specific industry in a given area, any data on employment and/or income in that industry will not be publicly 
disclosed since it may make it possible to identify an individual's or business' private information. Disclosure suppression is more 
likely to be a problem in counties with small populations. The Sonoran Institute suggests several potential techniques to address the 
issue of data gaps due to disclosure issues. The Economic Profile System will also automatically estimate the data gaps for major 
industry categories. These are described in detail in the User's Manual for the EPS (Sonoran Institute 2004b.) 

Response 
Please refer to our Response to comment 671-34. 

Comment Number 671-36 

Comment 
2. Other Data Gaps BEA and Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) data are sometimes not available for certain industries and/or certain 
years. Other data are suppressed, but are identified as falling within a range of values. Data gaps where an "L" appears instead of a 
number are described as follows: Less than 10 jobs, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals, or Less than $50,000 
(for income data), but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 

Response 
Please refer to our Response to comment 671-34. 

Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS  Page O-200 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 671-37 

Comment 
3. Industry Classification Using SIC and NAICS  Income and employment data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis and the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics for 1969-2000 are classified according to the Standard Industry Classification system (SIC), while the 
most recent data (2001 and forward) are classified by the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS). NAICS was 
developed jointly by the U.S., Canada, and Mexico in order to make statistics comparable across all three countries. The NAICS 
provides greater detail for the service and professional sectors which are of growing importance in the rural West, and indeed all 
over the country. This classification scheme also includes some emerging industries such as "information" which includes the 
growing Internet and information phenomenon. The Bureau of Economic Analysis' Regional Economic Information System (REIS) 
uses SIC to classify industries and the Sonoran Institute's EPS system uses SIC data from the REIS in order to show trend 
analyses, along with NAICS data. 

Response 
Please refer to our Response to comment 671-34. 

Comment Number 671-38-1 

Comment 
In general, it is inappropriate to examine a region's economy solely as a single point in time. To the extent that data are available, 
the economic profile of an area should be developed based on the trends in key economic indicators. 

Response 
As noted in our response to 671-27-1, the reader is referenced to the economic profile developed for the Rawlins Resource 
Management Plan.  Detailed historical economic data from a variety of sources were examined for the economic analysis contained 
in the DEIS and major economic events are described in section 3.12.1. Also, as noted in section 4.12.3.1, the IMPLAN model used 
for this assessment has been calibrated to reflect historic economic linkages between relevant sectors of the local economies since 
the mid 1990's. 

Comment Number 671-38-2 

Comment 
Data on employment and income are available from 1969-2000 from the BEA under the SIC system. The BEA changed to the 
NAICS in 2001, and reconstructed NAICS data for years prior to 2001 are not yet available. However, one can certainly look at a 
general picture of the economy over time by using both sets of data. This analysis should be applied to all the segments of the 
economy to see the long-term trends in both extractive and other industries along with non-labor income. 

Response 
As noted in our response to comment 671-38-1, both BEA SIC and NAICS data dating back to 1969 were considered for the 

economic assessment contained in the DEIS.  Moreover, the IMPLAN model used for the assessment has been updated and 
refined to examine the relationships between producing sectors of the economy and other local economic sectors in Carbon and 
Sweetwater counties since the BLM's Southwest Resource Evaluation was conducted in the mid-1990's.  The DEIS presented the 
economic effects in total, disaggregated for direct, indirect and induced effects.  This level of presentation was deemed appropriate 
for the scope of the assessment. 

Comment Number 671-38-3 

Comment 
Of course the best way to truly understand the value of recreation in an area is to conduct a survey specifically focused on that area. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment Number 671-39-1 

Comment 
The socio-economic analysis should include an analysis, graphs and discussion of historic personal income trends - including 
non-labor sources of income. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-27-1.  The socioeconomic assessment for the DEIS tiers to the Rawlins RMP 
Socioeconomic Profile. The final EIS provides a link to the Sonoran Institute’s Population, Earnings, Employment and Personal 
Income Trends for Carbon and Sweetwater counties. 

Comment Number 671-39-2 

Comment 
Show the percentage of current total personal income that is non-labor income (excluding income support). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-39-1.  The above referenced profiles will provide that information for interested 
readers. 

Comment Number 671-39-3 

Comment 
Analyze and discuss the role that retirement and investment income currently plays in the area's economy, including the spillover 
effects that retirees have for businesses in the area. 

Response 
The "effects that retirement and investment income currently play in the area's economy including the spillover effects that retirees 
have businesses in the area" is beyond the scope of this assessment. 

Comment Number 671-39-4 

Comment 
Analyze and discuss the role that amenities, including recreation opportunities and environmental quality, currently play in attracting 
and retaining non-labor income to the area. 

Response 
The "role that amenities, including recreation opportunities and environmental quality, currently play in attracting and retaining 
non-labor income to the area" is beyond the scope of this assessment. 

Comment Number 671-39-5 

Comment 
Analyze and discuss the potential impacts that public land management alternatives will have on the level and trend of investment 
and retirement income in the area. 

Response 
The "potential impacts that public land management alternatives will have on the level and trend of investment and retirement 
income in the area" is beyond the scope of this assessment. 

Comment Number 671-39-6 

Comment 
Show the trend in non-labor income (again excluding income support) as a percentage of total personal income. 

Response 
Trends in non-labor income as a percentage of total personal income are available in the Sonoran Institute’s Population, 
Employment, Earnings and Personal Income Trends profiles available on-line for interested readers. 
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Comment Number 671-40-1 

Comment 
The socio-economic analysis must include an analysis and discussion on the indirect role public lands play in the regional economy 
in attracting knowledge based businesses, service sector business, recreation and tourism businesses, and other entrepreneurs. 

Response 
An "analysis and discussion on the indirect role public lands play in the regional economy in attracting knowledge based 
businesses, service sector business, recreation and tourism businesses, and other entrepreneurs" is beyond the scope of this 
assessment. 

Comment Number 671-40-2 

Comment 
we request that, as part of the economic impact analysis of management alternatives, the socioeconomic analysis fully consider the 
indirect role of public lands in attracting and retaining nonrecreational businesses and retirees and encouraging entrepreneurial 
efforts. 

Response 
The" indirect role of public lands in attracting and retaining nonrecreational businesses and retirees and encouraging entrepreneurial 
efforts" is beyond the scope of this assessment. 

Comment Number 671-40-3 

Comment 
Show the current distribution of employment and income by industry (for each industry. show employment as a percentage of total 
jobs and income as a percentage of total personal income). Discuss the relative importance of each industry. Analyze and discuss 
the impacts that public land management alternatives will have on non-extractive industries if extractive activities are accelerated on 
public lands in the area. 

Response 
A link to the Sonoran Institute's Population, Employment, Earnings and Personal Income Trends for Carbon and Sweetwater 
counties has been provided in the final EIS for interested readers.  These documents show the historic distribution of employment 
and income by industry, which will display the relative importance of each industry. The impacts that AR development alternatives 
would have on other economic activities with in the project area is presented in section 4.12.3.1.  An "analysis of the effects on non-
extractive industries if extractive activities are accelerated on public lands in the area" is beyond the scope of this assessment , 
except for recreation and grazing activities which are discussed in section 4.12.3.1. 

Comment Number 671-40-4 

Comment 
Show a complete analysis of the segments of service and professional employment and income for the area. Analyze and discuss 
the potential impacts of land management alternatives on these sectors of the economy. 

Response 
A "complete analysis of the segments of service and professional employment and income for the area" and an analysis and 
discussion of "the potential impacts of land management alternatives on these sectors of the economy" is beyond the scope of this 
assessment. 

Comment Number 671-40-5 

Comment 
Show trends in employment and income by industry, including a detailed examination of the service and professional sectors. 
Discuss the level of diversity in the region's economy. Discuss trends in income and employment that have led to the current mix of 
industries Analyze and discuss the potential impacts of public lands management alternatives on the overall makeup of the 
economy of the area. 

Response 
This level of economic analysis is beyond the scope of this assessment. 
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Comment Number 671-40-6 

Comment 
Show trends in non-farm proprietor's income as a percentage of total personal income for the area. Collect data on the various 
sectors that make up non-farm proprietors. Analyze the sectors where entrepreneurship is growing. Analyze and discuss the factors 
which have attracted new businesses to the area. Analyze and discuss the potential impacts that public land management 
alternatives will have on these sectors and the ability of proprietors to start and grow businesses. 

Response 
This level of economic analysis is beyond the scope of this assessment. 

Comment Number 671-41-1 

Comment 
The recreation opportunities provided by wilderness-quality lands also yield direct economic benefits to local communities. The 
socio-economic analysis must include an analysis of the income and jobs associated with recreation, hunting and fishing from each 
alternative. 

Response 
Section 3.12.1.2 describes income and job multipliers associated with certain recreation activities in the Rawlins Resource Area.  
Section 4.12.3.1 discusses potential economic effects of the Proposed Action on recreation activities.  Economic effects on 
recreation activities are also discussed for each alternative. 

Comment Number 671-41-2 

Comment 
Collect data on participation in all recreation activities (hunting, fishing, hiking, camping, backpacking, biking, skiing, wildlife 
watching, boating, ORV use, etc.) 

Response 
Section 3.9 discusses recreation use of the ARPA. 

Comment Number 671-41-3 

Comment 
Collect data on expenditures by recreation visitors in the region. 

Response 
Recreation expenditure estimates for certain activities are presented in section 3.12.1.2.  These data were developed for the 
Rawlins Resource Management Plan. 

Comment Number 671-41-4 

Comment 
Analyze the economic impact of hunters' and anglers' expenditures on area businesses and local economies. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-33. 

Comment Number 671-41-5 

Comment 
Analyze the economic impact of other recreationists' expenditures on area businesses and local economies. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-33. 
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Comment Number 671-41-6 

Comment 
Show the impact of lodging taxes, sales taxes, and property taxes in the local economy. 

Response 
Sales and use taxes and property taxes are discussed in sections 3.12.5.1 and 3.12.5.2 of the EIS.  Lodging taxes were not 
discussed as they are a relatively small amount in Carbon County; $250,000 in 2005 compared to almost $18 million in sales and 
use tax.  Natural gas development contributes substantially to lodging taxes in the study area, particularly during drilling and field 
development when many natural gas workers are in the area on temporary status. 

Comment Number 671-41-7 

Comment 
Analyze and discuss the impact of public land management alternatives on recreation, hunting, and fishing businesses. 

Response 
Sections 4.12.3.1, 4.12.3.2, 4.12.3.3 and 4.12.3.4 address the impacts of the Proposed Action alternatives on local 
recreation/hunting businesses.  No local businesses are supported by fishing in the ARPA. 

Comment Number 671-42-1 

Comment 
As the management plan and Reasonably Foreseeable Development scenario are developed, we formally request that they be 
based on economically recoverable amounts of oil and gas, not technically recoverable oil and gas. 

Response 
The natural gas production estimates contained in section 4.12.3.1 were provided by the Operators.  The economic assumptions 
used in the assessment assume $4.25/mcf wellhead price, substantially lower than current prices and price forecasts. 

Comment Number 671-42-2 

Comment 
The Congressional Research Service (Corn, et al. 2001) and most, if not all, economists agree that the policy relevant opportunity 
cost of an environmental regulation is the economically recoverable amount of gas - not the technically recoverable amounts. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-42-1. 

Comment Number 671-43-1 

Comment 
We formally request and recommend that the agency analyze economic trends using the EPS model developed by, and available 
free from, the Sonoran Institute. 

Response 
The output of the Sonoran Institute EPS community profiles for Carbon and Sweetwater counties is available for interested readers 
via a link provided in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 671-43-2 

Comment 
We recommend that the agency stop relying on IMPLAN and other models derived from economic based theory. If the agency 
decides to use IMPLAN, we insist that the agency shall fully discuss the assumptions, the shortcomings, and the poor track record 
of the model in planning efforts. 

Response 
Use of an input-output model provides a methodology for assessing the economic impacts of resource management proposals. A 
description of the IMPLAN model and the assumptions used for this assessment are detailed in section 4.12.3.1.1.  The commenter 
raises several issues and concerns regarding the application of the IMPLAN model for the socioeconomic impact assessment. The 
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issues can generally be clustered into three overarching issues: 1) Does IMPLAN portray a reasonable approximation of the local 
economy’s structure, one suitable for use in projecting the effects of proposed energy resource development over time, 2) Does 
IMPLAN’s reliance on economic base theory and its internal assumptions and structure accommodate consideration of other 
potential drivers of economic change, and 3) Perceived shortcomings of IMPLAN to address other dimensions of socioeconomic 
impacts and a suggestion that IMPLAN should be abandoned in favor of historical trend analysis, such as that prepared by the 
Sonoran Institute.  The commenter’s specific comments include topics such as labor mobility, static input-output relationships over 
time, changes in relative prices, past performance of economic base driven models, and the failure to capture other factors of 
growth.  Moreover, the comments are written in such a fashion as to suggest that the impact analysis either overestimates the 
benefits or underestimates the adverse socioeconomic effects of the proposed development. The commenter does not provide 
specific examples of where the analysis in question erred or of variations between the results presented and projections or 
estimates that the commenter believes to be more accurate and of sufficient consequence as to be material to the decision 
regarding the assessment.  At the same time, the Agency recognizes that some of the comments apply to the larger arena of 
socioeconomic impact assessment of energy resource development projects. Hence, the Agency will respond to several key issues 
raised by the commenter.  1) Concerns regarding the effects of changes in technology and employment intensity: The Agency 
agrees that technological changes have and will continue to occur. However, the timing of those changes and the pace at which 
they become widely adopted across the industry, particularly in the short to intermediate term associated with most proposed 
exploration and development projects, and given the huge inventory of current technology, is a matter of speculation. Formulating 
assumptions to address those changes would be equally or perhaps even more subject to challenge then maintaining a static 
representation of the existing industry and economy based on the best available data.  The commenter cites the constant returns 
technology assumption and argues that oil and gas industries are increasing returns industries. They are partially correct. Oil and 
gas production is probably an increasing returns industry. However, oil and gas development is probably constant returns (like 
construction). However, inaccuracies can be generated by either assuming no increasing returns or by assuming exaggerated 
increasing returns. They are correct that as technology in coal production improves, labor demand is reduced. However, it is not 
clear from the record just how much the change in employment during any given year is because of efficiency changes versus 
product price changes or outsourcing to private companies in the business services and other sectors. The notion that trend 
analysis will provide efficiency changes from technology over-simplifies the cause of changes. Price changes in the mineral industry 
are responsible for most of the annual variation. The respondents' quoting of Latimer (1992) ignore the price fluctuations behind 
those changes. During 1998 we began a period of some of the lowest energy prices in over thirty years. Within four years we saw 
some of the highest energy prices in as many years. So conjecture about increasing labor productivity is confused with fluctuating 
energy prices during the same time period.  The impacts of changing technology can be incorporated externally to IMPLAN if 
reliable estimates are available.  National industrial trends in employment are of limited use in Wyoming since productivity here 
tends to be much higher than national averages.  It is also useful to note that the Sonoran Institute’s EPS also does not provide 
information about impacts of changing technology. 2) Concerns regarding the potential over-estimation of the net new jobs created, 
as well as the value of those jobs to the  local community if they are filled by temporary migrants or new residents to the community: 
The commenter’s concerns can largely be addressed by careful implementation of IMPLAN – 1) by developing a profile of 
anticipated activity levels over a year or longer period, ignoring extremely short-term peaks that might be met through temporary 
assignments, 2) by the use of multipliers for the appropriate geography, e.g., the local county or regional, rather than statewide or 
national multipliers, and 3) accounting for non-local purchases of imported services and commodities that diminish the indirect and 
induced economic stimulus in the local economy. These three adjustments, which were performed for the AR IMPLAN assessment, 
typically result in substantially lower employment projections than might otherwise result. As such the likelihood of over-estimation is 
diminished and the results satisfy the reasonableness requirements of NEPA.  With respect to what share of new jobs are filled by 
locals, the presumption that many if  not most of those jobs are filled by locals is something that the commenter inferred, it is not a 
conclusion drawn from the EIS. In fact, the DEIS acknowledges that the local economy and labor markets are functioning near full 
employment and as a result, that migration, either temporary or long-term will occur. Estimates of local, non-local and non-local 
temporary workers are provided in the assessment. Furthermore, it is generally accepted that tight labor markets can benefit many 
local workers, including those already  employed, by increasing the prevailing wage rates. And if some workers pursue the improved 
opportunities, it can entice others into the labor force. While not earning wages comparable to those of the energy industry, their 
earnings still represent an improvement in their personal economic welfare.  The notion that IMPLAN does not automatically include 
retirement and investment decisions is correct. However, the commenter assumes that there is a trade-off between energy 
production and retirement growth. In fact, within the study area, the two seem to be growing at separate but positive rates. There is 
no evidence that oil and gas  is "crowding out" retirement growth. Moreover, the tax revenues generated from oil and gas go in part 
to cover “urban oriented public goods” like law enforcement, roads, education, and emergency services and reduce the tax burdens 
for all residents including retirees. 3) Concerns that other elements of a region’s economic foundation, such as hunting, outdoor 
recreation, retirement migration and other possible sources of income and development, are not considered in the analysis. 
Concerns that CBNG development would negatively affect other elements of the regional economic foundation did not surface 
during scoping for the Atlantic Rim Project, but two aspects that could be directly affected (grazing and outdoor recreation, primarily 
hunting) were discussed outside of the IMPLAN modeling exercise, and the DEIS acknowledges that positive economic effects of 
CBNG development could be reduced in magnitude by Proposed-Action-related reductions in other sectors (DEIS at 4.12.3.1.1). 
IMPLAN can be calibrated to assess impacts on other sectors of an economy where data to describe changes in relevant sectors 
are readily available and reliable, they can be incorporated into the modeling effort. However, conducting a comprehensive analysis 
of all sectors, and quantifying those contributions is not generally required unless the contribution is substantial and threatened by 
However, conducting a comprehensive analysis of all sectors, and quantifying those contributions is not generally required unless 
the contribution is substantial and threatened by the proposed action. In the cases of hunting and outdoor recreation, development 
in one location may result in the activity shifting to another location, with little effect on the local economic contributions derived there 
from. The commenter also implies that high-quality hunting and outdoor recreation, retirement migration and second home 
development, and opportunities for other amenity-based economic development are ubiquitous across the region and that the 
economic benefits derived there from are certain, substantial, and don’t impose demands on services, other community 
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development, or social consequences of their own. While examples of enhanced community development predicated on such 
opportunities certainly exist, it is far from accepted that similar results are generally achievable.  Furthermore, recent research is 
now showing that there may be socioeconomic consequences of retiree and second home development in terms of demands on 
local communities that aren’t necessarily beneficial or neutral but in many cases impose socioeconomic burdens of their own.  4) 
The commenter suggests that IMPLAN be abandoned in favor of trend analysis such as that developed using the Economic Profile 
System (EPS). The comments underscore the need for a solid assessment and understanding of the affected environment, much of 
which can be facilitated by use of the EPS. However, the EPS has limited value as an analysis tool for the impacts of a proposed 
action. It contains no forward-looking or projection capability. It provides no quantitative insights into the linkages between sectors. 
And it provides few insights into the extent to which exogenous and more “macro level” factors that have been responsible for many 
of the historical trends observed locally, will continue into the future. Finally, in those cases where an industry has only a limited 
presence, the historical trend analysis would provide little basis for estimating the potential impacts of a proposed action that results 
in a significant expansion or introduces a new industry to the region. Given these shortcomings, EPS, the development and use of 
which has been supported by the agency, is viewed as a useful adjunct to socioeconomic impact analysis, but not a replacement or 
substitute for some form of economic modeling such as that provided by IMPLAN. At the same time, the results of the IMPLAN are 
not the conclusion of the impact assessment, but provide a basis for further assessment of housing, migration, community facility 
and service, social and other effects. 

Comment Number 671-43-3 

Comment 
At the same time the agency must also complete a trend analysis of regional jobs and income - to provide a better and more 
complete understanding - of their economic past and their economic future. We recommend the Economic Profile System that is 
available free from the Sonoran Institute. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-43-2. 

Comment Number 671-44-1 

Comment 
The NEPA analysis should be based on reasonable budget expectations, which should be clearly stated. 

Response 
BLM budgets are set by the Executive Branch of the federal government and approved by Congress and are therefore beyond the 
scope of this assessment. 

Comment Number 671-44-2 

Comment 
To remedy this, the agency needs to consider budget constraints when evaluating each management alternative as part of the 
NEPA process. This will require more detail as to where money will be spent, which programs will be fully funded and which ones 
will not. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-44-1. 

Comment Number 671-44-3 

Comment 
The agency should therefore, as part of the NEPA process, include a reasonable budget limitation and evaluate a set of 
management alternatives that are constrained by that budget level. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-44-1. 
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Comment Number 671-44-4 

Comment 
The agency must include a fiscal analysis of alternative implementation and mitigation costs. 

Response 
A fiscal analysis of alternative implementation and mitigation costs is beyond the scope of this assessment. 

Comment Number 671-44-5 

Comment 
While the budget available to manage the planning area should be considered constant across alternatives, the costs to implement 
each management alternative are not equal. For example, an alternative resulting in resource damage will require more money to 
mitigate resource damage than the "do-nothing" or conservation alternative. It makes no sense for taxpayers to subsidize a more 
damaging and costly alternative when a less damaging and costly alternative is available, 

Response 
The EIS does not conclude that taxpayers will be required to subsidize a more damaging and costly alternative. 

Comment Number 671-44-6 

Comment 
The "probability of mitigation measures being implemented" is directly related to how much the mitigation will cost and how those 
costs relate to the expected budget available. In order to fully comply with NEPA, the agency must include an analysis of the costs 
of implementing each alternative, and the costs of the mitigation plans contained within each alternative. These costs must then be 
compared to the expected budget level to assess the probability of mitigation measures being fully implemented. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-44-1.  Mitigation is the responsibility of the operator. 

Comment Number 671-45-1 

Comment 
The agency should analyze and discuss the boom and bust cycles and the socio-economic costs to communities associated with oil 
and gas development. 

Response 
Community boom and bust issues are appropriately discussed in the cumulative impacts section. Section 5.2.12 of the final EIS 
contains a discussion of potential boom and bust effects. 

Comment Number 671-45-2 

Comment 
The socio-economic risks to communities associated with boom and busts from oil and gas development should be addressed as 
part of the NEPA process 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-45-1. 

Comment Number 671-45-3 

Comment 
Similar socio-economic trends are associated with oil and gas industries (Goldsmith, 1992; Guilliford, 1989; Smith, 1986) and should 
be examined when analyzing public land management alternatives. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-45-1. 
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Comment Number 671-45-4 

Comment 
The socio-economic risks and costs associated with oil and gas development alternatives must be fully accounted for, analyzed and 
discussed as part of the NEPA process involved with oil and gas development. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-45-1. 

Comment Number 671-45-5 

Comment 
We have every reason to believe that similar costs and burdens will be placed on other communities where public and private land 
is threatened by oil and gas development. The socio-economic risks and costs associated with expedited oil and gas development 
must be fully accounted for as part of the NEPA process. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-45-1. 

Comment Number 671-46-1 

Comment 
The discharge of ground water can deplete freshwater aquifers, lower the water table, and dry up the drinking water wells of 
homeowners and agricultural users. The short-term economic costs include drilling new, deeper wells for current and future 
homeowners, ranchers and farmers, assuming successful wells can be found and/or the costs of relocating families to new 
homesites. If the freshwater aquifers do not fully re-charge, the long-term economic costs to affected landowners, homeowners, 
communities, and states across the west could be severe, including the foregone opportunity (option value) to use aquifer water in 
the future. The agency must fully examine and account for these risks and costs associated with water pollution from drilling. 

Response 
None of the action alternatives contemplate surface discharge of groundwater.  An assessment of effects on groundwater resources 
can be found in sections 4.4.3.2 through 4.4.3.5. 

Comment Number 671-46-2 

Comment 
The loss of native species and the spread of noxious weeds across the west has enormous economic costs to the public and private 
interests. The agency should analyze the additional costs from noxious weed mitigation from increased oil and gas drilling. 

Response 
The costs of noxious weed mitigation would be born by the Operators. 

Comment Number 671-47-1 

Comment 
The cumulative costs and environmental impacts associated with pipeline construction must be included in the agency analysis - 
because drilling wells and building pipelines are connected actions. 

Response 
Environmental impacts of pipeline and other ancillary facility construction within the ARPA are considered throughout the DEIS. 
Environmental impacts for pipelines outside of the ARPA are considered in separate site-specific NEPA documents as appropriate. 
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Comment Number 671-48-1 

Comment 
The economic costs from road construction for oil and gas drilling include increased ORV monitoring costs, increased frequency and 
costs of stream restoration projects, increased noxious weed mitigation costs, increased damage to archaeological sites and the 
decline in future benefits from visiting these sites, increased water treatment costs for downstream communities, and increased road 
maintenance and closure costs for taxpayers. The agency must include a detailed analysis of these costs as part of the NEPA 
analysis. 

Response 
Potential environmental effects of road construction are discussed in the various sections of the EIS. It is anticipated that any costs 
associated with damages to public resources would be borne by the Operators. 

Comment Number 671-48-2 

Comment 
The agency also needs to analyze the costs of road maintenance and restoration and compare these costs with the budgets 
available to complete the work. 

Response 
As discussed in section 4.13, the Operators would be responsible for road maintenance and reconstruction at no cost to the BLM. 
There would be increased cost for use and reconstruction of county roads, but project-related production would provide revenues to 
offset these costs.  County roads in the ARPA have in some cases been reconstructed via cooperative efforts between the 
Operators and Carbon County. 

Comment Number 671-49-1 

Comment 
The ecological footprint not only extends across the forest and range landscape, it also penetrates to shallow aquifers as well as 
aquifers thousands of feet below the earth's surface. The agency must fully examine the environmental impacts from the footprint 
associated with energy development. 

Response 
It is assumed that your comment refers to cumulative environmental issues by use of the term “ecological footprint.”  Cumulative 
environmental issues are discussed in chapter 5 of the EIS. 

Comment Number 671-50-1 

Comment 
The agency must base analyses of the impacts of leasing proposals on estimates of economically recoverable resources, rather 
than technically recoverable resources. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-42-1. 

Comment Number 671-50-2 

Comment 
The agency should avoid IMPLAN or other input-output models that are grounded in Economic Base Theory when estimating jobs-
income for each alternative. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-43-2. The BLM has determined that a correctly calibrated economic base model such 
as IMPLAN is a useful tool for estimating economic effects of natural resource actions.  It is also important to discuss natural 
resource values that may not be captured by the modeling effort, which section 4.12 does. 
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Comment Number 671-50-3 

Comment 
If the agency decides to use IMPLAN, we insist that the agency shall fully discuss the assumptions, the shortcomings, and the poor 
track record of the model in planning efforts. At the same time the agency must also complete a trend analysis of regional jobs and 
income - to provide a better and more complete understanding of their economic past and their economic future. 

Response 
Please refer to our responses to comments 671-43-1, 671-43-2 and 671-39-1. 

Comment Number 671-50-4 

Comment 
We recommend that the agency rely on trend analysis of income and employment for the counties impacted using the Economic 
Profile System (EPS) developed by the Sonoran Institute (www. sonoran.org). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-43-3. 

Comment Number 671-50-5 

Comment 
The agency must analyze and discuss the boom and bust cycles and the socio-economic costs to communities associated with oil 
and gas development. In general, when looking at the economic implications of various management alternatives, agency must 
complete a full accounting of the costs and benefits - including the non-market costs. See the attached report - Drilling in the 
Rockies: How Much and at What cost - which includes a table summarizing the hidden costs from oil-gas drilling that must be 
counted in the NEPA analysis. 

Response 
A discussion of boom and bust issues has been included in section 5.2.12 of the final EIS. A full accounting of the costs and benefits 
of management alternatives - including the non-market costs is beyond the scope of this assessment. 

Comment Number 671-50-6 

Comment 
The agency must fully and correctly account for the environmental costs of oil and gas development. These costs include: water 
pollution, impacts from drill sites, pipelines, roads and subsequent ORV use, and the ecological footprint of oil and gas exploration 
and drilling. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 671-48-1, 671-48-2 and 671-49-1. 

Comment Number 671-50-7 

Comment 
We formally request that the agency analyze and compare the fiscal cost of each alternative with reasonable expectations about 
agency budgets - based on an analysis of historic budgets. Rather than presenting the maximum production potential of public lands 
unconstrained by budgets, the agency should consider presenting the public with a more accurate picture of what can actually be 
accomplished given expected appropriations. 

Response 
Please refer to our Response to comment 671-44-1. 
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Comment Number 671-51-1 

Comment 
BLM must correct or at least explain these greatly diverging estimates that are being applied to the same modeling domain during 
much the same time frame. 

Response 
Your comment is correct that the Atlantic Rim, Seminoe Road and Jonah Infill projects used the same dispersion model domain. 
However, it is not correct to infer that “BLM has defined all of these projects as one project”.  Although BLM has some discretion on 
what would constitute a project, each of these projects has their own proposed action, proponents and potential impacts.  The 
analyses for each project estimated emissions for the non-project sources within the model domain using the best information 
available at the time of each analysis. 

Comment Number 671-51-2 

Comment 
Despite the heightened importance of this criteria pollutant due to the near-violation of the standard, the ozone analysis in the 
Atlantic RIM DEIS is deficient. 

Response 
BLM recognizes that ozone is a concern, since high ozone concentrations have been monitored in and near the Jonah gas field 
near Pinedale. BLM guidance demonstrates BLM commitment to establish and maintain adequate AQ monitoring. 

Comment Number 671-51-3 

Comment 
If the stated background concentration of 147 pg/m3 were used, the ozone concentration resulting from the Atlantic Rim project 
would be 163.1 pg/m3, a violation of the ozone 8-hour NAAQS of 157 pg/m3. See Id. at 3-1 8,4-14. 

Response 
The inter-agency air quality team agreed to the use of the background ozone concentration of 75 µg/m3. 

Comment Number 671-51-4 

Comment 
BLM is substituting a long-term average of background ozone concentrations for an 8-hour estimate, which is clearly inappropriate 
for making an estimate of the 8-hour background concentrations. 

Response 
The ozone estimates are based on a model developed and reviewed by air quality stakeholders.  BLM recognizes that ozone is a 
concern, since high ozone concentrations have been monitored in and near the Jonah gas field near Pinedale.  BLM guidance 
demonstrates BLM commitment to establish and maintain adequate AQ monitoring. 

Comment Number 671-51-5 

Comment 
the Atlantic Rim DEIS uses an inappropriate "cutoff' date of March 31, 2004 for is purported "regional emissions inventory." 

Response 
Emission inventory cutoff dates are necessary, because the analysis process takes time to complete. 
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Comment Number 671-51-6 

Comment 
this sort of cutoff dated is inappropriate because, among other things, it eliminates the consideration of many emissions sources and 
does not comply with the requirements regarding analysis of the consumption of increment in prevention of significant deterioration 
areas. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-51-5.  WDEQ has the regulatory authority and responsibility to determine PSD 
increment consumption. 

Comment Number 671-51-7 

Comment 
It is also deficient because there is no analysis of whether these background values are even remotely representative of background 
levels in the Atlantic Rim project area (particularly for background levels assumed from far-away and/or long-ago monitoring). 

Response 
WDEQ has determined that the background data are representative.  See our response to comment 671-51-5.  BLM appreciates 
that many of these data are old and distant. 

Comment Number 671-51-8 

Comment 
Under any standard, it is unreasonable for BLM to not consider the air quality impact of these and other projects by adopting 
unreasonable cutoff dates that are literally years removed from current conditions. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-51-5. 

Comment Number 671-51-9 

Comment 
BLM should acknowledge that the Atlantic Rim project will contribute to a lack of progress toward the national goal and will make it 
more difficult or impossible for the State of Wyoming to submit an approvable regional haze state implementation plan to EPA. 

Response 
BLM’s AQ goals include complying with the Regional Haze Rule. 

Comment Number 671-51-10 

Comment 
The BLM should also acknowledge that it is making policy decisions regarding what type of development is most important and 
when and where this development will occur, taking options for making these decisions away from the State. 

Response 
BLM works in consultation with AQ staff from WDEQ, as well as from EPA, NPS and USFS.  While BLM is responsible for land 
management decisions, it does so in collaboration with stakeholders and permitting authorities to insure compliance with state and 
federal laws. 

Comment Number 671-51-11 

Comment 
BLM has decided that oil and gas development should have primacy in the industrial development that will be permissible under the 
Clean Air Act. Once BLM acknowledges that its actions will be contrary to the national goal and make it more difficult or impossible 
for the State to abide by EPA regional haze rule requirements, it should state what it will do to prevent these problems (see below). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671- 51-10.  It is within BLM discretion to review and approve natural resource 
management projects in consultation with our stakeholders and cooperating agencies. 
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Comment Number 671-51-12 

Comment 
approach, BLM claims that the Atlantic Rim project standing alone will contribute less than four percent (0.04 dv) to the visibility 
degradation on the four days in which visibility will degraded by 1 dv or more in the Bridger Wilderness Area, allowing BLM to claim 
"the Atlantic Rim project emissions would not cause or contribute to any visibility degradation at any of the Class I and sensitive 
Class I1 areas." DEIS at 5-7. See also Id. at 5-8 to -9. But this is the wrong way to frame the question. The question is whether the 
impacts of the Seminoe Road Project and the Atlantic Rim Project together will exceed the 0.04 dv standard that BLM has accepted 
as showing significant impacts. The impacts of the Seminoe Road Project must be added to the impacts of the Atlantic Rim Project 
to determine whether the 0.04 dv standard has been exceeded. 

Response 
The text in section 5.2.2 was revised in the final EIS to add “significant” to the phrase you quote in the comment. The significance 
criteria for visibility impacts is .5 dv for projects alone and 1 dv for cumulative.  The Seminoe Road project was included with other 
regional emission sources in the analysis of cumulative impacts including the proposed Atlantic Rim project.  Since the direct 
Atlantic Rim project contribution to the cumulative potential visibility impact of 1.0 dv or greater is less than 0.04 dv, the project is 
regarded as having an insignificant contribution to the cumulative visibility impact.  Therefore, the impacts of the Seminoe Road 
project were not added to the effects of the Atlantic Rim project to determine whether the proposed project exceeded the 0.04 dv 
criteria. 

Comment Number 671-51-13 

Comment 
Furthermore, at a minimum, they must also be added to the impacts of the very nearby Desolation Flats project because it has 
almost exactly the same modeling domain as the Atlantic Rim and Seminoe Road projects. 

Response 
The effects of Desolation Flats on air quality are included in the air quality monitoring as are any other background activities in the 
area. 

Comment Number 671-51-14 

Comment 
When this is done, it is clear there will be significant impacts to Class I areas due to these projects. The direct impacts to the Bridger 
Wilderness Area will be 0.02 dv due to the Atlantic Rim project.''  Air Quality Technical Support Document, Atlantic Rim Natural Gas 
Project and Seminoe Road Gas Development Project at Appendix F1, Table F1.8.1. 

Response 
The analysis in chapter 4 shows there would be no significant impacts from the Atlantic Rim project. 

Comment Number 671-51-15 

Comment 
When these impacts are added, as they must be, the total direct impact is 0.1 1 dv, far in excess of the 0.04 dv standard for a 
project's contribution to cumulative impacts that BLM considers significant. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-51-14. 

Comment Number 671-51-16 

Comment 
It was BLM's choice to determine that these projects should be analyzed jointly--explicitly with regards to Atlantic Rim and Seminoe 
Road, and implicitly due to the way the modeling domain was defined for Desolation Flats-so it must adhere to that decision. If BLM 
fails to do this, it will be violating the NEPA regulations by not considering cumulative, connected, and/or similar actions together, as 
it must. 

Response 
The decision to analyze jointly was based on efficiency, and does not imply that the projects are related actions.  Please refer to our 
response to comment 671-51-4. 
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Comment Number 671-51-17 

Comment 
Despite the fact that this project at a minimum will contribute to significant impacts to air quality in Class I areas and potentially 
cause an exceedance of the NAAQS for ozone, BLM does not propose to do any air quality monitoring in the Atlantic Rim field or 
provide for any mitigation of air quality impacts. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-51-4. 

Comment Number 671-51-18 

Comment 
Recently EPA demanded that BLM must reduce emissions from the Jonah Infill project by at least 80 percent, and BLM in a letter 
dated October 5, 2005 stated that the 80 percent reductions alternative was now the BLM's preferred alternative. Having established 
this level of emissions reductions as reasonable and practical, not to mention necessary to ensure that air quality standards are not 
violated, BLM must continue to abide by this agreement in all oil and gas development projects. This is particularly true since the 
Atlantic Rim Seminoe Road and Jonah Infill Project modeling domains are exactly the same. 

Response 
The requirement is to mitigate potential AQ impact by 80% for the Jonah project alone.  Potential impact from the Atlantic Rim 
project alone does not exceed significance criteria.  It would not be appropriate to apply the 80% reduction in potential impact to all 
projects. The reduction was applied to mitigate potential impacts to acceptable levels. 

Comment Number 671-51-19 

Comment 
Both the Atlantic Rim and Seminoe Road projects will contribute to significant impacts to visibility in Class I areas, so BLM must 
seek to mitigate those impacts. 

Response 
Potential project impacts are less than significance criteria. 

Comment Number 671-51-20 

Comment 
At a minimum, BLM should require the use of Tier I1 technology and flareless completions to the maximum extent possible, as it is 
purporting to do in the Jonah field. Moreover, it must ensure that there is adequate air quality monitoring in place, including in the 
Atlantic Rim field. Absent any monitoring, the air quality impacts of this project will remain undocumented, the kind of blindness 
NEPA specifically prohibits. See 40 C.F.R. 1502.22 (requiring the collection of complete information), 1502.24 (requiring that 
professional integrity and scientific accuracy be assured). 

Response 
BLM will ensure that actions by companies are consistent with WDEQ AQ regulations and permits. 

Comment Number 671-51-21 

Comment 
Thus, with the addition of the 2000 wells proposed here (not to mention the 1,240 wells from the Seminoe Road project that are 
supposedly part of a joint cumulative air impacts analysis), the level of cumulative impacts affecting the Bridger Wilderness must 
exceed four days. The Atlantic Rim DEIS should be corrected so that the proper cumulative impact is presented, or at a minimum an 
explanation must be provided as to why the Desolation Flats project, which has far fewer wells (3851) has greater cumulative 
impacts than does the Atlantic Rim project. Should the cumulative impacts from the two projects be added together? 

Response 
Air quality impacts are disclosed in chapter 4, section 4.2. 
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Comment Number 671-51-22 

Comment 
Again, should the impacts of the Jonah and Powder River Basin projects be added to the Atlantic Rim project impacts? Why or why 
not? Certainly, at a minimum, the direct project impacts of these projects must be added to the cumulative impacts of the Atlantic 
Rim project. 

Response 
The purpose of the Atlantic Rim EIS is to focus on potential impacts from that project.  It is not to consider every source that could 
impact Bridger Wilderness. 

Comment Number 671-51-23 

Comment 
If the Seminoe Road, Atlantic Rim, Desolation Flats, Jonah, and Powder River Basin projects are considered together-as they must 
be in order to do a proper cumulative impacts analysis-the significant cumulative visibility impacts in the Bridger Wilderness Area 
would appear to be on the order of about two to three weeks per year, at a minimum. At a minimum BLM must provide an 
explanation of how the impacts analyses from these (and other) projects relate to each other and to what degree the impacts are 
additive or not, and why. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-51-14 and 671-51-22. 

Comment Number 671-51-24 

Comment 
But a review of the information in the Air Quality Technical Support Document, Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project and Seminoe Road 
Gas Development Project ("Support Document") shows that there will be additional impacts, and the DEIS fails to provide an 
adequate analysis of these impacts. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-51-21.  The AQTSD is part of the EIS. 

Comment Number 671-51-25 

Comment 
Table F1.1.3 shows that the cumulative impacts of this project would be extraordinarily close to the NO2 significance level in the 
Bridger Wilderness Area.  Support Document at Table F1.1.3. Certainly there is no where near enough confidence in the data input 
into these models to claim that a 0.0936 ug/m3 level differs statistically from a 0.1 ug/m3 significance level (i.e., the data are too 
variable for the confidence interval for the 0.0936 level to not include, overlap with, 0.1). BLM should acknowledge the near
exceedance of this standard and discuss its importance. If BLM is claiming that a 0.0936 concentration differs statistically from a 
0.10 level it must provide support for that claim. 

Response 
SILs are not significance criteria.  The applicable significance criterion is the NO2 PSD Class I increment. 

Comment Number 671-51-26 

Comment 
And of course, the significance level relative to cumulative visibility impacts is exceeded, although the DEIS is notable for providing 
no explanation of to what degree impacts are occurring. In fact, there will be four days of cumulative significant impacts to visibility in 
the Bridger Wilderness Area Class I area (1 0 days if the 0.5 dv standard is used), and visibility could be reduced by over twenty 
percent (2.08 dv) on those days. Id. at Table F1.8.3. The DEIS must acknowledge, discuss, and seek to mitigate these 
various impacts. 

Response 
BLM mitigates significant impacts from the project in consultation with WDEQ, EPA, NPS and USFS.  A project-specific EIS cannot 
mitigate cumulative impacts directly. 
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Comment Number 671-51-27 

Comment 
The Atlantic Rim DEIS ignores air quality impacts and issues in sections of the DEIS where they should at least be mentioned 
and/or acknowledged. These include pages 5-4 to -7 (Executive Summary), 2-4 to -6 (air is not treated as a unique and important 
resource under Alternative C), 2-10 to -23 (air is not mentioned in this environmental consequences table). 

Response 
The final EIS includes a description of AQ in the environmental consequence table. 

Comment Number 671-51-28 

Comment 
The Jonah Infill Project EIS has established the need to engage in "early project development stage" modeling so that air quality 
impacts can be adequately considered before Tier I1 and other air pollution control technologies become widely available. The 
Atlantic Rim DEIS should provide similar modeling so that a full understanding of air quality impacts can be had. 

Response 
The early project modeling was specific to Jonah, due to requirements in the Pinedale Anticline ROD (BLM, 2000). 

Comment Number 671-51-29 

Comment 
The only modeling that was done was of the Proposed Action and No Action Alternatives. See DEIS at 4-9. The No Action 
alternative modeling was apparently not even reflective of the true state of affairs under the no action scenario because it did not 
reflect the 720 wells that will be drilled on state and private lands. DEIS at 5-7. This fails to meet BLM's obligations to provide an 
analysis that is useful for decision-making in an environmentally informed manner. 13 

Response 
For the Atlantic Rim EIS analysis, “No Action” means that the BLM would reject the proponents proposal and the proposed activity 
would not take place.  Please refer to section 2.2.2 of chapter 2. 

Comment Number 671-51-30 

Comment 
Furthermore, since BLM is pursuing a combination of Alternatives B and C as its Preferred Alternative, it should have modeled that 
scenario so that an estimation of impacts from what BLM actually plans to do could be made and consideration given to the 
significance of those impacts. That is not possible with the analysis presented. The failure to analyze the impacts of the Preferred 
Alternative, a plan of action that differs substantially from the Proposed Action, fails to meet the underlying requirements, policies, 
and purposes of NEPA. See, e.g. 40 C.F.R. 1500.1, 1500.2, 1501.2, 1502.1. 

Response 
Please refer to the final EIS for revisions to the alternatives, including revisions to the preferred alternative and a new alternative 
(Alternative D), for consideration by the Deciding Official in the issuance of a Record of Decision for the ARPA. 

Comment Number 671-51-31 

Comment 
DEIS at 4-14 (Table 4-3). No conclusions can be reached regarding whether the NO2 increment will be exceeded without an 
estimate of how much increment has already been consumed. No indication of how much increment has been consumed is 
provided in the DEIS. Thus, any conclusions regarding exceedance of the NO2 Class I or Class II increment (or the increment for 
any other criteria pollutant) have no basis. 

Response 
The PSD demonstrations serve information purposes only and do not constitute a regulatory PSD Increment consumption analysis, 
which may be completed as necessary by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality – Air Quality Division (WDEQ-AQD). 
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Comment Number 671-51-32 

Comment 
BLM's attempt to explain away this oversight is unavailing. DEIS at 5-7. BLM weakly asserts that "[total far field impacts would be 
slightly less than those analyzed for the Proposed Action given the reduced number of wells developed." Does this mean 1 percent 
less? Five percent? Fifteen percent? The DEIS provides no basis for making this comparison. 

Response 
As presented in Table 2-1 in the final EIS, BLM is only able to broadly estimate a range of well pad numbers that could be 
developed under Alternative C.  Please refer to the footnotes for this table for the assumptions underlying BLM's estimates.  The 
number of wells developed under Alternative C would depend on the site-specific locations chosen for development and the 
attendant development protection measure that would apply. 

Comment Number 671-52-1 

Comment 
The powerline infrastructure required for this project has not been considered in the Draft EIS for the Atlantic Rim project. DEIS 
at 2-9. As this is a connected (indeed, integral) part of the Atlantic Rim project, BLM's failure to plan and study the impacts of 
electrical powerline systems associated with the Atlantic Rim project constitutes a serious violation of NEPA. 

Response 
Construction of powerlines is not a connected action.  Furthermore, the need for powerlines and electricification cannot be 
determined at this time.  Any powerline proposals would be analyzed when and if brought forward.  Under all action alternatives 
power would be generated at a central facility for each pod and distributed underground to well pads and other facilities. 

Comment Number 671-52-2 

Comment 
Powerlines serve as perches for raptors, and can therefore concentrate predation pressure around powerline corridors. Thus, it is 
critically important that powerlines not be sited within 4 miles of sage grouse leks, within two miles of sharp-tailed grouse leks, or 
within one mile of prairie dog colonies. 

Response 
All powerlines would be buried under each of the action alternatives. 

Comment Number 671-53-1 

Comment 
Both gas-gathering and water-gathering pipelines should be paired in the same right of way, in order to reduce the overall surface 
impacts of pipeline networks in the project. Both water and gas pipelines should be buried in road rights of way, instead of being 
sited in separate ROWS, to further reduce the surface footprint of the project. This clustering of transportation facilities would help to 
minimize the overall surface acreage disturbed in the project. It is a reasonable alternative, and should be adopted as a standard 
practice in this project. 

Response 
The Operators have proposed to evaluate burying gas and produced water pipelines in road rights-of-way, and barring negative 
results of these evaluation projects, may adopt the practice.  

Comment Number 671-53-2 

Comment 
If there is ever a circumstance where there is a pipeline that is not buried beneath a roadbed, then the pipeline ROW should be 
prepared using brush-hogging (m blading), which reduces the surface disturbance needed to a small proportion of the ROW used by 
ditching machinery. This practice retains most ROW soils intact, and allows for shrubs other than sagebrush resprouting from the 
rootstock, and reducing the opportunities for noxious weed invasion. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion.  Approved action will emphasize limiting surface disturbance. 
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Comment Number 671-54-1 

Comment 
It would be reasonable (and indeed prudent) for BLM to require the use of jeep trails for wellfield access across the board in the 
ARPA, with improvements made only where routes cross stream channels and culverts would provide a measure of protection for 
streams and water resources. 

Response 
BLM policy requires roads be built to certain standards, depending on their type and intensity of use.  In the case of Atlantic Rim, 
well pad access roads may be built to differing standards than usual to attempt to reduce environmental impacts and to make 
reclamation easier. 

Comment Number 671-54-2 

Comment 
The maximum density of 3 miles per square mile is still excessive, as road densities of two miles per square mile have been shown 
to displace big game in forested habitats, and due to the lack of hiding cover in the ARPA, it would be prudent to assume that the 
animals found here have an even lower tolerance for increasing road densities. 

Response 
The effects of road disturbance on wildlife are analyzed and disclosed in section 4.7. 

Comment Number 671-54-3 

Comment 
What are the specifications of road culverts required for this project, and what will be their impacts on the movements of rare native 
fishes? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 413-29. 

Comment Number 671-55-1 

Comment 
One method that is universally applicable to reduce drilling impacts is "pitless drilling," entailing closed-loop systems that recycle 
drilling mud rather than dumping it into open pits. This practice would be required under Alternative C (DEIS at 4-43), and should be 
implemented throughout the ARPA to reduce impacts to wildlife and water quality should the project move forward. 

Response 
Please refer to the final EIS for an additional alternative (Alternative D) and a revision to the preferred alternative.  Pitless drilling is 
an option available to the operators and BLM when site-specific reviews show the need for such activity. 

Comment Number 671-55-2 

Comment 
Due to its environmental advantage, pitless drilling should be mandated as a standard requirement for drilling operations under the 
Atlantic Rim project. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-55-1. 
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Comment Number 671-56-1 

Comment 
it is imperative that reclamation procedures allow the re-establishment of native vegetation cover as rapidly as possibly to minimize 
the opportunity for the invasion of noxious weeds. 

Response 
BLM agrees that it is important to promote successful reclamation of areas disturbed by project activities to minimize the invasion of 
noxious weeds.  Please see the revised reclamation plan in appendix B.  Also, best management practices and the many vegetation 
management tools available provide BLM and the companies with the capability to control weed infestations. 

Comment Number 671-57-1 

Comment 
While interim reclamation is likely to result in a slight reduction of the visual impact of a wellsite, avoidance of the area by wildlife is 
more closely tied to vehicle traffic and human presence (which are unaffected by interim reclamation) than it is to the reseeding of 
wellpad fringe areas. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number 671-57-2 

Comment 
BLM should require interim reclamation within a year of spud date as a requirement for all wells in all habitat types. This would not 
only reduce siltation and salt inputs to streams, but would also reduce fugitive dust pollution. 

Response 
The BLM’s target for interim reclamation is stabilization with vegetation following the first growing season, as detailed in the 
Reclamation appendix in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 671-57-3 

Comment 
How many miles of roads and how many wellpads are unlikely to meet interim and long-term reclamation benchmarks? The BLM 
will need to plot the locations of roads, wellpads, and pipelines against the spatial distribution of soils, slopes, and vegetation types 
in order to perform this analysis. This analysis must be provided in order to fulfill NEPA "hard look" requirements. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1. 

Comment Number 671-58-1 

Comment 
The BLM must identify site-specific project locations so that it may go ahead and present the final reclamation practices as part of 
the EIS. Deferring part of the reclamation/mitigation measures until some undisclosed later time does not satisfy NEPA's 
requirements; the public deserves the opportunity to review and comment on the reclamation plan in full before the project is 
approved. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1. 
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Comment Number 671-58-2 

Comment 
In addition, by stating that "phased development would provide additional time to determine successful reclamation techniques for 
clay soils with alkali sagebrush (DEIS at 4-51), BLM infers that such successful reclamation techniques are not available to day. 
Because mitigation reclamation measures are not currently available to return this land cover type to its natural state, surface-
disturbing activities should not be permitted on clay soils with the alkali sage cover type. 

Response 
Alternative B has been moved to the “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study” section of the final EIS based on 
comments received on the Draft EIS. 

Comment Number 671-58-3 

Comment 
What is the spatial distribution of such "poor vegetation" within the ARPA? How many wells and miles of roads will experience what 
amounts to a failure in reclamation due to "poor vegetation," soils with excess salts, poor topsoils, or other factors? 

Response 
The BLM is unable to predict the location and extent of these factors at the field development analysis level.  Subsequent site-
specific proposals will provide the needed information at the APD stage of the project for consideration, mitigation and approval as 
appropriate. 

Comment Number 671-58-4 

Comment 
The BLM notes that in Mountain Big Sagebrush vegetation types, reclamation should be good due to higher moisture availability, 
and yet "most previous reclamation efforts in this type have not been [good]." DEIS at 3-59. It is confusing that the agency projects 
good reclamation potential in these sites, when past experience indicates poor reclamation potential. Why the discrepancy? And 
what is the expectation for reclamation here? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-42. 

Comment Number 671-58-5 

Comment 
One should assume that, following complete scarification of the soil and topsoil replacement, that sagebrush reestablishment and 
recovery to an adult cover type would take at least as long. 

Response 
BLM generally agrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number 671-58-6 

Comment 
Recovery rates in non-sagebrush vegetation types within the ARPA are not estimated within the DEIS. The BLM must provide this 
information to satisfy "hard look" requirements. 

Response 
Site-specific review and evaluation of the vegetation types and habitats to be disturbed will allow such a review at the APD level. 
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Comment Number 671-58-7 

Comment 
It is worrisome that the BLM has been unable to establish a recovery rate for native shrubs, and that a shortage of native seed 
sources may threaten interim and long-term reclamation efforts in the ARPA. See DEIS at 4-50. What proportion of the project could 
reasonably be expected to be reseeded with native seed mixes, based on current seed sources? Are there additional seed sources 
that are known to be ready to come on-line in the near future? If seed sources cannot be relied upon, how can the re-seeding 
mitigation measures be judged to be satisfactory? 

Response 
A shortage of native seed sources will not threaten reclamation, but it may lengthen the time it takes to achieve complete 
reclamation. After interim soil stabilization with vegetation, reclamation to native vegetation species may require re-seeding or 
planting with native vegetation or natural re-establishment from surrounding sources.  

Comment Number 671-58-8 

Comment 
In the case of this project, with its overwhelming proportion of poor, erodible, and unstable soils, it would be a reasonable alternative 
to require the planting of such perennial forbs, shrubs, and trees in all locations where they were present prior to disturbance 

Response 
Re-establishment of vegetative cover is the first priority of reclamation under the Reclamation appendix, followed by agricultural 
practices to return historic / native vegetation communities. 

Comment Number 671-58-9 

Comment 
It will also be necessary to require watering these types of plantings for a period of time until they become firmly established; 
planting these types of vegetation and then failing to provide the needed moisture would be a waste of resources and would not 
meet the need for successful revegetation. 

Response 
Watering could be useful if the right climatic conditions were to occur, but wide spread use is problematic across the entire project 
area. 

Comment Number 671-58-10 

Comment 
In light of the sensitive (often saline) soils, vegetation characteristics, and high erosion potential extant over much of the ARPA, BLM 
should analyze and emplace additional, more effective mitigation measures. 

Response 
As more effective mitigation measures are identified and perfected, they will be utilized. 

Comment Number 671-58-11 

Comment 
In addition, the difficulties presented by long-term reclamation underscore the need to minimize the acreage of surface disturbance, 
shift disturbance away from areas where reclamation is likely to fail, and reduce overall well spacing densities for the project. 

Response 
BLM is in agreement with this statement. 
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Comment Number 671-59-1 

Comment 
An outright moratorium of road and well construction on steep slopes is needed. Alternative C provides a good starting point, but 
BLM should evaluate whether a threshold of 25% slope (which is quite steep) provides sufficient protection for soils, or whether the 
moratorium should be applied to other steep slopes as well (e.g., slopes greater than 8%). 

Response 
The BLM will avoid road construction on steep slopes and has additional mitigation for disturbance on slopes great than 8% in 
Alternative C. 

Comment Number 671-59-2 

Comment 
BLM should at least apply the protective measures from Alternative C for soil and water resources protection, and test these 
measures to ensure that they are sufficiently protective to prevent significant impacts. 

Response 
Even the use of development protection measures are predicted to result in significant effects to big game, sage-grouse, and other 
resource values at Atlantic Rim. 

Comment Number 671-59-3 

Comment 
How much salt loading will be contributed to the watersheds, by HUC, under each alternative? This question must be answered in 
order to satisfy NEPA's hard look requirements. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-71-1. 

Comment Number 671-59-4 

Comment 
What is the daily quantity of salt input to the Colorado River system as a result of this project under the Proposed Action and 
Alternative B? Is it greater than 1 ton per day? If so, both the Proposed Alternative and Alternative B cannot be legally implemented, 
because they would violate interstate compacts on the quality of water in the Colorado River system. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 665-12-3. 

Comment Number 671-60-1 

Comment 
In such areas that are exceptionally erosion-prone, the construction of roads, wellpads, and pipelines should be avoided. In addition, 
the BLM should require additional mitigation measures, such as those contained in Alternative C, for the entire project 
area to minimize the potential for additional erosion. 

Response 
Alternative C was developed to mitigate impacts from the Proposed Action; a full description of these impacts by alternative for 
water quality is presented in section 4.4.3. 

Comment Number 671-60-2 

Comment 
This shows that currently required mitigation measures are failing to prevent significant problems, and that additional anti-erosion 
techniques need to be applied if the project is to move forward. 

Response 
The BLM believes that existing mitigations and best management practices are adequate to prevent erosion, but excessive erosion 
is still occurring at the Atlantic Rim PODs.  Additional erosion control techniques will be utilized and developed as appropriate.  
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Comment Number 671-61-1 

Comment 
The BLM has clearly erred in making its determination that none of the action alternatives would cause an exceedence of impact 
significance criteria for noxious weeds. 

Response 
BLM believes that with effective use of mitigations and best management practices significant effects can be avoided in this area. 

Comment Number 671-61-2 

Comment 
As the existing level of development (95 wells) is already exceeding the impact significance criteria for weeds (DEIS at 2-1 3), how 
is it possible that adding an additional 2,000 wells can fail to meet the significance criteria under the action alternatives? 

Response 
Effective use of reclamation procedures, annual monitoring and adaptive management will provide the management program to 
effectively control weeds and erosion. 

Comment Number 671-61-3 

Comment 
Because noxious weeds associated with oil and gas development are such a problem in the ARPA, and because this problem will 
be magnified by an order of magnitude under this project, every effort must be undertaken to minimize the well density, minimize the 
number of wellpads, roads, and pipelines, and thus minimize the spread of noxious weeds along surface disturbances and from 
there into undisturbed adjacent habitats. The current action alternatives do not address this need to minimize the surface footprint of 
the project, and therefore do not minimize the spread of noxious weeds. 

Response 
BLM believes the reclamation appendix and range of alternatives brought forward and analyzed in the final EIS will provide for 
accomplishment of this need. 

Comment Number 671-61-4 

Comment 
What is the current distribution of tamarisk? What streams are currently infected, and what lengths of stream reaches have them? 
What mitigation measures are proposed to deal with tamarisk now and in the future? Will BLM require the Operators to fund 
tamarisk cutting and removal operations? What is the likely spread of tamarisk given the proposed level of development under each 
alternative, and what is the effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures for this unique and difficult challenge? These questions 
must be answered by BLM in order to satisfy the requirements of NEPA. 

Response 
There are no known populations of tamarisk in the Atlantic Rim vicinity.  BLM, the companies and others as appropriate would work 
to remove any such populations as identified.  Tamarisk is not expected to be a problem at Atlantic Rim. 

Comment Number 671-62-1 

Comment 
The BLM correctly observes that impacts to grouse, big game, and songbirds exceed the significance criteria for the Preferred 
Alternative and Alternative B. However, based on the loss of forage production due to dust, increased road kill mortality, and the 
simple loss of habitat due to conversion to roads and wellpads, the BLM's finding of no significant impact to small mammals and 
Sensitive Species under all alternatives is arbitrary and capricious. 

Response 
See the discussion in section 4.7.3.1 under the heading "General Wildlife."  Based on the BLM's analysis of the various wildlife 
species in chapter 4, and the significance criteria, significant effects to small mammals and sensitive species are not anticipated. 
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Comment Number 671-62-2 

Comment 
It is important to note that the level of impact and development for each of the three action alternatives exceed important thresholds 
set forth by WGFD for sensitive habitats (WGFD 2005). Exceedence of these thresholds denotes a net loss of habitat function. For 
mule deer and pronghorn winter ranges and sage grouse nesting and brood-rearing habitats, the 8 wells per section proposed for 
the project fall under the "high" impact category, as do treatments that call for 20 acres or more of surface disturbance. For elk 
crucial winter range, these levels of development fall into the "extreme" impact category. In addition, WGFD recommends zero 
development within migration corridors (There are a number of migration corridors identified by WGFD within the ARPA. Id. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-62-3 

Comment 
We concur wholeheartedly, and point out that FLPMA carries a legal requirement for the BLM to manage its lands in accord with 
state directives such as the WGFD Mitigation Policy. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-62-4 

Comment 
Currently, mitigation measures in the Proposed Action are not sufficient to prevent a net loss of habitat function for big game crucial 
ranges, prairie dog colonies, and other State Sensitive species. The Atlantic Rim EIS therefore violates FLPMA's requirements to 
maintain consistency with established state policies. 

Response 
The Proposed Action is not a BLM alternative. The final approved alternative will be consistent with established state policies. 

Comment Number 671-62-5 

Comment 
Oil and gas development, with its sprawl of drilling pads, access roads, and pipelines, is the primary cause of habitat fragmentation 
in the sagebrush steppes of the ARPA. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-62-6 

Comment 
However, the BLM's analysis of the consequences of this disturbance is badly flawed. BLM states that the avoidance zone "can 
extend up to a half a mile from the developed area." DEIS at 4-60. In fact, as BLM is well aware, this avoidance zone can extend 
much farther. Powell (2003) studied elk avoidance of roads and established drilling pads in the Steamboat Mountain area of the Red 
Desert, an area similar to the ARPA in terms of vegetation and available cover. Powell found that elk avoid areas within 0.6 miles of 
a road or drilling pad in winter, and avoid areas within 1.2 miles of a road or drilling pad during summer. 

Response 
This text has been corrected in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 671-62-7 

Comment 
Regardless of the fact that BLM has understated the avoidance area surrounding development for some species, the agency has 
also failed to apply even its misleadingly small 1/2 mile avoidance zone to the project at hand. With eight wells (or even four) per 
square mile, there will be zero acreage within developed areas that is 1/2 mile or more from roads and facilities. Thus, 100% of 
developed areas will be in the avoidance zone, at least for elk and other species that are sensitive to disturbance. 

Response 
The avoidance zone referred to only occurs during the period of intense development activity.  It is unlikely that all well pads in a 
section would be developed simultaneously. 

Comment Number 671-62-8 

Comment 
BLM states that habitat avoidance would occur on 10-30% of the project area, a clear underestimate based on the agency's own 
data. DEIS at 4-61. 

Response 
BLM stands by its estimate that habitat loss would equal approximately 6 % of the project area. 

Comment Number 671-63-1 

Comment 
The BLM has noted significant impacts in the form of "shifting antelope use" for the Proposed Alternative and Alternative B. DEIS at 
2-13. To which habitat does the BLM expect the antelope use to shift? 

Response 
Section 4.7.3.1 under the heading "Big Game," refers to localized displacement to less productive habitat within the same general 
area. 

Comment Number 671-63-2 

Comment 
In reality, it appears that displacement really equals extinction for antelope populations in the ARPA. 

Response 
Please refer to the response to comment 671-63-1. 

Comment Number 671-63-3 

Comment 
The BLM needs to analyze and implement an alternative that provides a strong likelihood that antelope populations within the ARPA 
will be able to survive and thrive, because prospects for displacement of these animals are so poor. 

Response 
Please refer to the response to comment 671-63-1. 

Comment Number 671-63-4 

Comment 
The prospect of fencing off wellpads and roads to prevent cattle from impairing reclamation efforts may increase the likelihood of 
reclamation success, but it also has the potential to impair the migration and dispersal of pronghorns. Road and well networks can 
be quite extensive, and it would be a significant impact on pronghorn (assuming there were any left to be impacted) to construct 
extensive fence networks along rights-of-way. 

Response 
Extensive fencing along rights-of-way is not anticipated. 
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Comment Number 671-63-5 

Comment 
Far better for the BLM to radically reduce the density of roads and wellpads; this would decrease the number of facilities that require 
fencing, increase the likelihood that antelope are maintained within the project area, and keep the landscape more permeable to 
antelope passage. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this concept. 

Comment Number 671-63-6 

Comment 
What will be the traffic volume through Bridger Pass during the construction phase(s) versus the drilling phases?  What impact will 
this radical increase in traffic have on the direct vehicle-related mortality rates of big game animals? What will be the impacts of dust 
be? Will there be a 20 to 35% reduction in forage along the roadways, as in the ARPA? Or will the reduction be greater due to the 
greater concentration of vehicle traffic? 

Response 
This issue is discussed in detail in Section 4.7.3 General Wildlife.  Please note that the final EIS contains additional information on 
big game habituation. 

Comment Number 671-63-7 

Comment 
Do these three county roads traverse crucial winter ranges, severe winter relief areas, or calving/fawning habitats, and if so, what 
will be the impacts of project-related traffic be on wintering or calving game animals? What will be the cumulative effect of traffic 
related loss of habitat function outside the AFWA in combination with the direct and indirect impacts of project-related developments 
and activities inside the AWA? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-63-6. 

Comment Number 671-63-8 

Comment 
It is important to note that the impacts of this project will clearly extend beyond the ARPA boundary, and the BLM has an obligation 
under NEPA to analyze all of the impacts of this project, not just those that happen to occur in the ARPA. 

Response 
BLM's impact analysis required under NEPA is disclosed in chapters 4 and 5 of the EIS. 

Comment Number 671-63-9 

Comment 
The BLM must cooperate with WGFD and the Wyoming State Veterinary Laboratory to investigate the role of CBM development in 
this die-off, disclose results in the EIS, and then analyze the additional impact that 2,000 more wells might have on wintering elk. 

Response 
The die-off is not related to the actions discussed in the EIS. 

Comment Number 671-64-1 

Comment 
BLM must lay out the locations of roads and wellpads so that the acreage of aspen habitats impacted by the project can be studied. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1 
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Comment Number 671-64-2 

Comment 
the agency must disclose how many miles of road and how many wellpads will be sited in juniper woodlands. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1 

Comment Number 671-64-3 

Comment 
Finally, the importance of springs and riparian areas to wildlife cannot be overstated. The mileage of roads and number of wellpads 
to be sited in these areas must be sited, and an alternative that excludes facilities from these habitats should be studied and 
adopted. 

Response 
The "no action" alternative would exclude facilities from these habitats.  Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1 

Comment Number 671-64-4 

Comment 
Seven of these juniper obligate songbirds, rare in Wyoming, are found within the ARPA. These include the ash-throated flycatcher, 
gray flycatcher, plain titmouse, black-throated gray warbler, blue-gray gnatcatcher, Bewick's wren, and Scott's oriole. DEIS at 
Table D-1. Because these species are dependent on juniper habitats, which may be degraded under the Atlantic Rim project, BLM 
will need to quantify the proportion of juniper woodlands that will be directly, indirectly, and cumulatively impacted by the project. 
This analysis will require the BLM to plan and present the layout of roads, wellpads, and pipelines. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1 

Comment Number 671-64-5 

Comment 
The WYNDD has a confirmed record of ringtail near Baggs, in or near the ARPA. See DEIS at D-2. Yet the Draft EIS does not 
discuss the significance of this sighting, nor does it discuss the potential impacts of the project on ringtails that may occur within the 
ARPA. This oversight must be corrected in the FEIS. 

Response 
Although anecdotal information on ringtail is included in appendix D, there is insufficient data on the species to suggest that it may 
be affected by the project. 

Comment Number 671-65-1 

Comment 
Instruction Memorandum (IM) 97-118 governs BLM Special Status Species management and requires that actions authorized, 
funded, or carried out by the BLM do not contribute to the need for any species to become listed as a candidate, or for any 
candidate species to become listed as threatened or endangered. All three action alternatives clearly violates this IM for sage 
grouse, and Columbian sharp-tailed grouse, and also violates it for the Wyoming pocket gopher and BLM sensitive raptor species 
found within the ARPA; the Proposed Action and Alternative B also violate this IM for bluehead sucker, flannelmouth sucker, and 
roundtail chub. 

Response 
BLM approvals of subsequent site-specific proposals will be consistent with the IM and the Record of Decision when they are 
issued. 
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Comment Number 671-65-2 

Comment 
This provides additional baseline data gathering responsibilities for the Atlantic Rim Project, responsibilities that have yet to be 
fulfilled. Clearly, the BLM must survey for special status species before allowing any ground disturbance for this project, must 
develop site-specific management plans for these species, and must monitor special status species populations within the ARPA to 
ensure that the agency is promoting their recovery. The BLM must acquire baseline data and analyze the impacts of the four 
alternatives on these species. In the Draft EIS, the BLM has flouted its special status species obligations, which makes this safety 
net less meaningful and increases the need for Endangered Species Act protection. 

Response 
BLM 's compliance with IM 97-118 and with Manual 6840 is ongoing.  The final decision on the Atlantic Rim project will reflect its 
obligations under both. 

Comment Number 671-65-3 

Comment 
The Draft EIS presents no baseline data on the population size and trend for Bridger Pass, nor does the agency purport to have 
Conducted any field surveys for this extremely rare endemic mammal. Such field surveys are absolutely needed to establish the 
presence/absence, distribution, and population size of Wyoming pocket gophers within the ARPA, in order to fulfill NEPA 
requirements to gather baseline data. 

Response 
Section 4.8 describes the potential for impact on this BLM sensitive species and indicates that mitigation that avoids significant 
impact would be implemented at the site-specific level. 

Comment Number 671-65-4 

Comment 
the BLM has performed no analysis of impacts of the project on this BLM Sensitive Species. Because the heart of the Wyoming 
pocket gopher's range is immediately adjacent to the project area, because there is a strong likelihood of additional pocket gopher 
populations in the ARPA, and because the Atlantic Rim project will certainly impact the Bridger Pass population, a hard look at the 
impacts to this rare mammal is absolutely essential. 

Response 
Please refer to the response to comment 671-65-3. 

Comment Number 671-65-5 

Comment 
What will be the traffic volume through Bridger Pass during the construction phase(s) versus the drilling phases? What impact will 
this radical increase in traffic through the heart of the most important population of Wyoming pocket gophers have on the direct 
vehicle-related mortality rates of Wyoming pocket gophers? What will be the impacts of dust be? Will there be a 20 to 35% reduction 
in forage along the roadway, as in the ARPA? Or will the reduction be greater due to the greater concentration of vehicle traffic? 

Response 
Please refer to the response to comment 671-65-3. 

Comment Number 671-65-6 

Comment 
It is important to note that the impacts of this project will clearly extend beyond the ARPA boundary, and the BLM has an obligation 
under NEPA to analyze all of the impacts of this project, not just those that happen to occur in the ARPA. 

Response 
Please refer to the response to comment 671-65-3. 
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Comment Number 671-65-7 

Comment 
In addition, protective stipulations for drier ridgetops that are the preferred habitat for this species (Clark and Stromberg 1987) 
should be studied under at least one alternative, and emplaced in the final decision. 

Response 
Please refer to the response to comment 671-65-3. 

Comment Number 671-65-8 

Comment 
BLM states that if pocket gophers are discovered in the project area at some later date, mitigation measures will be developed at 
that time. DEIS at 4-80. This is clearly a legally insufficient way to mitigate impacts to this very rare species. In the first place, 
mitigation measures would likely entail some changes to wellfield design in addition to operating procedures. And if pocket gophers 
are discovered only after the wells and roads are built, it will be too late to change the wellfield design to mitigate impacts to 
Wyoming pocket gophers. This statement also shows the need to survey the project area in advance, so that mitigation measures 
can be put in place before development occurs, through the EIS process as mandated by NEPA. 

Response 
Please refer to the response to comment 671-65-3. 

Comment Number 671-65-9 

Comment 
The mountain plover is a BLM Sensitive Species that has been documented within the ARPA. DEIS at 3-83. In the Draft EIS, BLM 
fails to provide baseline information about the size of the present population, and also fails to predict the population trend as a result 
of the project. 

Response 
Section 4.8 describes the potential for impact on this BLM sensitive species.  In addition to mitigation described in the EIS in 
appendix E, additional mitigation that avoids significant impact would be implemented at the site-specific level. 

Comment Number 671-65-10 

Comment 
Were the BLM to lay out the roads and wellpads for this project as its NEPA requirements require the agency to do, it could 
determine definitively where avoidance of plover nesting habitat is "practical" and where it is not. The agency could then measure 
the number of wells and miles of road and pipeline that would be constructed within mountain plover habitat, providing a sufficient 
underpinning for a prediction of the level of impact to nesting mountain plovers that will result from this project. Absent such a 
thorough analysis, BLM's unsupported conclusion that "mountain plovers are not expected to be significantly impacted" (DEIS 
at 4-80) is arbitrary and capricious. 

Response 
Please refer to the response to comments 671-11-1 and 671-65-9. 

Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS  Page O-230 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 671-65-11 

Comment 
The BLM needs to implement mitigation measures and wellfield design criteria that make the Atlantic Rim project compatible with 
maintaining healthy and recovering sage grouse populations. But BLM's action alternatives would all allow roadbuilding and well 
development within 2 miles of sage grouse leks, the area most sensitive and important as breeding and nesting habitat. 

Response 
The sage-grouse is a BLM sensitive species, listed as such on 04/09/2001.  Because of this status no actions that might jeopardize 
the future existence or viability of this species may occur.  The Great Divide Resource Management Plan (RMP) in appendix I lists 
sage-grouse in several areas of the Wildlife Mitigation Guidelines including 2b and 2c.  2c provides for the prohibition of surface 
activities or use within important habitat areas for the purpose of protecting sage-grouse breeding grounds and or habitat where 
timing stipulations are not appropriate.  The purpose of the Guidelines are (1) to reserve for the BLM the right to modify the 
operations of all surface and other human presence disturbance activities as part of the statutory requirements for environmental 
protection, and (2) to inform a potential lessee, permittee, or operator of the requirements that must be met when using 
BLM-administered lands.  The Guidelines in the RMP are not specific as to the distance an action must be moved to mitigate 
impacts of a proposal on sage-grouse.  Literature reviews show that requirements for no surface disturbance (NSD) from a lek 
generally run in the quarter-mile to 2-mile range.  The quarter-mile NSD mitigation is generally a minimum distance.  Additionally, 
another mitigation listed in appendix E,  page E-6 of the Draft EIS, states that no surface disturbance would be allowed within 
identified patches of greater sage-grouse severe winter relief habitat. 

Comment Number 671-65-12 

Comment 
If BLM does not want the Atlantic Rim project to contribute to a trend toward the listing of this bird, no surface disturbance should be 
allowed within 2 miles of a sage grouse lek at minimum, and additional seasonal buffers extending at least 3.1 miles from the lek 
site should be required, and drilling and construction operations disallowed during the breeding and nesting periods. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Also please refer to our response to comment 671-65-11 

Comment Number 671-65-13 

Comment 
The findings of this study make clear that projects like the Atlantic Rim CBM project, under standard stipulations like those in the 
Proposed Action and Alternative B, are clearly insufficient to prevent significant impacts to and ultimate depopulation of sage 
grouse. It is important to note that the data for this study were gathered from 2000 to 2004, when the Pinedale Anticline Field had a 
similar or lower density compared to the Atlantic Rim CBM project under all action alternatives. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-65-11. 

Comment Number 671-65-14 

Comment 
However, because BLM has not planned the location of wells and roads, the agency will not be able to analyze the direct and 
cumulative impacts of the project on sage grouse, either on a project-wide basis or lek by lek. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1 

Comment Number 671-65-15 

Comment 
The total number of sage grouse in the ARPA remains undisclosed, as BLM has failed its baseline information responsibility to 
gather and present lek count data gathered by the WGFD. 

Response 
Please refer to section 3.7.1.5 Upland Game Birds. 
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Comment Number 671-65-16 

Comment 
We support the mitigation measures in Alternative C prohibiting surface disturbance on sage grouse and sharp-tailed grouse 
wintering habitats. These measures should be incorporated into the final decision for this project. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-65-17 

Comment 
The BLM must census the ARPA for swift fox in order to determine the population size. Denning areas should be identified to satisfy 
NEPA baseline information requirements and protected from any activities that threaten the viability of swift fox populations. 

Response 
Swift fox are not known to occupy the project area, but may be present, as detailed in section 3.8.2.2 of the Draft EIS. 

Comment Number 671-65-18 

Comment 
In addition, the density of roads and wellpads must be reduced to minimize the impacts of vehicle collisions on swift fox populations. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-65-19 

Comment 
In light of this report, the BLM must initiate a Section 7 consultation with the USFWS concerning the possible impacts of the project 
on dispersing wolves (and also the potential of eventual wolf colonization of the ARPA). The passage of wolves southward has been 
confirmed by the death of a wolf along Interstate 70 in Colorado. 

Response 
The discussion in the EIS of Threatened and Endangered Species is based on a species list provided by the USFWS.  The grey 
wolf was not among the species on the list. 

Comment Number 671-65-20 

Comment 
And yet the BLM does not list the wolf among species likely or confirmed to occur within the ARPA. See DEIS at D-2. . The fact that 
the USFWS has not added the wolf to a list of species that occur in the ARPA does not alter the fact that BCA has provided solid 
evidence that dispersing wolves are likely to be present within the ARPA during certain times of year. And this possibility, backed by 
credible evidence confirmed by reputable biologists, may not be ignored. 

Response 
Please refer to the response to comment 671-65-19. 

Comment Number 671-65-21 

Comment 
The BLM must therefore initiate consultation with the USFWS concerning potential direct and cumulative impacts to wolves pursuant 
to the Endangered Species Act. Specifically, the BLM must address the cumulative impacts of the Atlantic Rim project together with 
other reasonably foreseeable projects, such as the Desolation Flats project and the Seminoe Road project in addition to existing 
developments, on the dispersal abilities and regional habitat permeability to facilitate dispersal and recovery of this Threatened 
species. 

Response 
Please refer to the response to comment 671-65-19. 
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Comment Number 671-65-22 

Comment 
For the Atlantic Rim project, we are concerned about the impact of proposed developments on prairie dogs. The impacts analysis in 
the Draft EIS is essentially nonexistent. See DEIS at 4-79.  CBM development in the Blue Sky Pod (and perhaps elsewhere within 
the ARPA) has taken place atop prairie dog colonies. What has been the vehicle-related mortality in these areas? What is the 
population trend (or at least trend in active colony area) for affected prairie dog populations? What does the monitoring data from 
the exploratory pods say about the impacts of these projects on prairie dogs? These are crucially important questions, because so 
many rare species depend on the white-tailed prairie dog to provide appropriate habitat or forage. 

Response 
As anticipated in all of the alternatives under consideration, development in the exploratory pods was preceded by surveys for white-
tailed prairie dogs.  Activity either took place in areas that had no prairie dog habitat or was relocated when possible to avoid active 
colonies. 

Comment Number 671-65-23 

Comment 
In addition, while the BLM's commitment that development "avoid prairie dog colonies whenever possible" (see DEIS at 4-79), this 
measure does not provide sufficient protection. BLM should study at least one alternative that prevents outright any roads and 
wellpads from being constructed within prairie dog colonies. The patchy distribution and relatively small size of colonies (see DEIS 
at M-31) makes this an eminently reasonable alternative, and BLM should adopt such requirements in its final decision for the 
project. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-65-24 

Comment 
It is critically important that this project minimize impacts to the burrowing owl. We are concerned both with the impacts that this 
project might have in reducing prairie dog populations, and also with the potential for direct mortality of burrowing owls due to 
vehicle collisions, particularly at night. What are the nighttime traffic patterns likely to be in the ARPA as a result of this proposed 
project? How many miles of road will cross known prairie dog colonies (and index of burrowing owl habitat)? 

Response 
The application of site-specific mitigation for the burrowing owl is described in appendix E, section 2.3.1.5. 

Comment Number 671-65-25 

Comment 
The BLM should require that prairie dog colonies be exempted from surface disturbing activities (except, perhaps, pipelines) to 
minimize the potential impact of the project to burrowing owls. The clustering of wells and facilities and the reduction of density of 
the wellfield is also needed to reduce impacts to this species. 

Response 
The application of site-specific monitoring and mitigation for prairie dogs is described in appendix E, section 2.3.1.1 and also 
table E-2. 

Comment Number 671-65-26 

Comment 
There are three species of sagebrush obligate songbirds found within the ARPA and on the BLM Sensitive Species List. According 
to WGFD data reported in the Draft EIS, all three of these BLM Sensitive sagebrush obligate passerines are known to occur within 
the ARPA. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment Number 671-65-27 

Comment 
Reptiles sensitive to disturbance which occur within the ARPA include the greater (eastern) short-homed lizard, the Great Basin 
gopher snake, the northern sagebrush lizard, the pale milk snake, and the smooth green snake. DEIS at Table D-1. We are 
concerned about the project's potential impacts to these species. We would expect these species to be most sensitive to habitat 
fragmentation and vehicle-related mortality, which means that project facilities will need to be clustered and access roads minimized 
to minimize the impacts to these species. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-65-28 

Comment 
Thus, using two-tracks instead of gravel roads for well access and trunk routes is needed to minimize vehicle mortality for these 
species. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-65-29 

Comment 
We are also concerned about the project's impacts on amphibians, as these species appear to be highly sensitive to both habitat 
degradation and changes in wetlands and water quality. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-65-30 

Comment 
Roundtail chubs, flannelmouth suckers, and bluehead suckers can be found in the ARPA. All three of these species are on the BLM 
Sensitive Species list, and merit special conservation attention. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-65-31 

Comment 
In order to conserve native fishes in this watershed, barriers to fish passage and wastewater inputs into Muddy Creek should be 
removed as mitigation measures tied to the Atlantic Rim CBM Project. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 671-65-32 

Comment 
The loss of this stream would likely contribute significantly to the trend toward ESA listing for these three species under the 
Proposed Action and Alternative B, as each species is down to less than 50% of its historic range (see Rees et a1 2005a7 2005b; 
Ptacek et al. 2005). These two alternatives therefore violate the BLM7s Sensitive Species policy, and should not be implemented. 

Response 
The three "action" alternatives evaluated in the draft, and the additional alternative evaluated in the final EIS show significant effects 
in many categories.  This analysis will be used in support of the BLM's decision in this matter.  Any decision made will be disclosed 
and discussed in the Record of Decision.  While analysis is occurring in the draft and final documents, no decisions are made. 
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Comment Number 671-65-33 

Comment 
The appropriate response to these problems is for BLM to require all of the mitigation measures contained in Alternative C to reduce 
sedimentation, salinification, and other impacts to aquatic systems, plus decreasing the overall number of wellpads and roads 
required for this project (as these are the sources of the impacts). 

Response 
Please note that BLM has included an additional alternative (Alternative D) for analysis in the final EIS along with a revision to the 
preferred alternative.  The alternatives presented in the final EIS will be considered by the Deciding Official in the implementation of 
a Record of Decision for the proposed project. 

Comment Number 671-65-34 

Comment 
Four the four species of Endangered fishes living in the Little Snake and Yampa Rivers, BLM concedes that "water draining from the 
ARPA affects the downstream habitat for these species." DEIS at 4-78. It is mystifying, however, that downstream Endangered 
fishes are projected to be unaffected under all alternatives. 

Response 
No produced water from the ARPA would be discharged to the Little Snake River drainage; therefore, produced water discharges do 
not pose a risk to these species.  In addition, materials from accidental releases would become highly diluted before they would 
reach waters were these species occur.  Any water depletion within the Colorado River system results in a “may affect, likely to 
adversely affect” determination for threatened and endangered species found in and along this river.  Therefore, BLM would initiate 
formal consultation with FWS for those species.  If any threatened or endangered fish species are identified within the ARPA, the 
BLM would consult with the FWS and develop a protection plan for the fish. 

Comment Number 671-65-35 

Comment 
BLM's assertion that the only impacts of this project to Threatened and Endangered fishes are related to water depletion are both 
arbitrary and capricious and factually erroneous. 

Response 
The BLM recognizes additional potential threats and clearly states in the EIS under the proposed action that the primary source of 
potential risk to these fish species is increases in suspended sediments and sedimentation from land disturbance and associated 
activities.  

Comment Number 671-65-36 

Comment 
In addition, "physical degradation of the stream channels is threatening full aquatic life use support" for Savery and West Loco 
Creeks. DEIS at 3-46. Will the Atlantic Rim project cause further degradation of these streams? If so, what is the magnitude of the 
additional degradation, and what impacts will it have on thermal regimes, turbidity, and aquatic life? 

Response 
Increased sedimentation may occur within a small localized area of Savery and West Loco Creeks. However, given the relatively 
small size of the area that occurs within this portion of the watershed (approximately 10% of the ARPA) potential impacts are 
unlikely.  In addition, implementation of all mitigation measures for water and soils would help reduce other potential impacts.   
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Comment Number 671-65-37 

Comment 
Sage Creek is impaired at present due to sediment loading. DEIS at 3-47. How much additional sediment loading will occur within 
the watershed as a result of project activities? What will be the impact of additional sediment loading on the viability of beaver 
populations downstream? We are concerned that additional sedimentation could fill beaver ponds, causing them to lose their habitat 
function for beaver and endangering the beaver population along Sage Creek. 

Response 
A small proportion of the ARPA occurs in the Missouri River drainage (approximately 3% of the ARPA) which includes a portion of 
Sage Creek.  Increased sedimentation may occur within a small localized area of Sage Creek, but a significant impact is unlikely 
and does not pose a risk to the beaver populations downstream.   

Comment Number 671-65-38 

Comment 
BLM actions must maintain this natural disparity between peakflow and baseflow by providing a moratorium on the surface 
discharge of CBM wastewater. 

Response 
Re-injection of produced water is a portion of the proposed action, and is not at this time a "requirement".  No other forms of 
produced water disposal other than re-injection are analyzed under the proposed action or any alternative. 

Comment Number 671-65-39 

Comment 
The BLM must maintain hydrograph and sediment load levels at these baseline levels through their management activities. 

Response 
The BLM will comply with the Clean Water Act and Wyoming water quality standards. 

Comment Number 671-65-40 

Comment 
Wastewater discharge or surface runoff that enters the Little Snake system directly or via groundwater as a result of the Atlantic Rim 
project would alter the chemical signature of the water; this must not be allowed. 

Response 
The injection of produced water is not expected to impact surface waters.  Please see the analysis in section 4.4.3.1. 

Comment Number 671-65-41 

Comment 
Thus, the surface discharge of coalbed methane wastewater (throughout the ARPA) must be strictly prohibited in the Little Snake 
watershed. 

Response 
Re-injection of produced water is a portion of the proposed action, and is not at this time a "requirement".  No other forms of 
produced water disposal other than re-injection are analyzed under the proposed action or any alternative.  Also, refer to response 
to comment 671-15-1. 
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Comment Number 671-66-1 

Comment 
BLM admits that these sand dune areas, both stabilized by vegetation and not stabilized, are noted for "the difficulties they pose for 
development and reclamation," and that "[t]he potential to increase wind erosion and destabilize the loose sands is very high." DEIS 
at 4-50. For the Atlantic Rim project, this area should therefore be put under "No Surface Occupancy" restrictions as a Condition of 
Approval for the individual wells. 

Response 
“No Surface Occupancy" can only be imposed in certain specific circumstances.  Avoidance and intensive reclamation would be 
necessary in this area to avoid serious adverse effects. 

Comment Number 671-66-2 

Comment 
How will project-related activities with the potential to alter streamflows or retard flooding impact riparian areas? How many miles of 
roads and how many wellpads will be sited on 100-year floodplains or in other areas that affect riparian function? These questions 
must be answered to satisfy NEPA "hard look" requirements. 

Response 
Impacts for streamflows are described in section 4.4.3; riparian areas are not expected to receive changes in flood regimes.  The 
length of new roads under the proposed action is 1,000 miles (section 2.2.1).  Identified 100-year floodplains are managed as 
avoidance areas, including 500 ft. from any open water or wetland areas.  There should be no pad locations in this area on public 
lands. Riparian areas on private and State lands do not have the same protection; therefore, there may be some pad locations in 
these areas (see section 4.5). 

Comment Number 671-67-1 

Comment 
BLM notes that Muddy Creek is listed as a 303(d) waterway by the state of Wyoming, and that the Proposed Action and Alternative 
B would result in impairment or threats of impairment to this waterway. DEIS at S-4. This stream is impaired under the Clean Water 
Act. A Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) must be established for this stream, and the BLM must then comply with the TMDL. 

Response 
The BLM will comply with the Clean Water Act and Wyoming water quality standards. 

Comment Number 671-67-2 

Comment 
The BLM must disclose how much (if any) of the water from these "closed systems" will end up in streams or groundwater in the 
ARPA 

Response 
Closed system stock-watering systems would be designed to not allow discharge into any water, either surface water or 
groundwater.  These systems are composed of pipelines to troughs with shut-off valves. 

Comment Number 671-67-3 

Comment 
Thus, it is absolutely imperative that no CBM wastewater or solutes therefrom be allowed to leak into the watersheds of the ARPA. 
Injection should be mandatory for all projects, including the Cow Creek POD (with some allowable exceptions for watering facilities 
that are engineered to a level that can be guaranteed to prevent leakage). 

Response 
Please refer to our responses to comment 671-15-1 and 671-65-41. 
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Comment Number 671-67-4 

Comment 
What are the potential effects of wastewater (particularly from the Cow Creek Pod, where surface discharge will be increased under 
this project) on riparian vegetation? 

Response 
The effects of waste-water discharge are disclosed in the Cow Creek Pod EA, which can be viewed on the internet at the BLM 
website. 

Comment Number 671-67-5 

Comment 
We are also concerned with increases in surface water salinity as a result of halogeton infestations. BLM notes that halogeton can 
increase salt loading into surface stream systems, because its foliage exudes salts. DEIS at B-1 1. How many tons per day of salt 
would be input into the stream systems of the ARPA as a result of increasing halogeton infestations? 

Response 
BLM is unable to calculate or disclose this information.  The amount of salt loading would vary based on infestation amounts, 
spread, and control success.  BLM expects that halogeton control is possible with proper focus on annual monitoring and 
responsible adaptive management including weed control. 

Comment Number 671-67-6 

Comment 
The wellpad for well 12-8 (presumably along Cow Creek) is located closer than 500 feet away from the Dry Cow Creek channel, in 
violation of mitigation measures. How many wells will be sited in violation of mitigation measures required under the Atlantic Rim 
project? What will the BLM do about these violations? Is there any hope at all to achieve compliance on a 2,000-well scale, when 
the BLM cannot achieve compliance with a small pilot project of several dozen wells? 

Response 
The siting of any wells under future development proposals within the ARPA will be considered on a case-by-case basis and must 
meet the 500-foot buffer requirement. 

Comment Number 671-67-7 

Comment 
A list of enforcement resources that will be applied throughout the life of the project as well as a list of punitive/corrective actions that 
will be applied to violators is needed if the reader of the Atlantic Rim EIS is to have any idea how often the requirements of the 
Atlantic Rim project will be followed. 

Response 
Plans describing various monitoring, maintenance and other planning activities within the ARPA are discussed in the revised 
Reclamation Plan (appendix B) and the Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan (appendix E). 

Comment Number 671-67-8 

Comment 
BLM has noted in the central PODS, "some of the well heads are leaking." DEIS at 3-49. What are the impacts of leaking 
wellheads? How many of the 2,000 wells can be expected to leak, based on the data gathered from the exploratory PODS? How will 
leaking wellheads be brought into compliance, and what resources are available (in terms of manpower) to ensure that these 
problems are monitored and corrected? 

Response 
This is a non-compliance issue that has since been corrected. 
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Comment Number 671-68-1 

Comment 
despite the fact that BLM's EIS stated that the containment reservoir was sufficient to hold all CBM wastewater plus a 20-year flood 
event, the reservoir has been discharging salty wastewater into the stream channel below it 

Response 
Water from the reservoir on Dry Cow Creek near the Cow Creek Pod has not been discharged as far as the BLM knows.  There 
have been some maintenance issues with the reservoir that the BLM has been working to have the operator address, including 
seepage problems that result in open water in the channel below the reservoir. 

Comment Number 671-68-2 

Comment 
Because the Atlantic Rim project will entail the construction of a wastewater gathering pipeline system linked to injection wells, 
Double Eagle must be required to hook up the Cow Creek Pod to this system and inject the wastewater from the exploratory project. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-15-1. 

Comment Number 671-68-3 

Comment 
Re-siting the Point of Compliance (POC) downstream to the confluence with COW Creek is also unacceptable; the POC should 
remain 1/4 mile downstream of the dam as originally permitted. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-15-1. 

Comment Number 671-68-4 

Comment 
The BLM must consider in detail (and adopt) an alternative that requires the CBM wastewater from the Cow Creek Pod to be tied 
into the water gathering system and injected underground to prevent this unnecessary and undue impact. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-15-1. 

Comment Number 671-68-5 

Comment 
The BLM has made no effort to measure and estimate the salt inputs downstream from the reservoir that serves the Cow Creek 
Pod. The agency must, as a part of the hard look process prescribed by NEPA, undertake such an analysis for the Cow Creek Pod, 
provide a scientifically defensible estimate of the annual salt loading from this source, and determine whether it is in compliance with 
interstate agreements regulating salt inputs into the Colorado River system. This analysis and findings should be published in the 
Final EIS for public review. 

Response 
Water from the reservoir on Dry Cow Creek near the Cow Creek Pod has not been discharged as far as the BLM knows.  There 
have been some maintenance issues with the reservoir that the BLM has been working to have the operator address, including 
seepage problems that result in open water in the channel below the reservoir. 
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Comment Number 671-69-1 

Comment 
It is noted that supplementary water sources will compensate for water sources lost due to dewatering during the life of the project 
(estimated by BLM at 50 years at most). What springs, seeps, and surface - streams will dry up or experience reduced flows after 
dewatering is complete and the project is shut down (i.e., during the 950 years of aquifer recharge)? 

Response 
As described in 4.4.3.1 of the final EIS, under the heading "Springs and Seeps," the BLM discloses the potential for impacts to 
seeps and springs within the Mesaverde Group due to dewatering of the coal seams.  Monitoring well data indicate that coal beds 
are in hydraulic communication with adjacent sandstone units within the Mesaverde which could be connected to springs and seeps, 
particularly those near the contact between the Mesaverde Group and the Lewis Shale.  In addition to seeps and springs, direct 
impacts may occur to flowing wells that may be completed in production coals seams.  These are likely to decrease in flow by 30%. 

Comment Number 671-69-2 

Comment 
What will be the surface water sources available to wildlife? What changes will occur in the distribution of wildlife habitat selection 
and changing habitat capabilities as a result of this project? What streams and wetlands will dry up, and what will be the impacts on 
the aquatic life and riparian systems that depended on them? These questions must be answered in detail in order to satisfy NEPA's 
'hard look' requirements. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-69-1. 

Comment Number 671-69-3 

Comment 
Because the BLM has not undertaken to set the locations of the 1,800 CBM wells of the Atlantic Rim project, it cannot construct a 
valid model of the impacts to groundwater resources. The current model, which involves guesswork and assumptions about where 
the wells will be located, lacks scientific merit and cannot be relied upon as the "hard look" at impacts to groundwater resources. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1 

Comment Number 671-69-4 

Comment 
Because the magnitude of impacts to local streams, springs, and seeps fed by groundwater can only be evaluated on a localized 
scale, the groundwater model is useless. The BLM must acquire the additional data and undertake the additional modeling efforts so 
that NEPA's hard look requirements can be satisfied. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1 

Comment Number 671-69-5 

Comment 
It is also surprising that the BLM has presented the groundwater model run on the old project boundaries, even as it explains that 
this model is no longer valid, and a new run of the model is needed based on the adjusted project boundary. 

Response 
As stated in the EIS this model has been re-run using the current project boundary. 
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Comment Number 671-69-6 

Comment 
BLM notes that for many past oil and gas wells, casing failures have allowed pressurized groundwater to enter the wellbore and 
move around. DEIS at 4-32. How many of the wells drilled previously in the ARPA have had casings failures, as a proportion of total 
wells in the ARPA? 

Response 
Well completion techniques have improved over the years and, although things can go wrong, casing failures are unlikely since 
CBNG wells would be cemented to the surface and conventional wells would be cemented from 1200 to 2500’ deep. These 
measures should reduce casing failures as compared to past completion techniques. 

Comment Number 671-69-7 

Comment 
If the past performance of well casings (with the caveat that not all casing failures that lead to groundwater degradation will show up 
on the surface to be counted) is applied to the 2,000 wells of the Atlantic Rim project, how many casings failures can be expected 
from 2,000 wells? And what would be the resulting impact to groundwater aquifers? This information must be analyzed in order to 
satisfy NEPA7s 'hard look" requirements. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-69-6. 

Comment Number 671-69-8 

Comment 
The BLM notes that there is an "Atlantic Rim EIS Ground-water Modeling Technical Support Document" as well as an "Atlantic Rim 
groundwater Technical Report." DEIS at 4-32. The BLM has the responsibility to append these documents to the EIS if they are to 
be relied upon to support the EIS analysis. 

Response 
These supporting documents are available on request and part of the administrative record for the project. 

Comment Number 671-69-9 

Comment 
If BLM fails to disclose these documents in the EIS, then it cannot legally be relied upon to support the agency's impacts analysis to 
groundwater resources. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1. 

Comment Number 671-70-1 

Comment 
There is hardly any wonder that the BLM is unable to present any likelihood of impacts to particular springs and seeps, since 
impacts will be dependent on groundwater modeling, which is currently obsolete at best. More particularly, without knowing the 
location and pattern of CBM wells by alternative, the BLM is unable to even make an educated guess as to the magnitude of 
impacts to particular springs and seeps. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1 
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Comment Number 671-70-2 

Comment 
For instance, how does the BLM know that CBM drilling will not occur in areas "updip to the coal seam subcrop" (See DEIS at 4-3 1) 
if the precise locations of wells have yet to be determined? This assumption is arbitrary and capricious. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1 

Comment Number 671-70-3 

Comment 
The fact that BLM has left impacts to springs and seeps up to guesswork (relying on a groundwater model that is clearly inadequate, 
see DEIS at 4-3 1) is a particularly egregious violation of NEPA. 

Response 
The scale and application of the groundwater model is appropriate for this type of analysis.  Valuable information for the analysis 
was gained by its application; however it is not the only source of information for potential impacts to springs and seeps.  There is 
lengthy analysis in chapter 3 describing the geology of the areas and likely formation of springs and potential impacts to springs. 

Comment Number 671-71-1 

Comment 
BLM acknowledges a "scarcity of wetland/riparian sites in the ARPA." DEIS at 4-47. Exactly where are these wetlands located, and 
how many would have wells or roads of the Atlantic Rim project built nearby? 

Response 
Riparian sites and wetlands are located throughout the Atlantic Rim project area. Until site specific development proposals come 
forward from the companies, the BLM is unable to determine how close project facilities would be to these areas. 

Comment Number 671-71-2 

Comment 
We are deeply concerned about the project's impacts to wetlands, and roads and wellpads should be sited at least a quarter mile 
from wetland areas. 

Response 
Standard BLM mitigation measures for wetland / riparian avoidance calls for a minimum of 500 foot avoidance. 

Comment Number 671-71-3 

Comment 
Additional measures should be applied to ensure that waste products or sediment are not discharged into wetlands from 
project-related facilities. 

Response 
BLM believes that the existing suite of best management practices and mitigations will allow this to be avoided. 

Comment Number 671-72-1 

Comment 
The BLM notes that the Proposed Action will likely result in direct disturbance by the bulldozers as well as indirect effects through 
erosion, removal of vegetation, and increased looting.  DEIS at 4-110. But the agency makes not attempt to quantify how many of 
the known sites eligible or potentially eligible for NRHP designation will be impacted either directly or incur degradation of their 
settings as a result of the project.  This despite the fact that their locations are known. 

Response 
Adverse effects will be avoided on all eligible sites, either through a direct avoidance or mitigation. 
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Comment Number 671-72-2 

Comment 
If BLM has done its job and planned the layout and design of this project, the agency would be in a position to take the 'hard look" at 
impacts to these sites as required by NEPA. But the agency has failed in this obligation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1 

Comment Number 671-72-3 

Comment 
In addition, the BLM makes no attempt even to estimate the number of as-yet-undiscovered sites likely to be impacted by this 
project. The agency has noted areas (sand deposits, areas near springs, certain valleys) likely to have the highest archaeological 
values and most sensitive resources. But once again, the agency has failed to map the project impacts against these sensitive 
areas, preventing it from making these estimates. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-11-1, and section 4.11.3.1, paragraph one of the final EIS. 

Comment Number 671-72-4 

Comment 
BLM has set aside a quarter-mile buffer around these trails to be excluded from surface disturbance. DEIS at 4-108. But BLM notes 
that the setting extends for two miles on either side of these trails, and notes that larger areas may be important to the setting. Id. 
The BLM notes that for historic trails and associated sites, "actions resulting in the introduction of visual elements that diminish the 
integrity of the property's significant historic features would be a factor." DEIS at 4-1 10. Thus, this measure is insufficient to protect 
the settings of these trails. 

Response 
Please refer to the response to comment 671-22-1. 

Comment Number 671-72-5 

Comment 
The viewshed of these trails would still be cluttered with industrial development, significantly degrading their settings in violation of 
the NHPA. 

Response 
Please refer to the response to comment 671-22-1. 

Comment Number 671-73-1 

Comment 
The Draft ElS contains insufficient information on the fossil resources present in the ARPA. What are the Probable Fossil Yield 
classifications for the ARPA? Which lands are in Paleontology Condition 1 or 2? These are important questions given that proposed 
mitigation measures in Alternative H are tied to these classifications. 

Response 
Formations with potential to yield scientifically significant fossils are disclosed in table 3-2.  None are known to outcrop in the ARPA 
area. Also see our response to comment 250-3 and 250-4. 
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Comment Number 671-73-2 

Comment 
How many acres of surface disturbance will occur in sensitive outcrop areas? The BLM will need to map and plan the location of all 
project facilities to answer this question and thereby complete the "hard look" required by NEPA 

Response 
The BLM is unable to predict acres and location of surface disturbance at this level.  The Atlantic Rim EIS is a field development EIS 
and is tiered to the Great Divide Resource Management Plan.  As such, BLM addresses the overall environmental impacts of the 
Project, based on the general locations wells and associated facilities in the Project area.  Consistent with its regulations, once 
annual work plans,  APDs or other applications for specific site activities are submitted, BLM will conduct more site-specific analysis 
of potential environmental impacts, tiered to the Project-level EIS.  Prior to issuing any permit or authorization to implement these 
activities on the BLM-administered lands, the BLM must analyze each component of the proposed action on a site-specific basis 
and subject to NEPA. 

Comment Number 671-73-3 

Comment 
Do Jurassic outcrops have the potential for important dinosaur finds? Certainly, Como Bluff has been an important repository for 
such fossils. Additional information, and a more detailed mitigation plan, are needed for this EIS. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 671-73-2.  Table 3-2 shows three formations of Jurassic geologic age in the subsurface 
within the ARPA.  None are known to outcrop within the project area. 

Comment Number 671-74-1 

Comment 
The three action alternatives proposed by BLM for this project fail to provide adequate protection for recreation resources. 

Response 
Mitigation measures for recreation resources are discussed in section 4.9.4. 

Comment Number 671-75-1 

Comment 
The proposed action will accomplish none of these goals, and therefore may not be applied to the Sand Hills ACEC. Even 
Alternative C, with its "limitation" of road density to three miles per square mile (an insanely dense layout for a sensitive landscape) 
would fail to meet these criteria. 

Response 
Significant effects are anticipated under any of the action alternatives. Development within the Sand Hills ACEC would have the 
appropriate level of mitigation depending on the potential impacts identified during the site specific environmental assessment 
process. 

Comment Number 671-75-2 

Comment 
The BLM must provide a thorough analysis disclosing how proposed mitigation measures would allow this project to become 
compatible with the ACEC's directives. The final decision must require much more stringent protections if it is to comply with the 
Great Divide RMP. 

Response 
Disclosure of impacts and mitigation measures is presented in chapter 4 of the EIS.  BLM believes the mitigation measures for the 
ACECs comply with the directives in the Great Divide RMP. 
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Comment Number 671-76-1 

Comment 
The proposed intensity of development in the Atlantic Rim project will neither maintain the integrity of elk crucial habitat nor maintain 
the productivity of nesting raptor pairs. The BLM must develop special mitigation measures for the Jep Canyon ACEC.  These 
should include (at minimum) no surface disturbance within one mile of raptor nests and no surface disturbance on crucial winter 
range, for all BLM-administered lands and minerals. 

Response 
The Jep Canyon ACEC is being reassessed in the current Rawlins RMP revision.  The crucial wildlife values found in the ACEC are 
protected by seasonal timing stipulations. 

Comment Number 671-77-1 

Comment 
If it is truly the case that the citizens' proposed wilderness lies outside the fairway of CBM production, then there is no reason for the 
BLM to include this undeveloped area within the project boundaries. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-10-1. 

Comment Number 671-77-2 

Comment 
The BLM's impact analysis on recreation fails to note the roadless values of the Wild Cow Creek citizens' proposed wilderness as 
well as its importance to primitive and unconfined recreation See DEIS at 4-95. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-10-1. 

Comment Number 671-77-3 

Comment 
The Wild Cow Creek unit does in fact qualify as "roadless" under the BLM's official definition, and these roadless resources must be 
protected, and impacts to them should have been studied in detail in the Draft EIS. BLM's failure to do so constitutes a violation of 
NEPA. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-10-1. 

Comment Number 671-77-4 

Comment 
The BLM must protect this area from industrial development under the Atlantic Rim project, and the project area boundary should be 
amended to exclude this important area. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-10-1. 

Comment Number 671-78-1 

Comment 
It is clear that with the advent of 2,000 wells and 1,000 miles of new high-standard roads, the existing character of the landscape will 
not be even partially retained, and the view of the casual observer will be dominated by CBM developments in all developed areas. 

Response 
BLM’s analysis of the effectiveness of mitigation and the application of BMP’s is found in section 4.10.4. 
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Comment Number 671-78-2 

Comment 
The level of change from the existing landscape would be extreme, not moderate. The end result of the implementation of this 
project will, in fact, be to completely industrialize the project area beyond all recognition. 

Response 
BLM’s analysis of the effectiveness of mitigation and the application of BMP’s is found in section 4.10.4. 

Comment Number 671-78-3 

Comment 
While the BLM wisely recognizes this fact, fulfilling NEPA "hard look" requirements with regard to VRM, the implementation of the 
Atlantic Rim project violates the provisions of the Great Divide RMP and is therefore non-compliant with FLPMA. 

Response 
BLM’s analysis of the effectiveness of mitigation and the application of BMP’s is found in section 4.10.4.  ARPA is consistent with 
the Great Divide RMP and FLPMA. 

Comment Number 671-78-4 

Comment 
The visual resources in this quasibackcountry area (penetrated by a number of jeep trails that are essentially unused except during 
the hunting season) are of paramount importance; impacts to them must be prevented, or at least analyzed in detail. 

Response 
BLM’s management objectives for this area were established in the Great Divide RMP. The visual resources have been classified as 
VRM Class III. The analysis of impacts to visual resources was based on these authorities. For a reference to more details of the 
analysis, see the response to comment Number 607-11-2. 

Comment Number 671-79-1 

Comment 
The current Atlantic Rim Draft EIS fails to provide the hard look at direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts, and fails to 
consider a range of reasonable alternative (conspicuously absent is an alternative that would minimize environmental impacts and  
provide for multiple use within the ARPA). 

Response 
Direct and indirect environmental impacts are disclosed and analyzed in chapter 4 of the Draft EIS.  Cumulative effects of the 
proposed action and alternatives are found in chapter 5.  Three "action" alternatives and "no action" are considered by the EIS, 
along with several that were considered and eliminated from detailed study. 

Comment Number 671-79-2 

Comment 
Reducing the well density through directional drilling or other means to minimize the footprint of the project; 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 665-3-1. 

Comment Number 671-79-3 

Comment 
Preventing surface disturbance in sensitive wildlife habitats (within 1 mile of raptor nests, within 3 miles of sage grouse leks, within 
1 mile of sharp-tailed grouse leks, on crucial winter ranges and prairie dog colonies) 

Response 
Mitigation of surface disturbing activities to protect the multiple species listed in the comment has already been discussed in a 
number of the responses above. 
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Comment Number 671-79-4 

Comment 
Removing the Wild Cow Creek citizens' proposed wilderness from surface disturbing activities; 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-10-1. 

Comment Number 671-79-5 

Comment 
Providing greater protection for cultural and historical sites, including stronger protection for the settings of NRHP sites and historic 
trails; 

Response 
Please refer to the response to comment 671-22-1. 

Comment Number 671-79-6 

Comment 
Strengthening mitigation measures to minimize the impacts of CBM wastewater discharge from the Cow Creek Pod and minimize 
the impacts of surface runoff throughout the ARPA on water quality and aquatic ecosystems; 

Response 
Alternative C applies extensive mitigation measures.  Analysis of impacts from the Cow Creek Pod discharge was performed under 
a separate NEPA document and disclosed in section 4.4.3.1 under the heading "Surface Water Quality Impacts from Salinity 
Offsets." Also see responses to comments 671-15-1 and 671-65-41. 

Comment Number 671-79-7 

Comment 
But until further analysis is performed, the sole legal alternative available to the BLM for implementation is the "No Action" 
alternative. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Hard Copy File 5 

Comment Number 673-1 

Comment 
In conclusion on this issue, the delay in preparing the DEIS has not stopped the field from being developed since Anadarko has 
drilled the fee minerals it owns in the area outline of the DEIS, it has only stopped additional development of reserves in the federal 
minerals in the Doty Mountain and Sun Dog Units. 

Response 
Drilling to date in the ARPA has been conducted under an Interim Drilling Policy (see our response to comment 384-1-1). 

Comment Number 673-2-1 

Comment 
We have carefully reviewed the DEIS, and have discovered it has numerous typographical errors, unfinished sentences, misplaced 
figures and tables and inconsistent descriptions of alternatives and their potential impacts. 

Response 
BLM has revised the EIS to address the typographical and other technical inconsistencies in the document. 

Comment Number 673-2-2 

Comment 
It almost seems the Rawlins Field Office is attempting to derail the development of the reserves, by delaying the release of the 
document, and not releasing a comprehensive plan in the release of this DEIS. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 673-3-1 

Comment 
The latter is little more than a compilation of additional mitigation measures. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 673-3-2 

Comment 
BLM has identified its preferred alternative as both B and C; however, BLM has failed to clearly state what this means. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 647-6-1. 

Comment Number 673-3-3 

Comment 
Alternatives B and C both fail to meet the purpose and need of the project, while the no action alternative unaccountably fails to 
address drilling on both fee and state lands that would likely occur even if BLM were to deny the proposal for federal lands. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-4-2. 
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Comment Number 673-4-1 

Comment 
If BLM adopts this alternative, the ability to maximize the recovery of coal bed natural gas (CBNG) resources will be severely 
restricted in direct opposition to policies set forth in the Energy Policy Act of 2005. This alternative and BLM's analysis of its potential 
impacts is problematic in that: 1) BLM has failed to address whether this proposal is technologically or economically viable; 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study” 

Comment Number 673-4-2 

Comment 
BLM fails to account for the economic impact on lessees both from the perspective that some of the subject leases could be 
suspended for over fourteen years and that those with interests in the second and third phases will be deprived of revenues for 
seven to fourteen years; 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 673-4-1. 

Comment Number 673-4-3 

Comment 
BLM has failed to address the potential economic impact to the federal government both from the perspective of a loss of revenues, 
drainage, and from potential liability for taking claims; 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 673-4-1. 

Comment Number 673-4-4 

Comment 
BLM has failed to define what constitutes "interim reclamation" thereby failing to fully analyze both the environmental and economic 
impacts of phasing drilling in this fashion. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-5-2. 

Comment Number 673-5-1 

Comment 
It does not appear this plan stages development, but is more a list of mitigation measures that limits development to a 60 day drilling 
window on many of the lands. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 673-5-2 

Comment 
Secondly, and most disconcerting, is the fact that under this alternative, BLM would effectively impose 160 acre spacing across 
ninety-five (95%) of the project area (DEIS at 4-51), despite the fact that current information indicates that these CBNG resources 
can not be developed under this spacing scenario. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 420-1-3. 
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Comment Number 673-6 

Comment 
The analyses for potential impacts to air, soil, water and wildlife are similarly flawed. Those sections are characterized by analyses 
of impacts that are often general in nature; do not sufficiently integrate the effectiveness of engineering designs and operating 
practices and procedures; do not fully integrate existing information on environmental conditions into the analysis and are severely 
lacking in qualitative analyses despite the ready availability of such tools (e.g. soil loss models) or are based on dated information. 

Response 
The impact analysis disclosed in chapter 4 of the EIS is based upon available information for the project area and a level of analysis 
appropriate to the general scope of the proposed project.  Since site-specific information on the location of wells, roads, and related 
facilities is not available at this time, quantitative evaluation of impacts using models was neither possible nor practical to utilize for 
the analysis. 

Comment Number 674-1 

Comment 
Having said this, the affect of the proposed land use prescriptions/restrictions outlined for Alternative B and Alternative C could 
make it very hard, if not impossible in some instances, to responsibly manage State Trust lands for income generation for our 
beneficiaries, as prescribed by our Trust obligation. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to our response to comment 607-4-2. 

Comment Number 674-2-1 

Comment 
The curtailment of development via phased drilling for six to seven years could jeopardize existing lease rights and/or our lessees 
may choose to let the leases expire. If this is the case, the next time these tracts are offered at auction, it is extremely likely that the 
State will not receive a bid for its properties. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”.  An additional 
alternative (Alternative D) has been included in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 674-2-2 

Comment 
Federal surface and minerals management actions and development activities anticipated in this area could severely diminish our 
potential to garner more than grazing income from these properties. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to our response to comment 607-4-2. 

Comment Number 674-2-3 

Comment 
Additionally, from the standpoint of development potential, the forgone royalty dollars over time could be significant. The federal 
government will of course also lose such royalty revenue potential, and this too, will affect the State's revenue. 

Response 
Given the field development nature of the EIS, the BLM is not able to predict how many wells would actually be developed in the 
ARPA nor how much gas is likely to be recovered, but has assumed for the purposes of this analysis that up to 2,000 wells could be 
drilled (see Table 2-1).  See the disclosure of economic impacts from the proposed project in chapter 4, section 4.12.3. 
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Comment Number 674-3 

Comment 
Although the BLM maintains that it will allow our lessees reasonable access to develop trust resources, our lessees more times than 
not communicate to us that they find it extremely difficult, if not impossible, to obtain access across the public domain. Even if this is 
not the case, access is of limited value when no development is authorized or development is stringently restricted within an area in 
which State lands are completely surrounded by federal lands as could be the case in Alternative C. 

Response 
BLM has a process whereby it grants access across BLM lands to adjacent fee and state lands.  This can occur as part of an action 
on federal lands, as would occur under Alternative C, or under separate requests for access across BLM lands.  These requests 
would be subject to review and approval by BLM including appropriate NEPA analysis. 

Comment Number 674-4 

Comment 
If we evaluate this DEIS strictly from the perspective of our responsibility to optimize the revenue derived from the State's trust 
assets for the beneficiaries, our success would likely be hindered under Alternatives B and C as written in this document. 
Accordingly, we stand on the record as objecting to any federal interference with the independent exercise of state trust 
management objectives. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to our response to comment 607-4-2. 

Comment Number 675-1 

Comment 
Develop the mineral resource in concert with existing NSO requirements, Best Management Practices, and Timing Stipulations 
designed to protect the natural resources in the area. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 675-2 

Comment 
Implement additional technically-justifiable mitigations at the site-specific level (i.e. at the APD approval level). 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 675-3 

Comment 
Eliminate requirements that prevent 80-acre spacing. Adopt a one well every 80-acre development requirement. Interim drilling 
results have demonstrated and confirmed that 80-acre spacing is needed to develop the CBM play. Two 160-acre PODs (Red Rim 
and Blue Sky) are uneconomic and two 80-acre PODs (Sun Dog/Cow Creek and Doty Mtn.) are economic 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 420-1-3. 

Comment Number 675-4-1 

Comment 
Phased development ignores leaseholder and correlative rights and is bias toward the Southern Area / Brown Cow Unit by delaying 
drilling in phase 3 by at least 14 years or more. This action will eliminate flexibility for optimal field development and increase 
economic risk by concentrating development in one area. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 
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Comment Number 675-4-2 

Comment 
The central area currently under development and scheduled for the first phased development only perforates some 20' of coal 
when the Brown Cow Unit scheduled for later development perforates some 50' of coal. Phased drilling will limit geologic and 
performance data needed to optimally develop this CBM play. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 675-4-1. 

Comment Number 675-4-3 

Comment 
Concentrating activity in phased areas will not demonstrate the environmental impacts of the ultimate area development needed to 
properly dewater the reservoir. The resource development is critical to the ultimate recovery of over 1.5 TCF of natural gas. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 675-4-1. 

Comment Number 675-5 

Comment 
Maintain State and Washington BLM involvement for the remainder of the process. 

Response 
BLM works closely with the State of Wyoming, the BLM State Office and the BLM Washington Office in the development of NEPA 
and other planning documents. 

Comment Number 675-6 

Comment 
Complete the ROD in 3rd Qtr 2006. 

Response 
BLM is working diligently to complete the ROD for this project in a timely manner. 

Comment Number 675-7 

Comment 
Permit a 40 well minimum (2 rig) drilling program for 2006 under the interim drilling policy. 

Response 
Decisions regarding permitting under the interim drilling policy are outside the scope of the ARPA EIS. 

Comment Number 678-1 

Comment 
We understand and appreciate the need for energy development. We believe the Proposed Action best fulfills that need. We further 
believe that the Proposed Action with some of the provisions of Alternative C will minimize impacts upon rangelands and grazing 
permittees, while optimizing energy development. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment Number 678-2-1 

Comment 
The concentrated development in each area will probably eliminate livestock grazing for the permittees in that area during that time. 
That's unreasonable, unnecessary, and unacceptable. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 606-2. 

Comment Number 678-2-2 

Comment 
This alternative also severely restricts the flexibility of the natural gas developers to work with grazing permittees and BLM officials 
on the placement of gas wells, support structures, and development activities. 

Response 
Appendix B has been moved to “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated From Detailed Study” in the final EIS.  Please refer to our 
response to comment 678-2-1. 

Comment Number 678-2-3 

Comment 
Moreover, because this alternative concentrates development in each area, the alternative also creates the most intense adverse 
impacts on grasses, forbs, and shrubs and the greatest infestation of noxious weeds in each area. 

Response 
Appendix B has been moved to “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated From Detailed Study” in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 678-3 

Comment 
Some of the injurious effects of energy development and operations upon livestock grazing that need to be mitigated include the 
following. 

•	 Virtual elimination of essential lambing grounds for grazing permittees. These grounds are critical to the continuing 
operation of these permittees. 

•	 Increased losses of livestock from collisions due to increased traffic and speeds. 
•	 Introduction of halogeton and other poisonous and noxious weeds. 
•	 Unpalatable vegetation from dust created by increased road traffic and construction activities, reducing available forage


by 15 to 30 percent, according to the DEIS. 

•	 Destroyed cattle guards, open gates, and cut fences. 
•	 Introduction and dispersal of undesirable non-native/noxious weeds. 
•	 Reduction in AUMs available for livestock grazing for specific allotments. 
•	 Failure to meet Wyoming Bureau of Land Management Standards and Guidelines for Healthy Rangelands. 
•	 Reduced water yield from artesian wells, seeps, and springs. 
•	 Changes in overland hydrology and desertification impacts due to roads on moderate to steep slopes. 
•	 Damages to range improvements. 
• Increased interference with herding and animal movement.  

While the DEIS notes that these effects cause reduced stocking rates, lower weight gains, reduced animal health, and increased 
time and expenses by permittees, the DEIS fails to specify (1) the monitoring needed to promptly identify the occurrence of these 
effects, (2) the mitigation needed to offset these effects, and (3) the consequences needed to be imposed if monitoring and 
mitigation does not occur. This project possesses the potential to critically endanger the livelihoods of grazing permittees. For that 
reason, we strongly and unequivocally believe monitoring, mitigation, and consequences for this project must be identified. We 
understand this project will produce some benefits to livestock grazing, including water for self-contained troughs and tanks, 
additional and improved roads for livestock grazing management, and improved forage if reclamation is prompt and adequate. 
However, these benefits do not compensate for the severe effects imposed by this project upon livestock grazing permittees. BLM's 
final decision needs to reflect the Congressional intent expressed in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 of 
managing federal lands in a manner that will provide adequate food and habitat for fish and wildlife and domestic animals (our 
emphasis). 

Response
Please refer to the final EIS for revisions to the alternatives, including revisions to the preferred alternative and a new alternative 
(Alternative D), for consideration by the Deciding Official in the issuance of a Record of Decision for the ARPA. 

Comment Number 678-4-1 

Comment 
While the DEIS says weed control and prompt reclamation occurred in some locations during 2005, it is implied that weed control 
and prompt reclamation did not occur in other locations during that same year. 

Response 
Reclamation success in 2005 was mixed, as in other years at Atlantic Rim.  BLM believes that the reclamation plan outlined in the 
reclamation appendix will provide the tools to greatly expand the effectiveness of reclamation. 

Comment Number 678-4-2 

Comment 
Prompt and adequate reclamation and weed control must occur throughout the life of this project. The FEIS and final decision need 
to state actions that will ensure prompt and adequate reclamation and weed control. Those assurances are not evident in the DEIS. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 678-4-1. 
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Comment Number 678-4-3 

Comment 
Regarding reclamation, we also recommend the requirement to use locally adapted seed whenever possible. We make this 
recommendation because in the past energy companies have used native, but non-local seed for reclamation. Often, this seed was 
not adapted to the growing conditions in the area. The result was unsuccessful reclamation. 

Response 
BLM agrees at least generally with this assertion and will seek the use of native local seed in reclamation activities. 

Comment Number 678-5-1 

Comment 
Although the impacts of each project may not critically harm any particular livestock operation in the specific project area, the 
cumulative impacts of all of these projects may jeopardize the livelihoods of grazing permittees and livestock grazing in the greater 
Rawlins FO planning area. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  The cumulative effects of reasonably foreseeable projects in the ARPA area on range resources is 
disclosed in section 5.3.6. 

Comment Number 678-5-2 

Comment 
The accumulating impacts of all of these projects point to the requirement for prompt and adequate on-site mitigation, including 
reclamation. Moreover, the vast scope of these many projects increases the need for off-site mitigation. Yet, the magnitude of these 
projects limits the area available for offsite mitigation. 

Response 
Please refer to the revised reclamation plan in appendix B of the final EIS.  Also note that off-site mitigation must be voluntarily 
proposed by the proponents.  At this time there is no proposal for off-site mitigation before the BLM. 

Comment Number 678-5-3 

Comment 
For this reason, we believe the EIS for each of these projects must consider the accumulated impacts of all of these projects upon 
the environment and the multiple uses which the Rawlins FO and the BLM are directed to manage. 

Response 
As required under NEPA, the EIS for any project involving a federal action must consider and disclose cumulative impacts from the 
project and other reasonably foreseeable projects in the area. 

Comment Number 678-6 

Comment 
We believe the wording in Table 2-4, Vegetation, first row, Page 2-13 should be changed to be more accurate. The current DEIS 
wording is "...suspended grazing would lead to more rapid reclamation, greater ratio of grasses to shrubs...." This wording implies 
that BLM will suspend and not allow grazing on all lands undergoing reclamation. Given the extent of development of this project 
and the fact that lands undergoing reclamation often are not fenced , the adoption of this "Vegetation" alternative effectively 
removes livestock grazing from large areas of the ARPA. We understand the intent of this alternative is to allow voluntary and 
temporary removal of livestock grazing by permittees from land undergoing reclamation. This alternative needs to be rewritten to 
more accurately depict this intent. 

Response 
The table referred to in your comment has been revised and no longer includes this text. 
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Comment Number 678-7 

Comment 
We recommend deleting the word "limited" in the fourth line, last bullet, Section 2.2.1, on page 2-2. This section states that an 
exception to re-injection of produced water is "the closed system with limited use of livestock and wildlife watering systems, with 
appropriate state permits." If the systems are closed and are with appropriate state permits, then there is no need for "limited" use of 
these systems. We believe it is essential produced water be available to these closed systems wherever appropriate; they should 
not be limited if they meet all qualifications. 

Response 
The BLM used "limited" in this context to mean that this would not be a method of water disposal.  The wording in the Final EIS has 
been revised. 

Comment Number 678-8 

Comment 
Regarding the references to the management of produced water, the DEIS imposes reinjection as the only water management tool. 
The reason for limiting water management to re-injection is to avoid contributing to the salinity of the Colorado River. Yet the DEIS 
also notes that produced water from some wells flows into the Divide Basin and the North Platte River Basin. There is no need to 
restrict water management to re-injection for these two basins. The water in the Divide Basin is self-enclosed, and the North Platte 
River desperately needs water to support endangered and threatened species downstream in Nebraska. For that reason, the FEIS 
and final decision must recognize that other water management tools should be considered for the Divide Basin and the North Platte 
River Basin. These management tools should include consideration of piping produced waters from the Colorado Water Basin the 
short distance to the North Platte River Basin, and allowing produced water to benefit livestock and wildlife. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-15-2. 

Comment Number 678-9 

Comment 
We definitely support the two exceptions to re-injection of produced water for the Colorado River Basin. Produced water can greatly 
benefit livestock and wildlife and the exception that allows a closed system for produced water provides those benefits with no harm 
to the basin. The second exception recognizes that withdrawing water for coal bed natural gas production often reduces or 
eliminates production of artesian water wells for livestock and for other uses. Yet, these water wells are relied upon to provide water 
for livestock and can benefit wildlife, as well. Both exceptions will allow grazing permittees to contribute to meeting Wyoming BLM 
Standards and Guidelines for Healthy Rangelands 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 678-10 

Comment 
The DEIS notes in Alternative C that fences needed for the project in Special Management Areas will be converted to BLM 
standards for improved wildlife passage. We recommend coordination with grazing permittees if these fences affect livestock 
grazing management. We also recommend that grazing permittees not be responsible for maintaining these fences. 

Response 
Coordination between BLM, permittees, and operators is important to reduce resource conflicts and losses for all parties. 
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Comment Number 678-11 

Comment 
On page 4-55, the DEIS says the mineral companies should promote a policy to contact grazing permittees or the BLM about 
damages. We suggest two corrections. First, the company should contact both the permittee AND the BLM, not one or the other. 
Both the permittee and the BLM need to know. Secondly, the mineral companies should not just promote a policy, but they must 
actively implement a policy for contacting the grazing permittees and the BLM. Damage to livestock, cattle guards, fences, gates, 
and range improvements are inevitable. Notification procedures need to be in place and in use.  We also recommend Final EIS 
require energy companies to inform grazing permittees and landowners informed of projected and current activities.  These activities 
will directly affect the food and habitat of livestock, the management of livestock, and the livelihoods of grazing permittees. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 678-12 

Comment 
Proposed revisions to Resource Management Plans in Wyoming allow the Field Office Manager to create and consider the 
recommendations of Activity Working Groups AWG). These groups of government representatives can study critical issues and 
conflicts and recommend actions that will help resolve conflicts and find solutions to problems. We strongly recommend that the 
FEIS and final decision allow the Rawlins FO Manger the flexibility to create an AWG as necessary. 

Response 
Any revisions to the Rawlins RMP will be considered in the EIS and Record of Decision document for that plan and are outside the 
scope of the ARPA. 

Comment Number 681-1 

Comment 
After meeting with state agencies, industry representatives and other interested parties concerning the Draft EIS, I have concerns 
about the quality of the document. Irrespective of the lack of substantive direction that a preferred alternative would no doubt add to 
the document, the general nature and overall quality of the document are deficient and will require much alteration in the coming 
weeks and months. I have heard reasons for the document's faults, but none are acceptable - especially in light of the willingness of 
cooperators to assist in creating both a quality and timely product. The final EIS must see major improvement in content, 
organization, and clarity. 

Response 
BLM has revised the EIS to address the typographical and other technical inconsistencies in the document. 

Comment Number 681-2 

Comment 
The Atlantic Rim Draft EIS is an example of why such documents should always outline a preferred alternative. A preferred 
alternative would help the reader to comment meaningfully and specifically on a likely development scenario. Unfortunately, 
because the Rawlins Field Office did not develop a preferred alternative, comments will be overly broad with the public being left to 
essentially vote on their favorite of various alternatives. This in contrast to a system where commenters are usually able to provide 
focused comments related to a preferred alternative. Even though the document indicated that the BLM does favor a combination of 
Alternatives B and C, it is impossible to determine which parts of each alternative the BLM favors. With this uncertainty in mind, I 
ask that you work closely with the cooperating agencies and the affected stakeholders during the development of the preferred 
alternative. 

Response 
The final EIS contains a revised description of the preferred alternative in addition to a new alternative (Alternative D) for 
consideration by the Deciding Official in the implementation of a Record of Decision for the project.  These revisions to the 
document were developed in consultation with cooperating agencies and have been thoroughly reviewed by them. 
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Comment Number 681-3 

Comment 
Well Spacing From my recollections as a member of the Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation Commission, this area has been 
approved for 80-acre spacing. However, this approved well spacing is absent in all but one alternative in the document. Given the 
added complexities that attend coal bed natural gas production, including the intricacies of dewatering a coal seam in order to 
extract the gas, it does not seem prudent to require spacing at a level that will not allow for productive dewatering. Single-pad 
directional drilling is not a sound option for this formation, as it is not technically feasible or economically sound to directionally drill in 
such shallow coals. Hence, I would offer that requiring spacing at anything less than 80 acres will not allow for efficient and 
adequate extraction of the resource and I ask that you consider inclusions of 80-acre spacing in the Record of Decision. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to our response to comment 420-1-3. 

Comment Number 681-4 

Comment 
Phased Drilling I do not support the BLM's proposal for phased drilling as outlined in Alternative B. The phased development 
scenario provided in the proponents' proposal is a more efficient and economical way to develop the resource. The BLM's phased 
development scenario will burden existing natural gas and agricultural lessees and may impact the proponents' ability to responsibly 
and effectively develop the reservoir. The approach outlined in Alternative B might also affect state leases. The various interested 
agencies will be providing you with specific concerns related to these issues. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”.  An additional 
alternative (Alternative D) has been included in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 681-5 

Comment 
Wildlife As with any development of this scale, there will be potentially significant impacts to fish and wildlife. Seasonal stipulations, 
if included in the Record of Decision and adhered to during field development and production, can avoid some impacts and mitigate 
others. However, regardless of the use of seasonal stipulations, there will be additional impacts from this project, and these will be 
added to other adjacent developments and land uses. The EIS needs to adequately disclose and analyze the remaining impacts, as 
well as all cumulative impacts, and to respond with adequate monitoring, mitigation, and reclamation plans to deal with them. This is 
particularly necessary with regard to crucial big game ranges, sage grouse habitats, and the Muddy Creek drainage with its high-
concern fish species. The operators have shown a willingness to work with Wyoming Game and Fish Department in formulating a 
development plan for dealing with these fish and wildlife issues, and we encourage your consideration of their input as part of the 
preferred alternative. 

Response 
The BLM actively seeks and fully considers all input to the ARPA EIS project, including Wyoming Game and Fish. 

Comment Number 681-6 

Comment 
Cultural Resources It is inevitable that there will be impacts to cultural resources, especially historic trails, within the Atlantic Rim 
project area, and it is likely that those impacts can be mitigated. However, it is important that the Rawlins Field Office take into 
account the cumulative impacts of cultural and trails disturbance not only in Atlantic Rim but in combination with adjacent current 
and planned development. While one or two disturbances within a project area might not translate to a significant impact, numerous 
impacts along the trails across different project boundaries could significantly affect the integrity of the trails. I ask that you work with 
the State Historic Preservation Office, the proponents and the surface landowners to plan for a collective strategy to ensure long-
term trail preservation. 

Response 
Please see appendix I (Cultural Resources Management) of the final EIS.  Mitigation measures are applied across the board with 
reduction of cumulative impacts in mind. 
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Comment Number 681-7 

Comment 
Reclamation Proper reclamation of well pads and service roads will be critical in the Atlantic Rim, given the sensitive soil types and 
arid climate of the area. It is my understanding that part of the delay in the development of this document is in part due to issues 
related to reclamation. It is absolutely essential that all reclamation be completed as quickly as possible with any long-term issues 
being dealt with in a proactive manner coordinated by state agencies, BLM, the operators and their subcontractors. Should there be 
problems with current practices or seed mixtures, new practices should be explored, and perhaps a performance-based standard be 
put in place to allow the operator the flexibility to modify practices to fit soil type, slope and weather conditions. 

Response 
Please refer to the revised reclamation plan in appendix B of the final EIS. 

Comment Number 681-8 

Comment 
Mitigation/Monitoring As the preferred alternative is developed, there will undoubtedly be resource values that conflict with one 
another. I encourage the BLM to consider appropriate mitigation practices that may offset short- and long-term impacts to various 
resources. However, I do believe that a strong monitoring program must be in place to make sure that planning assumptions are 
confirmed and that unintended impacts are addressed as quickly as possible. State and local cooperators stand ready to provide 
you with assistance and information in this regard. 

Response 
BLM believes that the EIS considers appropriate mitigation as disclosed in chapter 4, and BLM concurs that monitoring is important 
to the success of mitigation efforts.  Please see the revised Reclamation Plan (appendix B) and the Wildlife Monitoring and 
Protection Plan (appendix E) for more details. 

Comment Number 681-9 

Comment 
In closing, I understand that the BLM will require re-injection of all produced water within the project area. While I understand the 
protection requirements within the Colorado River drainage system, I would like to stress that as new solutions are proposed and 
new technology is made available that the BLM consider acting on those new proposals. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-15-2. 

Comment Number 682-1-1 

Comment 
The Atlantic Rim project, particularly considered together with other nearby proposals and ongoing projects, greatly exceeds 
development levels forecast or considered in the Plan. 

Response 
The RFD scenario is not a management prescription, but an assumption established as a reasonable estimate of activities for NEPA 
evaluation. Thus, the RFD scenario cannot be considered to establish a limit on the number of oil and gas wells that can be drilled 
in a resource area. Rather it is a reasonable estimate of drilling activity for environmental review purposes.  BLM issued IM No. 
2004-089, date January 16, 2004 titled “Policy for Reasonably Foreseeable Development (RFD) Scenario of Oil and Gas.”  Therein, 
BLM stated in Attachment 1-1 that the RFD scenario is “neither a planning decision nor the “No Action" alternative in the NEPA 
document” and that it “provides the mechanism to analyze the effects that discretionary management decisions have on an oil and 
gas activity.”  The IM further explains at Attachment 1-2 that: 
"The fact that the total number of wells in an area may exceed the total number of wells projected in the selected alternative does 
not automatically mean that a supplement to the NEPA document or revision or amendment to the RMP is necessary.  It is possible 
that exceeding the number of wells projected in the selected alternative may not result in exceeding the predicted level of 
environmental effects.  Mitigation of environmental effects through successful reclamation, clustering wells on shared well locations, 
and minimizing pad and road construction can prevent the level of impacts from substantially exceeding the impacts analyzed in the 
original RMP / EIS or other NEPA documentation.” 
To the extent that additional environmental analysis is required for the present proposed development, it is contained in the Project 
Draft EIS. 
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Comment Number 682-2-1 

Comment 
This means approximately 16,000 acres of direct habitat loss, and 1,000 miles of new roads, throughout the Atlantic Rim area. The 
indirect loss of wildlife habitat due to displacement, additional browse pressure, competition, and other effects, is vastly greater but 
unquantified. 

Response 
Displacement of wildlife is discussed in chapter 4 of the Draft EIS in numerous places, especially in 4.7 "Wildlife".  Quantification of 
the amount and intensity of disturbance cannot be accurately forecast at the field development level but will occur at the site specific 
level in response to annual work plans as proposed by the proponents. 

Comment Number 682-3-1 

Comment 
Although a mule deer migration study is ongoing, the precise effect of the proposal on blocking migration routes remains unknown. 

Response 
This assertion is not correct. BLM, Wyoming Game and Fish Department, and Anadarko Petroleum with its partner Warren 
Resources are collaborating on the migration / collaring study to understand mule deer use of the area and migration routes.  As 
further development occurs under the Atlantic Rim ROD, further information will be obtained.  If the possibility of an adverse effect is 
identified, it can be analyzed, mitigated and avoided at the site specific phase. 

Comment Number 682-4-1 

Comment 
None of the alternatives, however, contains measures adequate to prevent the loss of this exceptional recreation destination and the 
essentially complete fragmentation of sage-grouse habitat. The latest research shows that the BLM’s current stipulations are 
inadequate to maintain sage-grouse breeding populations in gas fields. 

Response 
With the cited mitigation measures, best management practices and conditions of approval mentioned throughout the Draft EIS, 
effects of drilling are anticipated to be reduced, but still significant under any of the action alternatives.  Additional procedures and 
techniques will be initiated when and if they are identified.  A sage-grouse lek monitoring survey planned by the proponents and the 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department will provide valuable information on population trends. 

Comment Number 682-5-1 

Comment 
Restrictions on timing of development alone cannot “address the displacement of animals/loss of critical habitat due to the presence 
and operation of wells, facilities and roads after construction is complete.” 

Response 
BLM agrees. The use of other mitigations and best management practices, as detailed in appendix H "Required Best Management 
Practices" and elsewhere throughout the document will serve to further reduce adverse impacts to wildlife and critical habitats. 

Comment Number 682-6-1 

Comment 
Although BLM’s Alternative C avoids some of the worst impacts by redirecting or improving road construction and avoiding steep 
slopes in certain areas, possible impairment of the Muddy Creek watershed and adverse effects to Colorado River fish species is a 
serious concern. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this comment.  The presence of sensitive fish species within the ARPA and the presence of threatened and 
endangered populations in the Colorado River system are a great concern as detailed in the Draft EIS in numerous places including 
chapter 3, at section 3.7 "Wildlife and Fisheries" and section 3.8 "Sensitive Plant, Wildlife and Fish Species" 
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Comment Number 682-7-1 

Comment 
The Atlantic Rim DEIS defines the purpose and need of the project in a fashion that is both unreasonably narrow and inconsistent 
with the BLM’s multiple-use obligations. 

Response 
As described in part in chapter 1 of the Draft EIS, the purpose and need for the proposed action is: "The purpose of, and need for, 
the proposed natural gas development is to exercise the lease holders' rights within the project area to drill for, extract, remove, and 
market gas products.  Also included is the right of the lease holders within the project area to build and maintain necessary 
improvements, subject to renewal or extension of the lease or leases in accordance with the appropriate authority."  This text has 
been revised in the final EIS and along with other text included in this section provides further background and foundation to the 
purpose and need of the project. 

Comment Number 682-7-2 

Comment 
Although the DEIS implicitly acknowledges this authority to impose “reasonable measures” to protect other resource values— 
notably by considering certain resource-based use and timing restrictions under Alternative C (DEIS App. L), and by proposing the 
temporary suspension of certain leases during what it calls “phased development” under Alternative B, it fails to adequately 
acknowledge or explore its duty and ability to manage the Atlantic Rim area for uses beyond solely gas extraction. 

Response
The BLM has proposed Alternative C to address the need to balance resource development in the ARPA with protection of sensitive 
environmental resources.  Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed 
Study." 

Comment Number 682-8-1 

Comment 
The Atlantic Rim DEIS, while providing some useful information regarding impacts to air, water, wildlife, recreation, and other uses, 
fails to either adequately account for impacts or to obtain reasonably-available incomplete information. Perhaps the most glaring 
example of this deficiency is the acknowledgment that research is not only feasible but actually underway to delineate migration 
routes used by mule deer within the project area. 

Response 
BLM, Wyoming Game and Fish Department, and Anadarko Petroleum with its partner Warren Resources are collaborating on the 
mule deer migration / collaring study to understand mule deer use of the area and migration routes.  As further development occurs 
under the Atlantic Rim ROD, further information will be obtained. If the possibility of an adverse effect is identified, it can be 
analyzed, mitigated, and avoided at the site specific phase of this project based on the on-going results of the study, monitoring and 
other information obtained. 

Comment Number 682-8-2 

Comment 
Rather than deferring action to gather and employ this essential information, however, the DEIS simply proposes to authorize 
development, without any tangible measures to ensure the integrity of migration routes, or even knowledge of how they will be 
affected. Such a course plainly violates the knowledge-forcing mandate of 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22(a) 

Response 
Information collected in 2005 gave insight to mule deer migration routes and mule deer presence.  No conflicts with approved 
development have been identified to date. Further site specific development that may be proposed may or may not have an effect 
on mule deer migration. If an adverse effect on migration is identified, best management practices and other management 
techniques will be used to reduce / avoid adverse impacts when proposals are approved. 
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Comment Number 682-9 

Comment 
Unfortunately the Atlantic Rim DEIS’s description of the project and its consequences to wildlife habitat are neither clear nor 
comprehensible. While the DEIS provides a wildlife map (Appendix M: Overlapping Wildlife Concerns) representing “currently 
known” wildlife resource concerns. It then asserts that “[a]s more field data are gathered, additional areas that include wildlife 
resource concerns may be identified and mapped. If development occurs in areas of overlapping wildlife resource concerns, 
mitigation measures for each individual resource would be developed.” DEIS at 4-59. Unfortunately it is no exaggeration to say that 
this assertion is completely devoid of content. Absent any explanation or assurance of how overlapping concerns would be 
identified, absent any commitment of resources for either identification or development of hypothetical mitigation measures, and 
absent any explanation of what the scientific or legal basis for these measures would be, this assurance that wildlife impacts would 
be somehow mitigated is entirely empty. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-8-2. 

Comment Number 682-10-1 

Comment 
The BLM suggests that their recommended alternative to the Proposed Action is a combination of Alternatives B & C, but there is no 
discussion of what components from each are proposed to be adopted. 

Response 
There is no discussion of which components will be selected.  No decision has been made.  For Alternative B, based on comments 
received to the Atlantic Rim Draft EIS, this alternative will be moved to the category "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from 
Detailed Study" section of the final EIS.  An additional alternative (Alternative D) has been included in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 682-11-1 

Comment 
There is no comprehensive accounting within the DEIS that lays out the specific mitigation or development requirements under each 
Alternative 

Response 
In addition to the specific provisions of the "Additional Mitigation Measures" for most alternatives and resources found in chapter 4 of 
the Draft EIS appendix H, appendix E, appendix J detail mitigation measures for the ARPA.  Appendix K lists the applicant 
committed measures of the plan of development. 

Comment Number 682-11-2 

Comment 
Conditions noted in the body of the DEIS are, in some cases, inconsistent with those summarized in the appendices. 

Response 
The information found in appendix L is intended to support or give further foundation to the text in chapter 4.  As such, appendix L 
may not have every detail found in chapter 4's more expansive discussion of Alternative C. 

Comment Number 682-11-3 

Comment 
In addition to the inconsistencies within the text, the DEIS does not explain the assumptions inherent in factors such as 
“disturbance,” and “pre and post-reclamation” and whether and how such assumptions compare to those of the Wyoming Game and 
Fish Department. 

Response 
A revised reclamation plan is included as appendix B of the final EIS.  These terms are addressed in the revised appendix B. 
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Comment Number 682-11-4 

Comment 
Where the DEIS notes that certain vegetation communities are unable to be reclaimed within the life of the project, will disturbance 
in these areas accrue to the “post” reclamation limits, or is the act of attempted reclamation itself sufficient, regardless of actual 
reclamation success? 

Response 
The act of attempting reclamation is not sufficient.  Annual reclamation monitoring, with results reporting and adaptive management 
of unsuccessful reclamation will ensure successful reclamation as soon as possible.  Disturbed soils will be stabilized until the first 
growing season, then those areas where activities and further disturbance will occur will be stabilized through "interim" reclamation 
with what ever native species are best suited to the site. Full reclamation will not be attained until the site has been re-contoured 
back to its' original approximate shape and the stabilizing vegetation is established and evolving the original disturbed vegetation 
type. 

Comment Number 682-11-5 

Comment 
But because the DEIS is unclear and inconsistent as to which BMPs would be implemented and when, or even what the precise 
content of vague concepts such as “cluster development” might be, it is impossible to ascertain the nature or effects of the action to 
be taken. 

Response 
BMPs will be prescribed based on site reviews following site specific APDs.  At the field development level such provisions must be 
generalized and non-specific. 

Comment Number 682-11-6 

Comment 
Finally, and perhaps most egregiously, the monitoring proposed in the DEIS falls far short of the minimum that would be necessary 
to account for, much less adapt to, impacts resulting from development. 

Response 
The "Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan" (appendix E) in the EIS details those surveys and other annual monitoring activities 
that, as a minimum, would be used. Other surveys, such as the mule deer migration monitoring and sage -grouse lek surveys have 
also been planned.  New surveys and other monitoring activities could occur as the need is identified. 

Comment Number 682-12-1 

Comment 
Why was development of the IDP PODs not used as an opportunity to study effects on wildlife habitat use and population? 

Response 
Field reviews and monitoring in the form of on-site inspections, lek surveys, project reviews and other visits to the area have been 
conducted by the BLM and other wildlife management agencies such as the Wyoming Game and Fish Department.  The third party 
contractor also performed an extensive review of the project area during preparation of the Draft EIS and the results and 
observations of their studies are incorporated into the Draft EIS in both chapter 3 and chapter 4. 

Comment Number 682-12-2 

Comment 
By employing only general population data from a single point in time, the DEIS fails to obtain or utilize readily-available information 
regarding population trends that could be used to better evaluate effects on game species populations. See Alldredge Comments 
at 3-4. 

Response 
Please refer to our responses to Alldredge's comments. 
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Comment Number 682-12-3 

Comment 
WGFD data are available for the locations and acreages of transition and summer ranges and the BLM should have expanded their 
impact evaluation to consider these areas. 

Response 
These ranges and the effect of the ARPA on them are analyzed and disclosed in chapter 5 "Cumulative Effects". 

Comment Number 682-12-4 

Comment 
Discussion of Alternative C says, “Resource data, in the form of GIS layers would be used to identify specific areas of resource 
concern.” And a following sentence says that these areas could be sensitive wildlife habitat. If these data are available, the BLM 
should have used them in their analysis. 

Response 
Data relating to sensitive wildlife habitat is available to varying degrees.  Crucial winter range is well known, lek locations while 
constantly changing are known and recorded, vegetation types are identified but are at too coarse of a resolution to use for site-
specific evaluation.  Where data is available it has been used.  Where it is needed at the site-specific level it will be obtained when 
locations are known. 

Comment Number 682-12-5 

Comment 
If mule deer and antelope share 22,637 acres of overlapping crucial winter range, see DEIS at 4-65 how much of this range will be 
lost? How much avoided due to disturbance? How many and what types of animals will be concentrated on the remaining range? 
Will they even be able to reach it due to roads, fences, and other barriers? What will the increased competition mean for the already 
poor-condition vegetation on the range, and its carrying capacity for the various species? 

Response 
It is not possible to determine precisely how much range will be lost or compromised until site specific locations for drilling / 
disturbance are identified.  It is believed some development will occur in crucial winter range but the extent is unquantified at this 
stage. Types and numbers for animal concentrations are also not quantifiable at this time.  Migration corridors and movement 
constraints are discussed in chapter 4, section 4.7 "Wildlife". 

Comment Number 682-12-6 

Comment 
Direct and indirect habitat loss, increased browse pressure, displacement of animals— these are all serious concerns, particularly in 
light of the host of additional mineral development projects threatening adjacent habitats. See DEIS M-6. In light of these serious 
concerns, it is inadequate for the DEIS to acknowledge that impacts will be significant and “may result to reduced mule deer 
numbers and die offs,” without providing any actual information as to what the effects, and what the implications for wildlife 
populations, distribution, management, and harvest may be. Acknowledging a significant impact does not excuse the BLM from 
disclosing the actual nature and scope of that impact. 

Response 
It is not possible to determine precisely what effects on wildlife will occur until site specific locations for drilling / disturbance are 
identified. Information as to the effects of the proposed action and alternatives is discussed in chapter 4, section 4.7 "Wildlife", 
particularly in the various big game sections. 

Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS  Page O-264 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 682-12-7 

Comment 
Impacts such as fragmentation and barriers to movement and migration can be effectively analyzed only when the actual location of 
well pads, facilities, and roads are known. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion.  The Atlantic Rim EIS is a field development EIS and is tiered to the Great Divide Resource 
Management Plan.  As such, BLM addresses the overall environmental impacts of the Project, based on general locations, wells, 
and associated facilities in the Project area.  Consistent with its regulations, once annual work plans,  APDs, or other applications for 
specific site activities are submitted, BLM will conduct  more site-specific analysis of potential environmental impacts, tiered to the 
Project-level EIS. Prior to issuing any permit or authorization to implement these activities on the BLM-administered lands, the BLM 
must analyze each component of the proposed action on a site-specific basis which is subject to NEPA.  Also see our response to 
comment 671-11-1. 

Comment Number 682-12-8 

Comment 
Despite the recognition that impacts to big game crucial winter range would be anywhere from “high” to “extreme,” due to insufficient 
location information, the BLM has failed to realistically evaluate the extent of impact and the adequacy and likely success of 
mitigation measures offered under the no action alternatives. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-12-7. 

Comment Number 682-12-9 

Comment 
Additionally, an assessment and portrayal of impact within crucial winter habitat would be more accurate if analyzed based on 
vegetation type. 

Response 
Please refer to our responses to letter 666.  Vegetation types and the extent of disturbance are not yet known.  Please refer to our 
response to comment 682-12-7. 

Comment Number 682-12-10 

Comment 
The BLM notes that “[t]he value of ATW as an important winter browse species cannot be over emphasized,” however, despite its 
importance, no mitigation measures have been considered to protect this vegetation species, and there is no further analysis of the 
impact of its decimation on big game. DEIS at 3-60. 

Response 
Mitigation measures available in Wyoming Big Sagebrush habitat are generally the same measures available to any other habitat, 
and are detailed in several places within the EIS, most notably appendix H. 
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Comment Number 682-12-11 

Comment 
The BLM failed to analyze the impact of development on adjacent and surrounding private and state land. While recognizing that 
large percentages of big game crucial winter range occur on private and state property where no protections to development exist 
(42% of mule deer crucial winter range, 24% of pronghorn crucial winter range, and 17% of elk crucial winter range is on private and 
state land), the BLM failed to include an analysis of the impact of development on these adjacent and surrounding lands. DEIS 
at 3-69 to 3-71. The DEIS does not address the displacement of big game species likely to occur with development on adjacent 
private and state land, and the consequent higher density of animals and browse rate of vegetation on public land. Nor does the 
DEIS consider the impact of restrictions and mitigation measures on public land to the likely increased development intensity on 
private land. For example, where development in crucial winter range is prohibited during the winter season (November 15 to April 
30), this will likely lead to greater activity on private lands during this time, and thus even more significant displacement of animals 
from this crucial habitat. Alldredge Comments at 5-6. Additionally, the DEIS does not consider the cumulative impacts on big game 
species due to development activities occurring on both public and private land. The fact that BLM does not control surface use of 
private and State lands does not mean that its analysis must stop there, or that it cannot take into account cumulative effects on 
wildlife that ignore land ownership boundaries. 

Response 
BLM's analysis of impacts includes the reasonably known or predictable effects on private and state lands.  Additional disclosure is 
included in chapter 4 of the final EIS discussing big game displacement from state and fee (private surface) lands during times when 
adjacent federal lands are closed to disturbance due to timing stipulations. 

Comment Number 682-12-12 

Comment 
Given the concentration of sensitive, overlapping resources and uninterrupted federal ownership in the central portion of the project 
area (around Cow Creek in particular), why has the BLM not even considered an alternative that would emphasize development of 
mixed-ownership lands in the northern (checkerboard) areas, while providing a refuge for displaced wildlife, and a remaining area of 
undeveloped public land, in the central area where ownership is more consolidated and federal management more feasible? 

Response 
The BLM has not considered such an alternative because it is outside the scope of the Atlantic Rim EIS.  Please refer to our 
response  to comment 682-14-4. 

Comment Number 682-12-13 

Comment 
The BLM did not analyze the impact of development on big game migration routes. 

Response 
The BLM, in conjunction with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and AEPC / Warren Resources are conducting an on-going 
study on mule deer migration within the ARPA.  The type and extent of development that may be proposed, and the location and 
impacts upon migration corridors is unknown at this time, but will be dealt with when site-specific proposals are received. 

Comment Number 682-12-14 

Comment 
Despite the importance of mitigation requirements to minimize impacts to these vital corridors, the BLM is unable to accurately 
determine where mitigation measures should be implemented and where development need be restricted to protect big game 
migration, where studies have not yet been conducted. 

Response 
Please refer to our response 682-12-7. 
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Comment Number 682-12-15 

Comment 
What does the DEIS mean by “identified migration corridors”? How can the corridors be identified if development of the existing 
PODs continues, and new development commences, prior to a study being completed?6 Does the BLM really propose to require the 
Operators to remove already-built wells and other infrastructure from migration corridors in the future? Most importantly, how can 
the BLM even come to understand patterns of movement and habitat use if it begins altering them before obtaining the information? 

Response 
BLM means any migration corridors that are identified through its mule deer study or any other method.  Please refer to our 
response to comment 682-12-7. 

Comment Number 682-12-16 

Comment 
The BLM has failed to address the actual effects added pressure on crucial winter range, transition range, as well as adjacent 
private lands, created by further development and fragmentation within these existing pronghorn migration corridors. Without 
knowing the habitats and routes that animals use, how can the DEIS do anything more informative than concede that impacts will be 
“significant,” without telling us what they may actually be? 

Response 
The effect of the proposed action and Alternative C are discussed in chapter 4, 4.7 "Wildlife".  Big game is discussed adequately in 
several subsections within section 4.7. 

Comment Number 682-12-17 

Comment 
Whatever the actual reclamation rate may be for Wyoming big sagebrush, if reclamation is possible at all, it is clear that the habitat 
will not be reestablished during the life of the project. What this means, in part, is that Alternative B does not constitute meaningful 
“phased development” for purposes of wildlife habitat and forage. If “interim reclamation” cannot restore habitat to its prior function, 
then it does not avoid habitat loss. 

Response 
Based on comments received to the Atlantic Rim Draft EIS, Alternative B has been moved to the category "Alternatives Considered 
and Eliminated from Detailed Study" section of the final EIS. 

Comment Number 682-12-18 

Comment 
It is suggested that under Alternative C, surface disturbance would be limited to 20 acres “pre-reclamation” and 5 acres 
“post-reclamation” in each section, however, this surface disturbance limitation is not addressed in the context of vegetation types. 
DEIS, 4-71. It is unclear whether, and if so how, such calculations have taken into account the inability during the life of the project 
to reclaim any critical Wyoming big sagebrush habitat that is destroyed. 

Response 
The BLM agrees Alternative C surface disturbance limitations are not addressed in the context of vegetation types.  BLM's analysis

of the effects of the action alternatives is detailed in chapter 4, section 4.5, section 4.5.3.1 "Direct and Indirect Impacts Common to

all Alternatives" which states in part: 

"All alternatives would disturb Wyoming big sagebrush and alkali sagebrush plant communities.  Due to the very long to unknown

recovery rates for these two shrub species on dry harsh sites, reclamation would primarily result in herbaceous plant recovery,

replacing shrublands with grassland-type cover and structure."
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Comment Number 682-12-19 

Comment 
Coupling the lack of knowledge of the length of time or even the ability to reclaim Wyoming big sagebrush habitat with the known 
importance of the vegetation species in big game crucial winter range, allowing this habitat to be destroyed by well, road, and facility 
development is inconsistent with the requirement that habitat function be maintained in these vital areas. 

Response 
While it is possible to predict some disturbance in vital habitat areas will occur, it is not possible to predict how much and in what 
habitats accurately at this level.  Additional review at the site specific level will provide such a review. On the large scale the 
proposed action may disturb up to 5.9% of the project area and Alternative C somewhat less than that, depending on where 
development is proposed. 

Comment Number 682-13-1 

Comment 
BLM has not addressed the possible impacts from other projects being conducted in the region. 

Response 
Impacts from other projects being conducted in the area are analyzed in Chapter 5 "Cumulative Impacts". 

Comment Number 682-13-2 

Comment 
In addition, BLM has not addressed the possibility of other mitigation measures recommended by WGFD, such as mitigation trusts, 
conservation easements, and offsite/off lease mitigation efforts to counteract the offsite effects. WGFD, Minimum Recommendations 
at 21. 

Response 
Off-site mitigation must be proposed by the operators rather than being imposed by the BLM.  Based on comments from Wyoming 
Game and Fish, and interdisciplinary input from ID Team specialists, additional mitigation may be used depending on the site 
specific issues and concerns that may come forward.  The EIS proposes a sweeping suite of mitigations and best management 
packages throughout the document. 

Comment Number 682-14-1 

Comment 
The DEIS acknowledges, but does not fully analyze, the importance of the Atlantic Rim area for hunting. 

Response 
Hunting use is detailed in chapter 3, 3.9 "Recreation Resources", section 3.9.2.1.  The effects of the proposal on hunting are 
detailed in chapter 4, section 4.9 "Recreation". 

Comment Number 682-14-2 

Comment 
The consequences to the numerous local, regional, and out-of-state hunters who visit this “most productive” area to harvest multiple 
species and enjoy the exceptional hunting experience on Atlantic Rim will be severe: 

Response 
The Draft EIS predicts that all the action alternatives would result in significant impacts. 
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Comment Number 682-14-3 

Comment 
In addition to displacement of big game species and population reductions (and ensuing management impacts), the DEIS 
acknowledges, but only indirectly, that the open, undisturbed natural setting that currently makes the Atlantic Rim such a superior 
hunting (and wildlife viewing) destination, will be lost: 

Response 
This effect is disclosed in detail in chapter 4, section 4.10 "Visual Resources". 

Comment Number 682-14-4 

Comment 
What we would like to know is, given these acknowledged consequences for thousands of hunters in some of the state’s best 
hunting areas, why the DEIS does not give any consideration to an alternative that would not merely adopt helpful but minor 
measures (fence conversions to BLM standards, road density reduction) in five specifically-identified areas of exceptional hunting 
value (Sand Hills, Deep Gulch and Cow Creek, Wild Cow Creek, Cherokee Creek, and Wild Horse Creek), but actually preserve 
those areas from development to retain their value as hunting destinations. 

Response 
An alternative of this type is outside the scope of the Atlantic Rim EIS.  Land management decisions, such as areas open to leasing, 
are made at the Resource Management Plan level.  The decision to lease lands in the area has been made and is not under 
consideration in the context of the Atlantic Rim EIS. 

Comment Number 682-14-5 

Comment 
Why does no alternative give consideration to measures to purchase, lease, protect, or improve other lands to provide substitute 
habitat and/or hunting opportunity to make up for lands lost to the project? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-14-4. 

Comment Number 682-15-1 

Comment 
The decision to evaluate the (already-severe) consequences of 2,000, as opposed to 3,880 wells, leaves several important 
questions unanswered? How many more wells are “economic and efficient” if natural gas prices continue to rise? What, if anything, 
prevents a later decision to allow infill up to 3,880 wells? 

Response 
The extent of wells that may be needed to extract the gas resource is estimated at 2,000.  There is no basis to consider or approve 
the drilling of more than the current 2,000 well proposal. Additional NEPA would be required should a proposal be received outside 
the scale or scope of the current analysis and any decision that is made. 

Comment Number 682-15-2 

Comment 
Although we are certainly not advocating the authorization of 3,880 wells, we believe that this guidance, coupled with NEPA’s 
requirements regarding analysis of reasonably foreseeable future actions, requires the BLM to evaluate the consequences not only 
of the first 2,000 wells, but of full-field development. 

Response 
The Atlantic Rim EIS does evaluate the effects of full field development--2,000 wells including 1,800 coal bed natural gas and 
200 conventional wells. 
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Comment Number 682-16-1 

Comment 
Although Alternative C’s measures for the Cow Butte/Wild Cow Areas, Upper Muddy Creek Watershed, and Sand Hills ACEC do 
provide some reduction in density of development and would avoid some of the most egregious impacts to the Muddy Creek 
watershed, there is no alternative even under consideration that would leave any appreciable portion of the area without extensive 
surface-disturbing development or provide any sort of refuge for upland game birds, big game, or other wildlife. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-14-4.  An additional alternative (Alternative D) has been included in the final EIS. 

Comment Number 682-16-2 

Comment 
What’s more, although we do not believe that offsite mitigation should be used as an excuse to justify avoidable and unacceptable 
impacts, despite the severity of impacts forecast under all alternatives, no alternative even contemplates compensatory and/or 
offsite mitigation to provide, protect, or improve substitute wildlife habitat and/or recreation opportunity, replace lost or degraded 
aquatic habitats, or compensate for adverse effects to Colorado River species. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-13-2. 

Comment Number 682-17-1 

Comment 
Alternative B Fails to Include Reclamation Thresholds and Does Not Constitute Meaningful Phased Development 

Response 
Based on comments received to the Atlantic Rim Draft EIS, this Alternative B will be moved to the category "Alternatives Considered 
and Eliminated from Detailed Study" section of the final EIS.  An additional alternative (Alternative D) has been included in the final 
EIS. 

Comment Number 682-17-2 

Comment 
Second, Alternative B does not represent meaningful phased development because it includes no standards for reclamation, and 
indeed appears quite contrary to the DEIS’s acknowledgment that reclamation of shrub communities is highly unlikely within the 
entire project lifespan, let alone the time spans of individual phases. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-17-1 

Comment Number 682-17-3 

Comment 
The DEIS does not explain how or why Alternative B might result in better planning. Nor does it provide any certainty or commitment 
that the BLM and/or the Operators actually will develop seed sources or learn reclamation techniques. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-17-1 

Comment Number 682-17-4 

Comment 
If, as is apparent from the DEIS, there is a deficiency of knowledge, technique, and materials for successful reclamation, the 
knowledge should be developed before development. 

Response 
A new reclamation appendix has been prepared and inserted into the final EIS. 
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Comment Number 682-18-1 

Comment 
Until such time as a final record of decision is issued revising or amending the RMP, BLM actions within the resource area must still 
be consistent with the plan now in place. 

Response 
As detailed in chapter 1, section 1.4 "Relationship to Policies, Plans and Programs", section 1.4.1 "Conformance with the Great 
Divide RMP" the actions alternatives are all consistent with the RMP. 

Comment Number 682-18-2 

Comment 
In addition, by proceeding with the Atlantic Rim project prior to the RMP revision, the BLM would impermissibly prejudge the 
outcome of the RMP revision process. If this project is approved, the BLM will have committed itself to wholesale conversion of the 
Atlantic Rim area from lands containing wildlife habitat, rangeland, watershed, and energy resources, into a single use zone 
effectively committed to coalbed methane extraction to the exclusion of most other uses. By doing so, BLM preemptively restricts its 
options in the RMP revision, foreclosing any alternative that would preserve some or all of the Atlantic Rim area for its wildlife, 
watershed, and recreation values. 

Response 
The Great Divide RMP has already authorized leasing within the areas.  Development is already reasonably foreseeable.  The 
Rawlins Plan revision will not reverse that decision.  

Comment Number 682-18-3 

Comment 
The DEIS Fails to Address Consistency with the GDRMP’s Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario 

Response 
This position has been rejected by the courts (ONRC Action v. Bureau of Land Management, 150 F.3d 1132, 1139-41 (9th Cir. 
1998) and IBLA Southern Wilderness Alliance 163 IBLA 14, 27-28 (2004).  Please refer to our response to comment 682-1-1. 

Comment Number 682-18-4 

Comment 
The Atlantic Rim EIS fails entirely to address the issue of consistency with the GDRMP RFD. Although, BLM planned in the RMP for 
1,440 new wells to be drilled in the Great Divide planning area, but it has already authorized, in total, nearly 2,000 more wells than 
that forecast (approximately 240% of the RFD forecast). Even according to the BLM’s latest in a string of constantly-changing 
calculations for land disturbance due to mineral development, the RFD permits, at the very most, an additional 3,985 acres available 
for oil and gas related disturbance within the planning area. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-1-1. 

Comment Number 682-18-5 

Comment 
This disregard of the governing resource management plan violates FLPMA’s mandate to manage the public lands “in accordance 
with the land use plans developed” under FLPMA §202. 43 U.S.C. § 1732 (a). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-1-1. 
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Comment Number 682-18-6 

Comment 
BLM cannot, consistent with FLPMA, authorize oil and gas development that substantially exceeds the RFD scenario authorized in 
the GDRMP. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-1-1. 

Comment Number 682-18-7 

Comment 
Thus, under NPRC, the leases which BLM now proposes developing on Atlantic Rim necessarily incorporate the RFD limit, and 
nothing close to the scale of development now proposed is allowable under the GDRMP. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-1-1. 

Comment Number 682-18-8 

Comment 
The Atlantic Rim Proposal Is Inconsistent With the RMP’s Provisions on Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation 

Response 
Mitigation for sage-grouse in the ARPA is consistent with greater sage-grouse mitigations found in the RMP.  This direction is found 
in appendix I, page 48, 2.b. 

Comment Number 682-18-9 

Comment 
Similarly, the ARPA DEIS has failed to examine the full cumulative effects of natural gas extraction on the greater sage-grouse as 
well as ignored clear mandates set forth in the 1990 Great Divide RMP. 

Response 
Cumulative effects on sage-grouse are detailed in chapter 5, section 5.3.7.2.  Please refer to our response to comment 682-18-2. 

Comment Number 682-18-10 

Comment 
Unfortunately, the quarter-mile buffer around “known leks” currently employed by BLM oil and gas projects is unsupported by any 
evidence suggesting it is effective to meet this duty of protecting grouse habitat. 

Response 
The sage-grouse is a BLM sensitive species, listed as such on 04/09/2001.  Because of this status no actions that might lead to 
listing of the species or the future existence or viability of this species may occur.  The Great Divide Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) in appendix I lists sage-grouse in several areas of the Wildlife Mitigation Guidelines including 2b and 2c.  2c provides for the 
prohibition of surface activities or use within important habitat areas for the purpose of protecting sage-grouse breeding grounds and 
or habitat where timing stipulations are not appropriate.  The purpose of the Guidelines are (1) to reserve for the BLM the right to 
modify the operations of all surface and other human presence disturbance activities as part of the statutory requirements for 
environmental protection, and (2) to inform a potential lessee, permittee, or operator of the requirements that must be met when 
using BLM-administered lands. The Guidelines in the RMP are not specific as to the distance an action must be moved to mitigate 
impacts of a proposal on sage-grouse.  Literature reviews show that requirements for no surface disturbance (NSD) from a lek 
generally run in the quarter-mile to 2-mile range.  The quarter-mile NSD mitigation is generally a minimum distance.  Additionally, 
another mitigation listed in appendix E, page E-6 states that no surface disturbance would be allowed within identified patches of 
greater sage-grouse severe winter relief habitat. 
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Comment Number 682-18-11 

Comment 
In sum, without modifying the Proposed Action or Alternative B or C to give greater weight to the importance of greater sage-grouse 
habitat conservation and population effects, the BLM would be placing itself in a position where its actions are inconsistent with the 
Great Divide RMP. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-18-10 

Comment Number 682-18-12 

Comment 
Once again, the DEIS fails entirely to address the question of whether coalbed methane development is consistent with the RMP. 

Response 
The RMP states that the entire planning area is open to oil and gas leasing and does not make a distinction as to whether oil and 
gas development is conventional or otherwise. The minerals management program policy and goals described in the RMP are to 
provide the opportunity for leasing, exploration, and development of oil and gas while protecting other resource values. CBNG-
related activity is not unanticipated just because the RMP does not use the specific words “coalbed methane”. “Methane” and 
“natural gas” are used interchangeably regardless of the source. No specific formation, bed, or seam was identified in the RMP as 
being suitable or unsuitable for oil and gas development. Natural gas production operations are very similar and CBNG development 
is no exception. Development and production sequence described in the Oil and Gas appendix in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Medicine Bow-Divide Resource Management Plan (later the Great Divide RMP) describes typical development 
operations, even to the point that water may need to be removed during natural gas production. Therefore, even if coal bed methane 
has not been specifically mentioned, the activity is clearly consistent with the terms, conditions, and decisions of the approved plan 
[43 CFR 1610.0-5(b)].  In the Interior Board of Land Appeals’ (IBLA) order denying the request for stay by the Wyoming Outdoor 
Council (IBLA 2003-358), the IBLA stated that “We have scrutinized the Great Divide RMP/EIS and conclude that its analysis of oil 
and gas impacts adequately analyzed impacts associated with potential CMNG exploration and development in the RFO area, 
which is located outside the Powder River Basin. Although the BLM did not flag CBNG as a discrete topic in the draft and final EISs, 
those documents did address the issues typically associated with natural gas production in general and CMNG production in 
particular (e.g. water volume, quality, discharge/disposal, contamination of surface and groundwater, sodium adsorption ratio (SAR), 
and the uses to which produced water can be put).” 

Comment Number 682-19-1 

Comment 
With regard to the Atlantic Rim Project Area (“ARPA”) specifically, this means that the Rawlins BLM must consider effects on the 
conservation of wildlife species, notably the greater sage-grouse and Muddy Creek sensitive fishes, and their habitat in determining 
appropriate natural gas extraction management. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-18-10. 

Comment Number 682-19-2 

Comment 
The Greater Sage-grouse has been identified by the Wyoming BLM and WGFD as a sensitive species; this designation places a 
heightened duty on the agencies to conserve and protect the species and its habitat. Wyoming Bureau of Land Management, 
Sensitive Species Policy and List 7 (2002). The DEIS Proposed Action as well as Alternatives B and C are wholly inadequate to 
address the greater sage-grouse conservation needs because each will result in population declines. 

Response 
As detailed in the EIS, chapter 4 and elsewhere, significant effects to sage-grouse are expected under any of the action alternatives. 
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Comment Number 682-19-3 

Comment 
All of this will change, however, if the Atlantic Rim project is implemented without significant improvements in its protection of 
sage-grouse habitat and life cycle functions. If the productive and occupied habitat on Atlantic Rim is fragmented and converted to 
gas extraction, with acknowledged significant adverse consequences for greater sage-grouse, what does that conversion, combined 
with surrounding ongoing, imminent, and foreseeable development projects, mean for the future of the species throughout south-
central Wyoming? 

Response
Cumulative effects on sage-grouse are detailed in Chapter 5, section 5.2.7.2 "Greater Sage-grouse and Columbian Sharp-tailed 
Grouse." 

Comment Number 682-19-4 

Comment 
Therefore, regarding the greater sage-grouse population in the ARPA, it is clear that the BLM has not only the obligation but also the 
authority to base its management decision on conservation requirements of a sensitive species. Unfortunately, the Atlantic Rim 
DEIS fails to utilize available information regarding the species and its habitat in order to do so. 

Response 
Sage-grouse are discussed in detail in chapter 3 of the Draft EIS in section 3.7.1.5 "Upland Game Birds".  Numerous references are 
cited. Chapter 4 provides impact analysis and cites further references.  Chapter 5 section 5.2.7.2 has further information and 
references relative to sage-grouse. 

Comment Number 682-19-5 

Comment 
The Proposed Activity and Alternatives B and C fail to address the issue of the greater sagegrouse’s treatment as a candidate 
species. The Manual clearly sets forth the minimum treatment of sensitive species at that of a candidate species. Manual at 12. 
However, DEIS Appendix G – Biological Assessment, which discusses potential effects on all threatened, endangered, and 
candidate species, does not make any mention of the greater sage-grouse population. DEIS at G-1. Considering that greater 
sage-grouse populations are in decline throughout the country and that this area is considered one of the last strongholds for the 
population, BLM should have conducted an equivalent analysis for greater sage-grouse. 

Response 
The EIS, appendix G, addresses threatened and endangered species.  Greater sage-grouse is a sensitive species and not 
appropriate to list in appendix G.  An equivalent analysis is not required or necessary in these circumstances.  Greater sage-grouse 
are reviewed in detail in appendix E of the Draft EIS. 

Comment Number 682-19-6 

Comment 
The DEIS fails entirely, however, to make the necessary analysis required under its sensitive species rules: what does this habitat 
loss, combined with other factors affecting the species, mean for its long-term outlook and prospects for avoiding listing as 
threatened or endangered? 

Response 
The necessary analysis is found in chapter 4, section 4.7 and chapter 5, section 5.2.7.  The long term outlook and prospects for 
sage-grouse are detailed in those areas within the scope and context of the Atlantic Rim project. 

Comment Number 682-19-7 

Comment 
In effect, the DEIS acknowledges that the Atlantic Rim project will cause substantial loss of habitat function for a sensitive species, 
but fails to either analyze (or compensate for) the effect this will have on the species’ prospects for avoiding loss of viability. 

Response 
Please refer to our response 682-19-6. 
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Comment Number 682-19-8 

Comment 
Therefore, the BLM should coordinate its management decisions with WGFD findings and recommendations. 

Response 
The Wyoming Game and Fish Department is a cooperating agency in the Atlantic Rim project.  BLM is coordinating closely and 
cooperating with the WG&F Department not only on sage-grouse but many other species as well. 

Comment Number 682-19-9 

Comment 
The alternatives considered by BLM, resulting in lower productivity and decline of the species, certainly do not fall within the WGFD 
allowance for “modification of habitat characteristics” in its recommendations. By considering in the DEIS only alternatives that 
would result in significant impacts to the sage-grouse, BLM has not followed the recommendations of WGFD. 

Response 
No "action" alternatives were identified by the BLM or its cooperating agencies that would not have significant effects on the 
sage-grouse. Please refer to our response to comment 682-19-8. 

Comment Number 682-19-10 

Comment 
Not only has the BLM failed to coordinate with WGFD requirements, but the Proposed Action and Alternatives B and C fail to meet 
the BLM sensitive species criteria of ensuring that the species does not become listed because each is likely to result in a decline of 
the greater sagegrouse population. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-19-8.  As detailed in the Draft EIS, significant effects to sage-grouse populations are 
expected under any of the "action" alternatives. 

Comment Number 682-19-11 

Comment 
Thus, BLM has failed to adequately protect a listed sensitive species according to both its own internal mandates and the 
recommendations of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-19-9. 

Comment Number 682-19-12 

Comment 
Recent scientific research, some of which has already been adopted by WGFD, shows that BLM’s requirements in the DEIS are 
outdated and will not protect the sage-grouse from further decline. In order to fulfill its duty to protect and conserve sage-grouse 
habitat, BLM’s mitigation requirements should correspond to the recommendations of both the most recent scientific research and 
the other agencies charged with protecting the same resources. 

Response 
The Atlantic Rim project complies with the relevant land management direction and decisions found in the Great Divide resource 
area RMP. 

Page O-275 Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number 682-19-13 

Comment 
Allowing any surface disturbance within 3 km of leks will result in the negative indirect impacts for the sage-grouse that WGFD has 
recommended against; while the most effective measures would include a permanent buffer of 3km. To the extent that information 
regarding disturbance effects on sage-grouse from oil and gas development is incomplete, what information there is suggests a 
buffer of at least 3 kilometers. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-18-10. 

Comment Number 682-19-14 

Comment 
BLM has cited no studies or data suggesting that the ¼-mile buffer proposed is actually effective. This lack of information is 
particularly distressing given the widespread use of this buffer, and the opportunities foregone for monitoring and research regarding 
impacts, including from the IDP PODs already developed in the area to date. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-19-4. 

Comment Number 682-19-15 

Comment 
BLM should give a more detailed description of when and how leks are classified as active. 

Response 
The BLM uses Wyoming Game and Fish Department data and criteria to display which leks are active. 

Comment Number 682-19-16 

Comment 
Those classified as active should be closely monitored during the spring, and counted 3-4 times at 7-10 day intervals. 

Response 
The Wyoming Game and Fish Department, in collaboration with the BLM and AEPC is planning to initiate a sage-grouse monitoring 
program within Atlantic Rim.  Such a survey would be consistent with Game & Fish guidelines for such surveys. 

Comment Number 682-19-17 

Comment 
Since even a minimal level of development within 3 km (or 2 miles) negatively influences breeding activity, (Holloran at 57) the 
buffer should be at least 5k or 3 miles, and should be a NSO area. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-18-10. 

Comment Number 682-19-18 

Comment 
(“Winter concentration areas have not been identified and mapped yet.”). This should be done prior to commencement of the project 
so that well pads and other facilities are not placed directly in winter habitat, and a 200m buffer, as recommended by WGFD, can be 
given to all occupied winter habitat. 

Response 
Winter concentration area mapping efforts are on-going.  Site specific reviews of development proposals will prevent compromise of 
unmapped winter concentration areas. 
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Comment Number 682-19-19 

Comment 
BLM needs to be more specific and should require the buffer recommended by WGFD. WGFD, Minimum Recommendations at 19 
(requiring a seasonal restriction from Nov. 15-March 14 on surface disturbance and human activity within 200m of winter habitat). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-18-10. 

Comment Number 682-19-20 

Comment 
As a final, or perhaps alternative protection, winter habitat areas, once identified, should be designated as Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-18-10. 

Comment Number 682-19-21 

Comment 
The winter habitat should be mapped, and then protected as provided in the DEIS in accordance with the WGFD suggestions for 
winter habitat. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-19-18. 

Comment Number 682-19-22 

Comment 
The severe winter relief habitat that is already identified should have the same protections as the regular winter habitat. 

Response 
For Alternative C, as detailed in appendix L, sever winter relief habitat would be an avoidance area.  Under the other action 
alternatives severe winter relief habitats would receive the same protection as regular winter habitat. 

Comment Number 682-19-23 

Comment 
BLM states that transient noise is bad, but more consistent, lower level noise may be ignored by wildlife. DEIS at 4-60 (citing 1978 
Busnel study). This is contrary to recommendations from WGFD that continuous and frequent traffic noises have eliminated almost 
all leks within 2 miles of the source, and reduced the number of active leks as far out as 4-5 miles. 

Response 
Please refer to the second paragraph under "Upland Game Birds, Greater Sage-Grouse" in the final EIS for more in-depth 
discussion of the potential effects of noise on sage-grouse. 

Comment Number 682-19-24 

Comment 
Consistent with the WGFD recommendations, BLM should require that noise be kept to a level below 10 dBA (above ambient noise 
levels) between March 15 and May 15 within 2 miles of an occupied lek. 

Response 
Appendix E, at section 2.3.1.3 states in part that the use of hospital style mufflers, along with additional noise reduction techniques 
may be required as necessary. 
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Comment Number 682-19-25 

Comment 
To achieve compliance with WGFD recommendations, BLM should require a more detailed traffic and road plan so that vehicle trips 
are reduced and confined to areas away from both occupied leks and nesting/brood-rearing grounds. 

Response 
Chapter 4, at section 4.13.5 "Mitigation Summary" details that a coordinated transportation plan would be created and updated as 
the Atlantic Rim project develops.  In fact, transportation planning has been occurring under the interim drilling program and has 
been very successful in finding, fixing, and avoiding adverse impacts from and to transportation related activities. 

Comment Number 682-19-26 

Comment 
The mitigation efforts for traffic described above should also help reduce the amount of dust, in addition to measures already in 
place requiring use of non-chlorine chemical treatments and compaction techniques on roads. However, BLM did not include a 
detailed description of how dust abatement would be achieved beyond these measures. Road closures, seasonal and permanent, 
would help mitigate both the traffic and noise problems. 

Response 
Mitigations for dust abatement can be found in appendix K, at sections K1.2.3.1 and K1.3.7.2.  In chapter 4 of the Draft EIS 
additional mitigation can be found in 4.6.5 "Rangeland Resources". 

Comment Number 682-19-27 

Comment 
While BLM does require that any power lines constructed should be put underground to avoid creating perches (DEIS at 
appendix E), both WGFD and Holloran recommend installing perching deterrents on gas field structures. WGFD, Minimum 
Recommendations  at 18; Holloran at 58. BLM should include these requirements in the DEIS. 

Response 
Under the Great Divide RMP perching deterrents are not required on gas field structures.  The use of anti-perching devices is being 
evaluated under the Rawlins RMP revision.  If RMP requirements change under the revised RMP, actions at Atlantic Rim will 
comply. 

Comment Number 682-19-28 

Comment 
The BLM National Sage-grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy specifically states to maintain connections between patches of 
occupied habitats; whereas, the Proposed Action and Alternatives B and C do just the opposite. 

Response 
Alternative C seeks to maintain connectivity of habitats to the extent possible.  Roads, required under any of the action alternatives, 
by their nature must bi-sect habitats.  Avoidance of sensitive habitats at the site-specific level will reduce these impacts greatly.  

Comment Number 682-19-29 

Comment 
Out of the overly narrow range of alternatives presented, Alternative C is the least-damaging option for the sage-grouse. Even 
Alternative C, however, as currently explained in the DEIS, falls short of adequate habitat protection as required under the GDRMP, 
WGFD guidelines, and BLM sensitive species policy. 

Response 
Both Alternative C and the Proposed Action would result in significant effects on the greater sage-grouse. 
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Comment Number 682-19-30 

Comment 
Therefore, the BLM should take a much harder look at the conservation measures necessary for the health and stability of the 
greater sage-grouse. 

Response 
Conservation measures for the greater sage-grouse are being reviewed by the BLM and other conservation agencies at several 
levels in the Federal government. 

Comment Number 682-19-31 

Comment 
Under the Proposed Action and Alternative B, however, degradation of habitat due to roads and other facilities would be severe: 

Response 
Alternative B has been moved from the category "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study" section of the final 
EIS. Effects of the Proposed Action are detailed in chapter 4 including habitat effects from the construction and use of roads. 

Comment Number 682-19-32 

Comment 
Therefore this approach is similarly contrary to law and should not even be considered. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-19-31. 

Comment Number 682-19-33 

Comment 
Alternative C, by contrast, does incorporate some protective measures to protect Muddy Creek: maintenance of road densities, low-
impact designs, avoidance of steep slopes, and road reclamation. Id. at 4-88. We believe that adoption of these measures is 
essential under any alternative and required under BLM’s sensitive species policy, interagency agreements, and governing law. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 682-20-1 

Comment 
This DEIS should also reflect the State of Wyoming's "no net loss" standard and its minimum recommendations for crucial habitat 
conservation. 

Response 
The BLM is aware and mindful of the State of Wyoming standards and recommendations for wildlife. The Atlantic Rim project seeks 
to develop natural gas resources with as minimal an impact as possible.  To that end, the BLM is working with the Wyoming Game 
and Fish Department to meet the purpose and need for this project to the best extent possible. 

Comment Number 682-20-2 

Comment 
Activities proposed in Alternative B are inconsistent with Wyoming Game and Fish Department guidelines. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to 682-19-31 
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Comment Number 682-20-3 

Comment 
The BLM is not clear in the DEIS which alternative or components of alternatives are recommended to be adopted. Alternative B 
proposes the same level of development (8 well sites per section) as the Proposed Action, only limiting initial development to one 
third of the project area at a time. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to 682-19-31 

Comment Number 682-20-4 

Comment 
Development of eight well sites per section is considered by WGFD to be “High Impact” in pronghorn and mule deer crucial winter 
range, and is discouraged (WGFD, 14). The same level of development in Elk critical winter range is considered to be an “Extreme 
Impact” because of Elk’s greater sensitivity to disturbance. At this development level, there are no viable alternatives to mitigate the 
impact to Elk habitat, and “the function an effectiveness of crucial winter habitat would be severely compromised” (WGFD, 16). 
Because of these significant short and long-term consequences, Wyoming guidelines strongly recommend that such intensity of 
development be avoided in such habitat. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 682-20-5 

Comment 
Activities proposed in Alternative C are inconsistent with WGFD guidelines. 

Response 
The BLM agrees that the activities in Alternative C may not always be consistent with WGFD guidelines. 

Comment Number 682-20-6 

Comment 
1. Seasonal restrictions imposed only during the development phase are inconsistent with Wyoming guidelines. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-20-5. 

Comment Number 682-20-7 

Comment 
2. The monitoring plan outlined in the DEIS is insufficient to comply with Wyoming guidelines. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-20-5. 

Comment Number 682-20-8 

Comment 
Not only is the responsibility of the BLM to monitor the impacts of its projects on public lands misplaced onto the WGFD, but 
additionally the existing WGFD data collection program is not designed to collect the relevant data at the resolution necessary to 
ascertain impacts. 

Response 
The Wyoming Game and Fish Department gather wildlife information on animal species including big game, sage-grouse, and 
others. BLM does not duplicate the WGFD actions, but uses this information in its day-to-day operations and environmental 
analyses.  Appendix E, "Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan" at 1.0, 2.0, 2.1 and 2.2 has further information on annual reports 
and monitoring and the cooperative effort between the agencies, including the US Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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Comment Number 682-20-9 

Comment 
Furthermore, there is no elucidation of what impacts will trigger a modification in development activities, nor what such modification 
might be should a triggering impact be detected. 

Response 
As detailed in appendix E, inventory and monitoring activities may reveal adverse impacts to resources, including species-specific 
wildlife, that are not acceptable and must be avoided.  The spectrum of what "things" or effects could fall into this category is too 
large for specific prescription at this level of analysis (field development) but is practical and manageable at the site-specific level. 

Comment Number 682-20-10 

Comment 
3. Permitting long-term vegetation loss winter range is inconsistent with the requirement that “habitat function” be maintained. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-20-1 

Comment Number 682-20-11 

Comment 
Despite conclusory statements regarding “interim reclamation” in Alternative B, the DEIS cannot avoid the conclusion that 
restoration of sagebrush habitat is speculative at best, and that the project means a loss of this vital element of winter and transition 
range for decades. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-19-31. 

Comment Number 682-20-12 

Comment 
Although the BLM has conceded that “[t]he value of ATW as an important winter browse species cannot be over emphasized,” the 
DEIS does not consider limiting development within this vegetation type. Permitting the obliteration of such an important forage 
species, with no hope of reclamation, is contrary to the Wyoming requirement that habitat function be maintained. 

Response 
Neither the Proposed Action nor any of the action alternatives anticipate "obliteration" of Wyoming big sage brush.  It is anticipated 
that habitat function will be maintained, although it is possible some reduction could occur.  Mitigation measures available in 
Wyoming Big Sagebrush habitat are generally the same measures available to any other habitat, and are detailed in several places 
within the Draft EIS, most notably appendix H. 

Comment Number 682-20-13 

Comment 
Neither the Proposed Action nor Alternative B provide any mitigation measures for sensitive habitat such as important vegetation 
communities and big game crucial winter range. 

Response 
Alternative B has been moved to the category "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated From Further Study".  Mitigation measures 
for crucial winter range and sensitive vegetation communities are detailed in appendix H.   Appendix E has detailed information on 
crucial winter range mitigations.  Chapter 4 of the EIS in section 4.5.5 details vegetation communities to avoid. 
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Comment Number 682-20-14 

Comment 
Although Alternative C could be strengthened to provide better protection to habitat and wildlife within the Atlantic Rim project area, 
as drafted, it remains a superior alternative than the Proposed Action or Alternative B. However, given the information available, it 
would appear that Alternative C still generates unacceptable levels of wildlife impact. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 682-21-1 

Comment 
Should surface disposal be considered, which we believe would contravene requirements under the Colorado River Salinity Pact 
within the Colorado River watershed, full NEPA analysis of the consequences of such disposal – not present in the DEIS – would, at 
a minimum, be required. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 682-21-2 

Comment 
Surface disposal of CBM water can also have negative impacts on the health of humans and other important animal species. 
Contamination of drinking water supplies is a major concern, as is the concern that storage ponds associated with CBM water serve 
as breeding grounds for mosquitoes carrying West Nile virus.15 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 682-21-3 

Comment 
The consensus seems to be that although the hard data has yet to be analyzed and a firm conclusion has yet to be drawn, CBM 
water is increasing the incidence of mosquitoes and thus is increasing the incidence of West Nile virus. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 682-22-1 

Comment 
we believe a real balanced development alternative would incorporate the following key principles:  • Require Underground 
Reinjection of Produced Water. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 682-22-2 

Comment 
Gather Information First – Not Later. This includes information regarding big game migration routes and summer habitats, 
sage-grouse winter and other habitats, feasibility of reclamation, and all other incomplete information necessary to an informed 
decision. 

Response 
Data gathering is on-going for several categories including sage-grouse and mule deer.  Reclamation is proceeding in an adaptive 
management matrix and will continue to develop over time.  This information is developed generally through annual surveys. 
Information is being gathered as it is available and used as it is needed. 
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Comment Number 682-22-3 

Comment 
Adequately Conserve Sage-grouse, Incorporating Legitimate Science (Including Minimum 3-kilometer No Surface Occupancy 
Around Leks and Preservation of Nesting Habitat). Make use of the findings and recommendations of studies such as the 2005 
Holloran dissertation on greater sage-grouse population response in gas fields in western Wyoming. Quarter-mile NSO buffers are 
unsupported by science and demonstrably inadequate. 

Response 
Mitigation for sage-grouse in the ARPA is consistent with greater sage-grouse mitigations found in the RMP and the Wyoming 
Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan.  This direction is found in appendix I, page 48, 2.b. of the RMP and page 34 of the 
Wyoming Greater Sage-Grouse Plan.  The 2 mile nesting and brood rearing buffer will remain in place until nesting and brood 
rearing habitat is mapped. 

Comment Number 682-22-4 

Comment 
Comply Fully With WGFD Recommendations for Oil and Gas Development in Critical and High-Value Wildlife Habitat. As discussed 
above, the Atlantic Rim proposal falls short of what WGFD has identified as minimum measures to prevent unacceptable impacts to 
vital and high-value habitats. Compliance with WGFD Minimum Recommendations should be just that – a minimum. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-20-1 

Comment Number 682-22-5 

Comment 
Employ Real Phased Development – Close Inactive Areas and Require Significant Reclamation Before Opening New Ones. 
Alternative B is not phased development – it neither closes the IDP PODs nor requires reclamation before new phases can be 
development. A real phased development alternative should be considered. 

Response 
Annual work plans, as detailed in the Proposed Action, fulfills this request.  Phased development in the sense described by the 
comment would require leasing and authorization restrictions in conflict with the Resource Management Plan and outside the scope 
of this assessment. 

Comment Number 682-22-6 

Comment 
Require No Surface Occupancy for Overlapping Big Game Crucial Winter Range. Winter range is already over-stressed and 
development with displace animals and increase competition. Without reliable information showing that there’s enough quantity and 
quality of habitat to maintain populations, at a bare minimum, these particularly important and at-risk ranges should be off-limits to 
new disturbance. 

Response 
No surface occupancy for overlapping crucial big game winter range is contrary to the provisions of the RMP and outside the scope 
of this analysis. 

Comment Number 682-22-7 

Comment 
Vital Seasonal Habitats Must Be Protected Throughout Development, Not Only During Initial Disturbance. 

Response 
The use of telemetry and other forms of remote sensing will greatly reduce disturbance in vital habitats. 
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Comment Number 682-22-8 

Comment 
A better approach to protect critical big game habitats would be to give them a NSO or no ground disturbance designation. Because 
site specific data for big game habitat are currently not included in the DEIS, it would seem prudent that the BLM consult with WGFD 
biologists and utilize their best estimates for habitats that should be off-limits to energy development. 

Response 
No surface occupancy or no ground disturbance is contrary to the Great Divide RMP and outside the scope of this analysis. 

Comment Number 682-22-9 

Comment 
Analyze and Prevent Unacceptable Impacts to All Vital Wildlife Habitats. As discussed above, big game aren’t limited only by winter 
range, nor sage-grouse by leks. Habitat requirements need to be analyzed, and protected, with regard to the complete seasonal and 
life cycle needs of affected species. 

Response 
The BLM expects to attain this through the field development Atlantic Rim EIS and ROD, and subsequent review and appraisal of 
site-specific proposals. 

Comment Number 682-22-10 

Comment 
Avoid Net Loss of Water Quality or Aquatic Habitats in the Muddy Creek Watershed. The mitigation measures identified in 
Alternative C are the minimum necessary to comply with sensitive species obligations and interagency agreements. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number 682-22-11 

Comment 
Avoid Disturbance in Identified Exceptional Wildlife/Hunting Areas. The DEIS identifies five specific areas of exceptional importance 
for hunting. Preserve this extraordinary value by requiring no surface occupancy in all five of these areas. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-22-8. 

Comment Number 682-22-12 

Comment 
Compensate for Loss of Recreation and Hunting Opportunity. To the extent that the Atlantic Rim project results in loss of wildlife 
habitat and carrying capacity and hunting opportunity, identify and improve or protect substitute lands elsewhere. This may be done 
through purchase, lease, easement, mineral lease exchange or buyback, as well as through habitat improvements. 

Response 
The BLM is not able to require compensory off-site mitigation; however the companies can come forward and suggest off-site 
mitigation to compensate for impacts. 

Comment Number 682-22-13 

Comment 
If Impacts Are Inevitable on Private Lands, Conserve Remaining Unbroken Public Lands. If development is inevitable in the 
ownership-fragmented northern portion of the project area due to private ownership, then manage the unbroken public lands in the 
central portion to preserve acceptable levels of undisturbed wildlife habitat and intact watershed. 

Response 
This is outside the scope of the Atlantic Rim EIS analysis. 
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Comment Number 683-1-1 

Comment 
Reclamation believes the uncertainty concerning the nature and magnitude of salt loading to the Colorado River Basin that may 
occur from this proposed project needs to be recognized. A primary concern, given the large scale of this project in this particular 
hydrogeologic setting, is that there is the potential for mobilization of ground water into surface discharges of salt that would not be 
directly controlled by 404 permits. 

Response 
Surface disturbance is anticipated to increase salt loading in the Colorado River System under the Proposed Action and Alternative 
B. No surface discharges are considered with this document.  Any proposed surface discharge would need to obtain a WYPDES 
permit and would be subject to NEPA.  If impacts are significant they would need to be considered under a separate document. 

Comment Number 683-1-2 

Comment 
For this reason, Reclamation believes there should be a long-term commitment to project-related monitoring, which would include 
continuous Electrical Conductivity (EC) monitoring and a monthly total dissolved-solids sample analyzed by the sum of constituent's 
method. Monitoring and sampling should occur on the Muddy Drainage and/or the Little Snake River drainage downstream of the 
project area to monitor and detect any unforeseen salinity impacts. 

Response 
Section 3.4.2 describes the Muddy Creek USGS Gage No. 09258980 that was established by the BLM, partly with monies for 
salinity monitoring in the Colorado River Basin.  This gage is continuously monitoring stage and conductivity. This year a series of 
samples are being collected to develop a relationship between conductivity and TDS.  This is funded for at least 4 years and it is 
hoped to be funded throughout the life of the project.  Also, please refer to our response to comment 683-1-1. 

Comment Number 683-1-3 

Comment 
An "environmental commitment" to contract the U.S. Geological Survey to conduct this monitoring should be a part of the final 
environmental impact statement and associated record of decision for this National Environmental Policy Act process. It is 
anticipated that this monitoring would need to stay in place for several decades, as the impacts of the project may not be 
immediately evident. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 638-1-2. 

Comment Number 683-2 

Comment 
Preparation of a contingency plan to allow involved parties to respond to unanticipated adverse conditions should be part of the 
management of the uncertainty. 

Response 
Please refer to appendix C: Hazardous Materials Management Plan; this is just such a plan. 

Comment Number 684-1 

Comment 
I hereby request the enclosed packet of new information be incorporated into the material examined in the composition of the Final 
EIS for the Atlantic Rim CBM Development Area. Should you decide this information will not be considered by Rawlins BLM as 
being material to the Atlantic Rim CBNG development EIS, I request you notify me within thirty (30) days and provide an explanation 
for said decision. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Unique Emails File 6 

Comment Number E3-1 

Comment 
I also urge you to ensure that whatever development takes places uses Best Available Control Technology to limit impacts to our air 
quality and water quality. As you drive around Wyoming there is a spreading brown haze directly related to the drilling in the gas 
fields. We need to put a stop to this by mandating that oil and gas companies take the messures necessary to limit emitions from 
drilling rigs, use more efficient dehydrators, and reduce the amount of dust that is kicked up by the endless truck traffic. 

Response 
Impacts to air quality are summarized in section 4.2 and water quality impacts are summarized in section 4.4.  Best available control 
technology may be required by WDEQ-AQD to control air pollutant emissions during project construction and production phases.  In 
addition, impacts to air and water quality would be mitigated by implementation of best management practices (BMPs) presented in 
appendix H and appendix J. 

Comment Number E4-1 

Comment 
Please evaluate the Atlantic Rim area for possible ACEC's, roadless areas, scenic areas, leks, rare and sensitive plants, and other 
important biological resources. These resources should be fully protected in any decision affecting the Atlantic Rim area. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E6-1 

Comment 
keep roads and drilling away from streams to that the salt wastewater does not get into surface drainage. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter TA1. 

Comment Number E6-2 

Comment 
Allow no industrial activity in the proposed Wild Cow Creek wilderness area, and 

Response 
The Wild Cow Creek citizen's proposal is not an approved land management decision in the Great Divide Resource Management 
Plan. To the extent any special management status may be proposed, analyzed, and approved under the Rawlins Resource 
Management Plan, Atlantic Rim activities will be consistent with that decision.  Inclusion of this proposal is outside the scope of the 
ARPA EIS. 

Comment Number E6-3 

Comment 
To be sure that the drilling and road building does not harm native sage grouse, raptor, and prairie dog populations. There need to 
be special protections for nesting sites and prairie dog colonies. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter TA1. 
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Comment Number E7-1 

Comment 
As a hunter, angler, and general outdoor enthusiast, please do what you can to protect the Cow Creek Roadless Area. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E11-1-1 

Comment 
Few people realize that the Red Desert is a biodiversity hot-spot for insect life. We have documented 54 species of Acrididae 
(grasshoppers) in the Red Desert, which amounts to nearly half of the state’s fauna – and one-seventh of the known grasshopper 
species in the United States. Indeed, this area appears to be the most diverse ecosystem for this ecological indicator taxon in the 
state and perhaps the region. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E11-1-2 

Comment 
In addition, a colleague in the USDA has collected what appears to be a new species of Aeoloplides from the Red Desert. In more 
general terms, our collections in 2006 yielded 3,364 specimens which comprised a phenomenal 463 species. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E11-1-3 

Comment 
Thus, disturbances of the kind and amount being proposed are virtually certain to severely alter the insect ecology of habitats and 
microhabitats comprising the Atlantic Rim – and it would not be in the least hyperbolic to propose that such a project would be 
almost certain to result in the loss of species which have never been discovered or named. 

Response 
As detailed in chapter 4 and elsewhere in the Draft EIS, no species of plant, animal, or fish are expected to go extinct under any of 
the alternatives evaluated.  Significant effects to some populations are anticipated. 

Comment Number E11-2-1 

Comment 
However, I would strongly advocate that steps be taken to mitigate the environmental harm. In particular, directional drilling to 
cluster well facilities would minimize disturbance to the ecosystem. 

Response 
Directional drilling is a tool available to the operators when surface issues make them a possibility. Mandated directional drilling, as 
detailed in chapter 2 is not an acceptable alternative.  Steps to minimize environmental harm are detailed in appendix H and the 
location of other mitigations are also disclosed there. 

Comment Number E11-2-2 

Comment 
If only a small proportion of the project area was in development at any one time, this would likely allow the insect fauna to 
recolonize (micro)habitats following disturbance (many species are quite adept at re-establishing populations, but there must be 
sources for such recovery), while widespread, simultaneous drilling would be far more likely to wipe out entire faunas. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E11-1-3. 
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Comment Number E11-2-3 

Comment 
And finally, I would advocate removing the Wild Cow Creek proposed wilderness from the project to prevent all industrial uses in this 
area as means of conserving a viable insect fauna and a potentially critical resource for future restoration efforts in disturbed areas. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-10-1. 

Comment Number E13-1 

Comment 
Please stay away from the Wild Cow Creek area proposed for wilderness, protect other areas that conservationists in the State have 
described to you (especially Biodiversity Convervation Associates and the Wyoming Outdoor Council). 

Response 
The Wild Cow Creek citizen's proposal is not an approved land management decision in the Great Divide Resource Management 
Plan. To the extent any special management status may be proposed, analyzed, and approved under the Rawlins Resource 
Management Plan, Atlantic Rim activities will be consistent with that decision.  Inclusion of this proposal is outside the scope of the 
ARPA EIS. 

Comment Number E13-2 

Comment 
Especially, protect sage grouse territories and ferruginous hawk nesting areas with 2 - 3 mile buffer zones. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter TA1. 

Comment Number E33-1 

Comment 
Please revise it and include protections to the environment including wildlife e.g. sage grouse nesting areas. 

Response 
The final EIS is revised from the Draft EIS.  Wildlife mitigation providing protections can be found in appendix E "Wildlife Monitoring 
and Protection Plan".  These mitigations are used to reduce any adverse effects expected from natural gas development activities 
within the ARPA. 

Comment Number E38-1 

Comment 
If you must drill, directional drilling is the only solution. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter TA1. 

Comment Number E39-1 

Comment 
I urge you to protect with a large buffer zone the breeding and nesting areas of the species that find their habitat in the Atlantic rim 
region. 

Response 
Wildlife mitigation providing protections can be found in appendix E "Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan".  These mitigations are 
used to reduce any adverse effects expected from natural gas development activities within the ARPA. 
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Comment Number E42-1 

Comment 
Does the entire project have to happen at the same time? Why not stage it so impacted wildlife can find undisturbed habitat near 
that they are displaced from? 

Response 
Response pending. 

Comment Number E42-2 

Comment 
I believe that directional drilling should be used so that well footprints and service road disturbance are confined to small clusters of 
land rather than allowed to fragment the entire habitat. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter TA1. 

Comment Number E42-3 

Comment 
Also the water pumped from aquifiers should be reinjected rather than allowed to make its way into surface watersheds where it will 
most likely damage native species and perhaps water used by grazeing agriculture 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter TA1. 

Comment Number E42-4 

Comment 
The proposed wilderness of "Wild Cow Creek" should be off limits completely. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-10-1. 

Comment Number E45A-1 

Comment 
Alternative B will delay Phase 3 drilling by 14 years and Alternative C is infeasible because 160 acre spacing renders successful 
drilling difficult to impossible - proven by previous pilot drilling.  Grant Anadarko its proposed phased alternative. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E45B-1 

Comment 
The proposed action is based on over 100 wells previously drilled by Anadarko.  The successful wells are on 80 acre spacing 
patterns while the testing areas using 160 acres have only produced water and very little gas.  I believe the BLM must bring the 
actual results of previous work into the record of decision. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 
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Comment Number E45C-1 

Comment 
Please remove your well restriction and "undesirable" quotation on recreation and hunting from this EIS.  They are blatantly untrue 
and exaggerated beyond all logic. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E45E-1 

Comment 
These people have studied this area for 1/2 a decade and I believe that their pilot drilling program proves that the project can't be 
done on 160 acre + spacing.  Even your agency's own minerals group out of Casper supports the 80 acre spacing.  Please let 
science rule the day and not arbitrary spacing requirements. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E45F-1 

Comment 
Anadarko has already agreed to make take a phased approach to development in its Proposed Alternative, yet you are asking for an 
unreasonable amount more concessions such as a 135 day seasonal access period. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E45G-1 

Comment 
Well spacing at distance of 160 acres is unnecessary and unfeasible for Anadarko to be successful.  I have experience in this 
industry, and I can tell you with all certainty that 80-acre well spacing development has minimal environmental impact and produces 
far more natural gas.  That is my first concern - allow 80 acres well spacing. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E45G-2 

Comment 
Allowing 4 livestock quality water wells per section is not damaging to the environment and will allow Anadarko to wet the roads in 
order to prevent dust.  This needs to be allowed for the quality of life for surrounding property owners. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E45G-3 

Comment 
Seasonal restrictions should be lifted, because Anadarko is already proposing a reasonable phased approach to drilling, that will 
leave a footprint on only 2% of the land when drilling is completed. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 
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Comment Number E45H-1 

Comment 
This is because proposed 160 acre spacing will render the project non-cost effective. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E45J-1 

Comment 
Alternatives B and C will be an unfeasible financial and logistical burden on Anadarko. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E51-1 

Comment 
I have already written that your decision should protect critical bird nesting areas 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E51-2 

Comment 
remove the Wild Cow Creek proposed wilderness from the project. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E66-1 

Comment 
Of particular concern is the density of the drilling sites. The Atlantic Rim Project proposal involves constructing pads at double the 
usual density found in similar types of developments. 

Response 
BLM's alternatives analysis covers a range of drilling densities and the environmental effects expected from them. 

Comment Number E66-2 

Comment 
I would also request that you impose strict protective requirements to prevent the degradation of all streams, springs and seeps in 
the Red Desert. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter TA1. 

Comment Number E66-3 

Comment 
With all of these concerns in mind, I think it would be prudent to require the project to employ directional drilling and concentrate well 
facilities into cluster to ultimately minimize the footprint of drilling pads and reduce the road mileage. 

Response 
Section 2.4.2 of the DEIS describes BLM’s assessment of directional drilling.  Also, please refer to our response to letter TA1. 
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Comment Number E66-4 

Comment 
I think that the Wild Cow Creek proposed wilderness must continue to be treated as such and protected from any development. 

Response 
The Wild Cow Creek citizen's proposal is not an approved land management decision in the Great Divide Resource Management 
Plan. To the extent any special management status may be proposed, analyzed, and approved under the Rawlins Resource 
Management Plan, Atlantic Rim activities will be consistent with that decision.  Inclusion of this proposal is outside the scope of the 
ARPA EIS. 

Comment Number E67-1 

Comment 
I ask you to include alternative energy proposals in your report, since that is the direction he declared in his speech. 

Response 
Consideration of alternative energy proposals is outside the scope of the decision being considered for the ARPA. 

Comment Number E70-1 

Comment 
It is also very crucial that the wild Cow creek wilderness be completely removed from the proposal. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-10-1. 

Comment Number E84-1 

Comment 
Based on 6 years of drilling, testing and production, there can be no doubt that 80-acre spacing is not only the preferred alternative 
but is essential for commercial rates of production throughout the Atlantic Rim CBM Project area. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number E84-2 

Comment 
For efficient and effective development to maximize production, it will be necessary to develop the project in a manner that best 
draws down the formation pressure throughout the entire Atlantic Rim CBM gas reservoir. Contemporaneous development will allow 
operators to efficiently dewater the coals to achieve optimum production results. A staged development approach would inhibit 
achieving this goal. 

Response 
Alternative B has been moved to the category "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated From Further Study". 

Comment Number E85-1 

Comment 
I believe that the evidence shows that the only economic way to dewater the coals and to develop coalbed natural gas in this part of 
the state is with 80-acre well spacing (the BLM’s own Reservoir Management Group agrees). Anything significantly farther apart 
results in inefficient dewatering of the coals and subeconomic recovery of coalbed natural gas. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 
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Comment Number E85-2 

Comment 
The only way to develop on 80-acre spacing when pads are limited to four per section (160-acre spacing) is to utilize directional 
drilling. For the most part, directional drilling of shallow coals is technically unfeasible or economically prohibitive, which translates 
into significant natural gas resources left in the ground. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-6-1. 

Comment Number E85-3 

Comment 
The requirement for phased development seems unnecessary because it dictates how the resource is developed, which may be 
inefficient based on the geology and planned infrastructure. There is also some evidence that the availability of drill rigs will require 
the companies to develop this resource at a pace that is not significantly different than that required in Alternative B (in fact it may be 
slower), especially when the requirements for drill rigs in the Continental Divide/Creston area are factored in. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 

Comment Number E86-1-1 

Comment 
BLM could consider, for example, developing a coordinated transportation plan to minimize impacts so that the agency could allow 
greater access than would otherwise be the case. 

Response 
A transportation plan is called for in the development protection measures considered in Alternative C and presented in appendix L. 
In addition, please see the final EIS for a revised discussion of the preferred alternative and a new alternative (Alternative D). 

Comment Number E86-1-2 

Comment 
Year-round drilling also should be allowed in more areas, taking into consideration modern drilling techniques and environmental 
BMPs. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 593-1. 

Comment Number E86-1-3 

Comment 
By balancing the varied uses in the planning region, it can increase natural gas supply and ease the nation’s energy burden and 
natural gas demands. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  BLM is directed through the FLPMA to balance the needs of resource extraction with the protection of 
sensitive environmental resources. 

Comment Number E88-1-1 

Comment 
Any federal authorization of this project must comply with the specific directives of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as 
amended and Sections 106 and 110 of NHPA as well as the Great Divide Resource Management Plan and Wyoming SHPO. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment Number E88-2-1 

Comment 
We would encourage continued ongoing paleontological and archaeological surveys, test excavations, examination of ethnographic 
records, and historic research. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Continued ongoing paleontological and archaeological surveys, test excavations, examination of 
ethnographic records, and historic research, are required to be completed on a project-specific basis. 

Comment Number E88-2-2 

Comment 
BLM approval of the Atlantic Rim project requires compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA that states all affected historic 
resources eligible for or on the National Register of Historic Places be taken into account, including adverse effects that would 
diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling or association. Since many of these 
historic properties are as yet unidentified we would encourage a broad range of alternative strategies allowing for later, unspecified 
site preservation. 

Response 
Please refer to section 4.11.5. 

Comment Number E88-3-1 

Comment 
In addition to the eight paleontologic finds documented in the ARMP, precautions should be made to make sure rare and 
scientifically significant fossil resources are not destroyed during the project lifetime. 

Response 
As provided for in appendix H:  Each proposed facility located in areas with known and potential vertebrate paleontological resource 
significance would be surveyed by a BLM approved paleontologist prior to surface disturbance (USDI – BLM 1987b; 1990). 

Comment Number E88-4-1 

Comment 
It is incumbent on the BLM and oil and gas operators to protect and preserve these sensitive resources for future generations of 
Americans. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  BLM is required to protect and preserve sensitive environmental resources. 

Comment Number E88-4-2 

Comment 
The vestiges of our historic trails are rapidly disappearing, yet your document references only “contributing segments” for protection, 
while “non-contributing segments” are excluded. We take the position that ALL segments of the trail should be included in your 
analysis and criteria for “contributing segments” and “non-contributing segments” should be clarified. 

Response 
Please refer to appendix I (Cultural Resources Management) of the Draft EIS. 
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Comment Number E88-4-3 

Comment 
We also believe the 1/4 buffer surrounding the historic trails is not sufficient to protect the physical trace of the trails from 
development and should be substantially expanded to as much as three miles. At the same time, the two-mile analysis area around 
the buffer should be expanded to better protect “the view shed, air quality and all elements relevant to location, feeling and 
association that contribute to NRHP eligibility of the trails and/or associated sites.” 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-22-1. 

Comment Number E88-5-1 

Comment 
The historic significance of this area is unquestioned. The Code of Federal Regulations 936 CFR 60.4 defines Impact Significance 
Criteria for meeting site eligibility as “ associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 
history” (Criterion A) and “have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history” (Criterion D). These 
criteria are clearly met in the ARMP area. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E88-5-2 

Comment 
BLM, as the land management agency charged with the protection and preservation of existing (known and unknown) prehistoric, 
historic and cultural materials within the ARMP, must comply with existing environmental law to insure that history is preserved. 

Response 
Chapter 4, section 4.11.2 clearly details the mechanism by which BLM complies with existing laws and regulations to protect 
archaeological and historic sites. 

Comment Number E88-6-1 

Comment 
1. Continue ongoing paleontological and archaeological surveys, test excavation, examination of ethnographic records and historic 
research. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E88-2-1. 

Comment Number E88-6-2 

Comment 
2. Encourage a broad range of alternative strategies allowing for later, unspecified site preservation. 

Response 
The BLM's program for the protection of cultural resources is presented in appendix I of the EIS. 

Comment Number E88-6-3 

Comment 
3. Increase the 1/4 mile buffer surrounding the historic trails and the two-mile analysis area around the buffer. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-22-1. 
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Comment Number E88-6-4 

Comment 
4. Include both “contributing segments” and “non-contributing segments “ in the historic trails analysis. 

Response 
Please refer to appendix I of the final EIS. 

Comment Number E88-6-5 

Comment 
5. Utilize existing roads, power lines, and associated infrastructure. 

Response 
Please refer to section 4.11.5 in the final document. 

Comment Number E88-6-6 

Comment 
6. Initiate reclamation concurrently with development. 

Response 
Please refer to appendix H, Fluid Minerals section in the final document. 

Comment Number E88-6-7 

Comment 
7. Encourage cooperation from private landowners to preserve the entire historic trails segment. 

Response 
The BLM does encourage cooperation from private landowners to preserve the entire historic trails segment: however, we cannot 
require that they do so. 

Comment Number E88-6-8 

Comment 
8. Disallow operator use of historic trails or historic roads. 

Response 
Please see section 4.11.5 of the Final EIS. 

Comment Number E91-1 

Comment 
It is recommended that all earth disturbing activities be monitored by an archeologist, with activities including but not limited to well 
pads, access roads, pipelines, powerlines, buried cables, compressor stations, and POD buildings. 

Response 
As described in section 4.11 and appendix I:  Cultural Resources Management, avoidance is the primary and preferred mitigated 
measure used to protect cultural resources.  Preliminary cultural inventories prior to surface-disturbing activities enable the 
operators to avoid valued cultural resources.  Monitoring at the time of surface disturbance would not be required. 
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Comment Number E91-2 

Comment 
In the event of findings of buried cultural materials or features, it is recommended that all recognizable features and concentrated 
cultural deposits within the disturbance zone, including a reasonable buffer area, be fully excavated and the results analyzed, 
including special studies as necessary. 

Response 
Treatment of buried cultural materials or features is described comprehensively in BLM Manual 8100, in particular, Manual 
8140-Protecting Cultural Resources.  Much of what the manual contains is summarized in appendix I of the Draft EIS. 

Comment Number E91-3 

Comment 
In the event that buried cultural materials are recognized in any particular area, additional subsurface prospecting will be necessary 
to locate related, unexposed significant cultural features and deposits. It is recommended that a flexible methodology be developed 
to meet the needs of both archeological research and energy exploration that will maximize data recovery and related searching for 
more materials and minimize time spent in the search and related excavation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E92-2. 

Comment Number E91-4 

Comment 
It is our contention that carefully selected methodologies, based on consideration of all available tools and approaches, together 
with an understanding of present and future research questions, are best served by utilizing a combination of heavy equipment and 
more traditional, slower and costlier excavation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E92-2. 

Comment Number E91-5 

Comment 
Part of the process of careful consideration of possible investigative approaches, however, should be meetings between 
management and archeological specialists with specific experience in a variety of approaches and studies. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E92-2. 

Comment Number E95-1 

Comment 
I do this because we need a better thought-out set of proposals. They would include areas within the project to be completely 
protected (Wild Cow Creek and important Sage hen and large animal breeding, wintering and migration areas). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter TA1. 

Comment Number E95-2 

Comment 
We need to use best available practices that absolutely minimize the impact of the drill sites and linking roads ( phased development 
that includes complete restoration of disturbed land before the next development phase is initiated, directional drilling, etc). 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 
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Comment Number E100-1 

Comment 
Please reconsider the 160 acre spacing proposal before you finalize this EIS, and allow wells to be drilled every 80-acres. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number E102-1 

Comment 
The designated 1/4 mile buffer and two mile analysis area for these irreplaceable historic trails should both be increased significantly 
to protect these resources. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 671-22-1. 

Comment Number E102-2 

Comment 
In addition, I would hope that the BLM could issue a comprehensive survey of what they consider to be the contributing segments of 
these historic trails. 

Response 
Trail study information was not available when the Draft EIS was written.  Since that time, this information has become available and 
this section has been revised. 

Comment Number E102-3 

Comment 
I also hope that you will continue paleontological and archaeological surveys so that we can better understand the resources 
present. 

Response 
While specific dedicated surveys will not be made across the ARPA, development proposals under the ARPA ROD will receive site-
specific reviews and surveys to determine resource related issues including paleontological and cultural resource appraisals.  As 
provided for in appendix H: 
“Each proposed facility located in areas with known and/or potential significant paleontological resources (Paleontology Condition 1 
and 1 areas and Probable Fossil Yield Class 4 and 5 areas) would be surveyed by a BLM-approved paleontologist prior to surface 
disturbance.” Accordingly, disturbance activities will not occur prior to the completion of these surveys. 

Comment Number E105-1 

Comment 
Future wildlife monitoring should be done in cooperation with Fish and Wildlife, Animal Control, ranching, hunting, and oil & gas 
explorationists, as all will benefit in the long run. But, the costs must be shared by all; and not solely borne by oil and gas 
companies. 

Response 
Costs will be borne by the various responsible parties as needed and as appropriate. 
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Comment Number E105-2 

Comment 
Alternative “C” is unworkable in that it effectively calls for 160-acre spacing in the project area. The original development of the Blue 
Sky pod clearly shows 160-acre spacing will not allow the coals to properly de-water to economically maximize the methane 
recovery. The SunDog and Doty Mountain pods clearly show that 80-acre spacing, at the least, is the most viable, technical and 
economic development plan. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 420-1-3 and comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number E105-3 

Comment 
However, surface disposal of produced water must be considered. Surface disposal at the Cow Creek field demonstrates the 
usefulness of this water to wildlife and livestock. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 466-1-1. 

Comment Number E105-4 

Comment 
Finally, the BLM should recognize the state and local authority to control and govern the project at the most grass roots level. Water 
disposal should conform to existing EPA standards, but barring EPA violations, the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 
should be the final authority (See Onshore Order Number 7, Section G). 

Response 
BLM concurs that the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality has the authority to approve surface disposal of water. 

Comment Number E107-1 

Comment 
Without question, Alternative B restricts our ability to deplete to the lowest possible pressure. Field data already shows that it is 
difficult if not impossible to reduce the coal bed pressures satisfactorily when on 160 acres spacing.  Logically, wide spacing also 
promotes further restrictions or lower recoveries caused by coal discontinuities and low permeability barriers. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 606-2 and 607-7-3. 

Comment Number E107-2-1 

Comment 
Alternative C presents the same recovery restrictions as Alternative B but in a less uniform manner and sometimes with more 
serious results. Any spatial restriction will have a harmful effect on recovery both within and outside of the developed area as 
communication between the areas will hinder maximum pressure drawdown. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E107-1. 

Comment Number E107-2-2 

Comment 
Directional wells, besides presenting an operational nightmare with diminishing water and higher gas production, can in no way 
reach the areas being considered off-limits thereby reducing recovery. 

Response 
As previous responses have indicated, BLM's multiple use mandate may result at some times and in some places in less than the 
maximum recovery or utilization of some resources to the benefit of other resources.  Directional drilling will remain a tool available 
to operators, but not a requirement. 
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Comment Number E107-2-3 

Comment 
The EIS goals for the environment are indeed lofty, but has adequate consideration been given to the fact that this system will 
operate almost entirely electronically after it is developed and, during development, equipment will occupy only a temporary minimal 
portion of the entire field? 

Response 
The EIS includes a comprehensive evaluation of the impacts of the Proposed Action, including consideration of the benefits of 
electronic, remote telemetry and the temporary nature of many of the impacts generated by ground disturbing activity. 

Comment Number E108-1 

Comment 
The Draft EIA is flawed in many respects including typographical errors, unfinished sentences, misplaced figures and tables and 
inconsistent descriptions of alternatives and their potential impacts. 

Response 
BLM has revised the EIS to address the typographical and other technical inconsistencies in the document. 

Comment Number E108-2 

Comment 
The Phased (Alternative B) is unrealistic and will cause the resources to be developed in an unworkable pattern. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 

Comment Number E108-3 

Comment 
Alternative C forces unnecessary mitigation that is already covered by lease stipulations and existing NEPA requirements and 
requires spacing regulations that have been proved to be uneconomical to the production of methane gas reserves. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 420-1-3. 

Comment Number E108-4 

Comment 
Your proposals are clearly in conflict policies set forth in the Energy Policy Act of 2005. The technologically and economically 
viability of the project is in jeopardy under you plans. Those with interests in the area both economic and sociologic will be deprived 
of their fortunes and well-being. The federal government will suffer from loss in revenues, drainage, and from potential liability for 
takings claims. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E110-1-1 

Comment 
We have carefully reviewed the DEIS, and have discovered it has numerous typographical errors, unfinished sentences, misplaced 
figures and tables and inconsistent descriptions of alternatives and their potential impacts. 

Response 
BLM has revised the EIS to address the typographical and other technical inconsistencies in the document. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number E110-1-2 

Comment 
BLM has identified its preferred alternative as both B and C; however, BLM has failed to clearly state what this means 

Response 
The final EIS contains a revised description of the preferred alternative in addition to a new alternative (Alternative D) for 
consideration by the Deciding Official in the issuing a Record of Decision for the project. 

Comment Number E110-1-3 

Comment 
Alternatives B and C both fail to meet the purpose and need of the project, while the no action alternative unaccountably fails to 
address drilling on both fee and state lands that would likely occur even if BLM were to deny the proposal for federal lands. 

Response 
Alternatives B and C would allow the operators to drill for, remove and sell natural gas resources within the constraints of the 
mitigation measures designed to protect sensitive environmental resources.  Also, please refer to our response to comment 607-4-2. 

Comment Number E110-2-1 

Comment 
This alternative and BLM’s analysis of its potential impacts is problematic in that: 1) BLM has failed to address whether this proposal 
is technologically or economically viable; 

Response 
Based on comments received to the Atlantic Rim Draft EIS, Alternative B will be moved to the category "Alternatives Considered 
and Eliminated from Detailed Study" section of the final EIS. 

Comment Number E110-2-2 

Comment 
2) BLM fails to account for the economic impact on lessees both from the perspective that some of the subject leases could be 
suspended for over fourteen years and that those with interests in the second and third phases will be deprived of revenues for 
seven to fourteen years; 

Response 
Based on comments received to the Atlantic Rim Draft EIS, Alternative B will be moved to the category "Alternatives Considered 
and Eliminated from Detailed Study" section of the final EIS. 

Comment Number E110-2-3 

Comment 
3) BLM has failed to address the potential economic impact to the federal government both from the perspective of a loss of 
revenues, drainage, and from potential liability for takings claims; 

Response 
Based on comments received to the Atlantic Rim Draft EIS, Alternative B will be moved to the category "Alternatives Considered 
and Eliminated from Detailed Study" section of the final EIS. 

Comment Number E110-2-4 

Comment 
4) BLM has failed to define what constitutes “interim reclamation” thereby failing to fully analyze both the environmental and 
economic impacts of phasing drilling in this fashion. 

Response 
Based on comments received to the Atlantic Rim Draft EIS, Alternative B will be moved to the category "Alternatives Considered 
and Eliminated from Detailed Study" section of the final EIS. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number E110-3-1 

Comment 
Alternative C is problematic for two major reasons. It does not appear this plan stages development, but is more a list of mitigation 
measures that limits develops to a 60 day drilling window. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E110-3-2 

Comment 
Secondly and most disconcerting is the fact that under this alternative, BLM would effectively impose 160 acre spacing across 
ninety-five (95%) of the project area (DEIS at 4-51), despite the fact that current information indicates that these CBNG resources 
can not be developed under this spacing scenario. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 420-1-3. 

Comment Number E110-4-1 

Comment 
The analyses for potential impacts to air, soil, water and wildlife are similarly flawed. Those sections are characterized by analyses 
of impacts that are often general in nature; 

Response 
The impact analysis disclosed in chapter 4 of the EIS is based upon available information for the project area and a level of analysis 
appropriate to the field development nature of the proposed project. 

Comment Number E110-4-2 

Comment 
do not sufficiently integrate the effectiveness of engineering designs and operating practices and procedures; 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 673-6. 

Comment Number E110-4-3 

Comment 
do not fully integrate existing information on environmental conditions into the analysis 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 673-6. 

Comment Number E110-4-4 

Comment 
and are severely lacking in qualitative analyses despite the ready availability of such tools (e.g. soil loss models) or are based on 
dated information. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 673-6. 

Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS  Page O-302 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number E112-1 

Comment 
THIS COMMENT WAS PRESENTED IN TABLE FORMAT: PAGE 6-3 SECTION (blank)  PARAGRAPH (blank)  LINE (blank) 
COMMENT Add "Saratoga-Encampment-Rawlins Conservation District" under Other Agencies. FOLLOW UP TO COMMENT 
(blank) 

Response 
The text has been revised as you suggest. 

Comment Number E112-2 

Comment 
THIS COMMENT WAS PRESENTED IN TABLE FORMAT: PAGE H-2  SECTION (blank)  PARAGRAPH (blank)  LINE (blank) 
COMMENT Table needs column headings  FOLLOW UP TO COMMENT (blank) 

Response 
The text has been revised as you suggest. 

Comment Number E112-3 

Comment 
THIS COMMENT WAS PRESENTED IN TABLE FORMAT:  PAGE I-1  SECTION App. I  PARAGRAPH 5  LINE 1 COMMENT 
Change "thorough" to "through"  FOLLOW UP TO COMMENT (blank) 

Response 
The text has been revised as you suggest. 

Comment Number E112-4 

Comment 
THIS COMMENT WAS PRESENTED IN TABLE FORMAT: PAGE J-2  SECTION App. J  PARAGRAPH 1 & 2  LINE 3&2 
COMMENT Where can Appendix 21 and Appendix 18 be found?  FOLLOW UP TO COMMENT (blank) 

Response 
The references to appendices in appendix J that you refer to have been removed from the text. 

Comment Number E112-5 

Comment 
THIS COMMENT WAS PRESENTED IN TABLE FORMAT:  PAGE L-1  SECTION App. L  PARAGRAPH (blank)  LINE (blank) 
COMMENT In first column ("Data Source Resource Concern") - Change wording to read "These steeper slopes present more 
complexity in planning..." instead of "These less steep slopes..."  FOLLOW UP TO COMMENT (blank) 

Response 
The text has been revised as you suggest. 

Comment Number E114-1 

Comment 
Devon believes that the current document does not clearly identify what is intended by the statement "The BLM preferred alternative 
in this case is a combination of alternatives B and C."  We interpret this to mean the implementation of Alternative B with the 
addition of a myriad of mitigation measures.  This layering of restrictions would severely limit the ability to economically develop the 
resources in the area. 

Response 
The final EIS contains a revised description of the preferred alternative in addition to a new alternative (Alternative D) for 
consideration by the Deciding Official in the issuing a Record of Decision for the project. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number E114-2 

Comment 
With respect to Alternative B, Devon believes that "phased" activities may be appropriate when looking at an area and deciding not 
to lease certain portions of it until a later time due to various considerations.  However, to take a lease that has already been 
approved and then impose "phase" drilling restrictions in that area for a period of 12-14 years (in this case) plus reclamation time 
prior to allowing development activity is totally inappropriate for currently leased lands.  The impacts of such a requirement could be 
far-reaching and include such things as correlative rights, loss of federal revenue as well as potential liability for "takings" claims. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 

Comment Number E114-3 

Comment 
While efforts should always be made to minimize surface impact, the determination of the spacing throughout the project should be 
determined by the technical aspects of the reservoir and the ability to economically develop the natural gas reserves.  Restricting 
the spacing in over 95% of the area to 4 wells per section could impair the ability to adequately produce the reservoir as well as 
preclude the project from being economically viable. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 420-1-3. 

Comment Number E115-1 

Comment 
The inclusion of the cumulative impacts this project may have on cultural resources, (Chapter 5, Section 5.3.11), is helpful in 
understanding the effects of this project on historic trails. However, this section needs to be expanded. As noted in Section 1.3.2, 
there are several other large projects occurring in the immediate vicinity of the Atlantic Rim Project. These projects, in combination, 
present the potential to cumulatively adversely affect a lengthy, and continuous, segment of these historic trails. A more thorough 
analysis of this impact, in terms of total adverse affects, is warranted. 

Response 
Mitigation measures are applied across the board with reduction of cumulative impacts in mind.  The cumulative effect analysis was 
completed for the Atlantic Rim project area.  Any other analysis would be beyond the scope of this project. 

Comment Number E115-2 

Comment 
Additionally, the ability of the public to visit these resources due to safety considerations associated with development activities 
should be addressed. 

Response 
Public access will not be obstructed by mineral development where access previously existed.  Where access exists, safety 
considerations are addressed in land use applications.  Cultural resources in this area have not been developed for public visitation. 

Comment Number E115-3 

Comment 
While the cumulative impact on historic trails is discussed, the section should be expanded to include other resource types. These 
should include, but not be limited to, Traditional Cultural Properties, archaeological sites, ranching sites and early energy 
development sites. 

Response 
Cumulative impact analyses to other resource types would be completed on a site-specific basis. 
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Comment Number E117-1-1 

Comment 
The Notice incorrectly identifies not only the alternatives, but also BLM’s preferred alternative. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-1-1. 

Comment Number E117-1-2 

Comment 
Additionally, the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) notice of availability of the DEIS incorrectly stated the comment period 
would close on January 30, 2006. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-1-1. 

Comment Number E117-2-1 

Comment 
Not only does the document fail to present a full and fair discussion of the impacts, the two alternatives analyzed by BLM fail to meet 
the requirements of NEPA and its guiding regulations. The applicable regulations require BLM to rigorously explore and objectively 
evaluate all reasonable alternatives. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-4-1. 

Comment Number E117-2-2 

Comment 
In addition, case law requires BLM to consider alternatives that accomplish the intended purpose of the proposed action that are 
technically and economically feasible. In this DEIS BLM has analyzed two alternatives to the proposed action and the no action 
alternative. The two alternatives analyzed are a phased drilling alternative (Alternative B) and a spatial alternative (Alternative C). 
Neither of these alternatives meets the requirements of NEPA, case law and BLM guidance. 

Response 
Please refer to our responses to comments 607-4-2, 607-4-3, and 607-4-4. 

Comment Number E117-2-3 

Comment 
While Alternative B may be technically feasible, it is questionably economically feasible. The DEIS does not analyze this issue. More 
importantly, PAW questions whether or not BLM has the authority to suspend the subject leases for such lengthy periods without 
potentially raising takings claims or breach of contract claims. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 

Comment Number E117-2-4 

Comment 
Specifically, operators will not be allowed to move from one phase to the next until the completion of interim reclamation; however, 
this term is not defined in the document. Appendix B contains the reclamation plan for the Project, and it defines Short-Term 
(Temporary) Reclamation and Long-Term (Final) Reclamation, but it does not define interim reclamation. In the absence of a 
definition for this key term, the document lacks a thorough discussion of the potential impacts relative to this alternative. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-5-2. 
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Comment Number E117-2-5 

Comment 
In addition, BLM did not address the fact that the Proposed Action is a phased approach and that the effects from both the Proposed 
Action and Alternative B are substantially similar. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 

Comment Number E117-2-6 

Comment 
Given all of the constraints on the project, it is clear that the Proposed Action will be phased in over time instead of geographically 
as proposed by BLM. The effects will therefore be similar to those under the Proposed Action, and under BLM’s own guidance 
should not be analyzed as a separate alternative. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 

Comment Number E117-2-7 

Comment 
Alternative C would likely reduce those wells that could be drilled by as much as 50% given that it would impose 160-acre well 
spacing across 95% of the study area. This renders Alternative C the functional equivalent of the No Action alternative. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-1. 

Comment Number E117-2-8 

Comment 
Even if one were to accept that Alternative C is not the functional equivalent of the no action alternative, it is neither technically nor 
economically feasible. Under this alternative, BLM would impose 160 acre spacing across ninety-five percent of the project area 
despite the fact that the Reservoir Management Group (RMG) prepared a memorandum analyzing the economic and technical 
viability of 160 acre spacing and concluded that it would not be technologically viable given the resource being developed nor would 
it be economically viable. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-2. 

Comment Number E117-2-9 

Comment 
It is worth noting that the DEIS does not even discuss the RMG conclusions with respect to 160 acre spacing, although BLM does 
cite the memorandum to support its elimination of directional drilling as an analyzed alternative. 

Response 
Please refer to our responses to comments 607-7-2 and 607-7-3. 

Comment Number E117-2-10 

Comment 
Again, BLM has failed in the DEIS to provide any discussion regarding the reasonableness of the measures listed in Alternative C. 
Alternative C simply fails to accomplish the intended purpose and need of the proposed action. If BLM issues a record of decision 
adopting its preferred alternative, the project would likely be rendered economically unfeasible. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-4. 
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Comment Number E117-3-1 

Comment 
As to Alternative B, the DEIS is lacking in the following respects: 1) BLM has failed to account for the economic impact on lessees 
both from the perspective that some of the subject leases could be suspended for over fourteen years and that those with interests 
in the second and third phases will be deprived of revenues for seven to fourteen years; 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 

Comment Number E117-3-2 

Comment 
2) BLM has failed to address the potential economic impact to the federal government both from the perspective of a loss of 
revenues and from potential liability for takings claims; and 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 

Comment Number E117-3-3 

Comment 
3) BLM has failed to address the issue of correlative rights both from the perspective of adjacent landowners and drainage of federal 
resources. 

Response 
Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 

Comment Number E117-3-4 

Comment 
As to Alternative C: 1) BLM has failed to address its authority to impose non-surface occupancy (NSO) in the absence of a 
stipulation in the lease designating all or a portion of the lease as an area of NSO; 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-8-2. 

Comment Number E117-3-5 

Comment 
2) the DEIS assumes that all 1800 of the proposed coalbed natural gas (CBNG) wells would be drilled in the same 20 year period, 
while in others it assumes less than the full 1800 wells would be drilled. Despite the fact that the stated purpose of this project is to 
drill for, extract, remove and market gas products, the document lacks an analysis the amount of gas that will be generated by the 
development, and the magnitude of this production in understandable terms, such as how many homes could be heated and for how 
long. Nor is there any analysis that compares how these figures would be affected by each alternative. 

Response 
Please refer to our responses to comments 607-8-2 and 607-9. 

Comment Number E117-4 

Comment 
4. 1.1.2 Alternative A - No Action. The description of this alternative fails to include any reference to the fact that drilling would occur 
on both state and fee lands. Although BLM may choose not to authorize drilling on its lands, it has no authority to prohibit drilling on 
either fee or state lands. Therefore, the no action alternative should recognize this possibility and address the potential impacts to 
federal lands from any such drilling. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-13. 
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Comment Number E117-5-1 

Comment 
In describing the parameters of Alternative C, BLM states: Development for natural gas would occur as in the proposed action. 
Given the number and scope of measures provided in this alternative, development would not occur as in the Proposed Action. 
Notably, the proposed action contemplates development of the project area on the basis of 80-acre spacing. As noted previously, 
Alternative C would impose 160-acre spacing across most of the project area. This will severely limit the number of wells that can be 
drilled. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-14-1. 

Comment Number E117-5-2 

Comment 
In addition, many of the proposed protection measures identified for this alternative cover significant portions of the project area 
thereby severely restricting drilling opportunities. PAW recommends that Alternative C should be removed from consideration due to 
the fact that it fails to meet the requirements of NEPA. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-14-2. 

Comment Number E117-6 

Comment 
6. 1.2.1 2.6 Soils, Water Resources, Vegetation and Wildlife. In the description of these resources, the DEIS states that the impacts 
from the Proposed Action are significant, while the impacts to these resources under Alternative C would be insignificant. However, 
as happens throughout this document, BLM failed to provide scientific evidence to support this conclusion. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-14-9. 

Comment Number E117-7 

Comment 
7. 1.2.10 Socioeconomics. This section is states that Alternative C would likely result in less than 2,000 wells, depending on the 
specific sites proposed for development. This misleading statement sets the tone for the entire section, which is a disjointed 
presentation of the potential economic impacts that could result under each of the alternatives. Compounding the problems in this 
section is BLM’s misuse of the word “impact” when describing the economic effects of each alternative. As drafted, the statement 
has a negative connotation that is difficult to reconcile with the fact that BLM has just stated the Proposed Action and Alternative B 
could generate in $6.4 billion dollars. 

Response 
Please refer to our responses to comments 607-17-1 and 607-17-2. 

Comment Number E117-8 

Comment 
8. 1.3 Agency Preferred Alternative. Although BLM has identified a preferred alternative, it has failed to clearly define the 
parameters of its preferred alternative. The DEIS merely states its preferred alternative is a combination of alternatives B and C. 
PAW strongly encourages BLM to clearly define this alternative in terms of the number of wells that would be drilled in light of the 
limits proposed under Alternative C to permit a reasoned analysis of the potential impacts from this alternative. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E114-1. 
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Comment Number E117-9 

Comment 
9. In BLM’s analysis of environmental consequences (Chapter 4) we note again that although BLM has identified a preferred 
alternative, it has not provided any analysis in this Chapter of the potential effects attendant with its preferred alternative. BLM must 
provide a clear discussion of those potential impacts in the final document for all alternatives. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-51-1. 

Comment Number E118-1 

Comment 
Alternative “C” is unworkable in that it effectively calls for 160-acre spacing in the project area. The original development of the Blue 
Sky pod clearly shows 160-acre spacing will not allow the coals to properly de-water to economically maximize the methane 
recovery, therefore leaving considerable tax revenue in the ground. The SunDog and Doty Mountain pods clearly show that 80-acre 
spacing is a minimum viable spacing and development plan for realistic exploitation of the resource. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number E118-2-1 

Comment 
Water disposal is a prime consideration. Re-injection of water will probably remain as the main disposal option. However, surface 
disposal of produced water must be considered. Surface disposal at the Cow Creek field demonstrates the usefulness of this water 
to wildlife and livestock. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 466-1-1. 

Comment Number E118-2-2 

Comment 
Finally, the BLM must recognize the state and local authority to control and govern the project at the most grass roots level. Water 
disposal must conform to existing EPA standards, but barring EPA violations, the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 
must be the final authority (See Onshore Order Number 7, Section G). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E105-4. 

Comment Number E121-1-1 

Comment 
It is my view that the BLM needs to safeguard the wildlife values of this area for future generations. It can start doing this by 
adhering to the Wyoming Game and Fish Dept. standards for the minimum habitat standards for each species. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E121-2 

Comment 
1. Limit the spacing of wells to 160 acres OR MORE, depending on the needs of wildlife. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 
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Comment Number E121-3 

Comment 
2. Each area developed needs to be reclaimed before another area is opened for development. This will give game animals and 
other species places to go to when any one area is developed and avoid turning this area into a western Appalachia. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E121-4 

Comment 
3. Development needs to be sensitive to the needs of wildlife. I specifically refer to such things as not drilling on crucial winter range 
during the winter and to avoid noise/development near sage grouse leks in the spring. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E121-5-1 

Comment 
4. The BLM must not subscribe to the idea that this area needs to be developed for CBM extraction no matter what the cost to other 
interests or values. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E121-6 

Comment 
Of all of your proposed alternatives, alternative C comes the closest to what I believe should be done. However, I feel that other 
precautions need to be added to adequately address the problems this development could cause wildlife. It is your job to protect the 
wildlife habitat of this area. I don't believe I'm out of line in expecting you to do just that. 

Response 
Thank you for your email. 

Comment Number E122-1-1 

Comment 
WRC believes that Alternative B and Alternative C, or any combination thereof, are, for all practical purposes, the equivalent of a “no 
action” alternative. Such an alternative violates the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”). 

Response 
Pleaser refer to our response to comment 606-2.  Alternative C is consistent with the purpose and need for action as described in 
chapter 1. 
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Comment Number E122-1-2 

Comment 
The implementation of Alternatives B and/or C, or a combination thereof, essentially render the Atlantic Rim Project unfeasible and 
uneconomic on behalf of Warren, Anadarko and other operators in the area. The BLM’s position appears to be based on the 
incorrect assumption that the proposed action will result in an immediate, substantial disturbance of the entire Atlantic Rim Project, 
rather than a gradual, increased disturbance, followed by a gradual, decreased disturbance, which is the method by which 
“reasonable” development of the Atlantic Rim Project would, in fact, occur. The DEIS appears to reflect the BLM’s assumption that 
any development under the Proposed Action would be “unreasonable”. 

Response
BLM has made no assumption that development is "unreasonable" within the ARPA.  The development rate the BLM anticipates is 
detailed in chapter 2, figure 2-1 "Proposed Action Annual Drilling Assumptions by Well Type".  This is the rate analyzed by the BLM 
in chapters 4 and 5. 

Comment Number E122-2 

Comment 
1. Phased Development (Alternative B) is economically unfeasible because it may require unnecessary wells be drilled in a given 
area before development occurs in the second or third areas. 

Response 
Based on comments received to the Atlantic Rim Draft EIS, this alternative has been moved to the category "Alternatives 
Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study" section of the final EIS. 

Comment Number E122-3 

Comment 
2. Alternative C requires 160 acre spacing across the entire Atlantic Rim Project and a layering of a series of mitigation measures; 
both of which, for all practical purposes, result in the no action alternative and make the Project uneconomical. 

Response 
Alternative C includes some disturbance acreage limits.  Disturbance limits are designed to reduce impacts to sensitive resources 
such as crucial winter range and sage-grouse nesting habitat. The effect of the alternative, even with disturbance limits is 
considered significant by the BLM.  The BLM believes that the natural gas resource in the area can be developed, but that there will 
be significant effects to the human environment.  Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number E122-4 

Comment 
3. No surface occupancy and unnecessary surface disturbance restrictions in Alternative C unilaterally modify the contractual terms 
of the Lease Agreement between the United States and the lessees, and constitute a breach of contract and unilateral “takings” 
issue. 

Response 
No surface occupancy can only be imposed by the BLM under certain specific circumstances.  These conditions are detailed in 
appendix I of the Great Divide Resource Management Plan, page 50 and 51.  Please refer to our response to comment E122-3. 

Comment Number E122-5 

Comment 
4. The DEIS fails to analyze the adverse economic impact on the lessors (federal, state and fee), lessees, service companies, 
individual citizens, and cities and towns that will benefit from economic development. 

Response 
The economic effects of the proposed action and alternatives are disclosed in section 4.12, Socioeconomics. 
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Comment Number E122-6-1 

Comment 
Warren does not believe the BLM has the authority to suspend the leases covering lands in the northern third or southern third of 
the Project for at least 7 and 14 years, respectively. Such an action constitutes a breach of contract of the terms of the leases 
themselves, as well as a unauthorized taking by the federal government. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E122-2. 

Comment Number E122-6-2 

Comment 
Lastly, the BLM’s analysis in the DEIS fails to account for and realize that the proposed action is, in and of itself, a form of phased 
development because not all 2,000 wells will be simultaneously drilled. Such wells will be drilled over a period of time in the form of 
concentric circles around existing developments. 

Response 
The BLM is aware of the proposed action and its "annual work planning" provisions. 

Comment Number E122-7-1 

Comment 
Warren is surprised that the BLM disregarded the recommendation of the Reservoir Management Group (one of its sister agencies) 
concerning well spacing. A 2005 Memorandum from the Reservoir Management Group generally concluded that the Atlantic Rim 
Project is not economically viable and cannot be economically developed by drilling wells on 160 acre spacing, and that 80 acre 
spacing, based upon existing data, is the most efficient method of extracting coalbed methane gas from the Project. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number E122-7-2 

Comment 
The combination of 160 acre spacing and the additional, excessive mitigation measures contained in Alternative C serve as the 
equivalent of a no action alternative; and, if implemented, essentially result in a position by the BLM that no development in the 
project area should occur. 

Response 
Alternative C includes some disturbance acreage limits.   Disturbance limits are designed to reduce impacts to sensitive resources 
such as crucial winter range and sage-grouse nesting habitat. The effect of the alternative, even with disturbance limits is 
considered significant by the BLM.  The BLM believes that the natural gas resource in the area can be developed, but that there will 
be significant effects to the human environment.  Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number E122-7-3 

Comment 
The BLM’s position in Alternative C is directly contrary to the duty imposed on it by the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended. 
Under that Act, the BLM has a duty to develop and extract the oil and gas resources of the United States in a reasonable manner, 
for the benefit of the public good, and in order to generate a profit for the United States. 

Response 
The BLM believes that Alternative C addresses it's responsibilities under both the Mineral Leasing Act and the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act. 
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Comment Number E122-8 

Comment 
1. BLM has failed to address or has disregarded existing soil disturbances (section 3.5) caused by non-oil and gas activities, 
including recreational, hunting, ranching, grazing and pleasure activities. 

Response 
Existing soil disturbance is detailed at 3.3.5 in the Draft EIS.  Among the types of disturbance listed are gas well sites, ancillary oil 
and gas development activities, and existing roads which amount to about 40% of the areas disturbance sites.  Disturbances caused 
by other activities are considered de minimus and not relevant to the analysis. 

Comment Number E122-9 

Comment 
2. BLM’s discussions concerning the Colorado River Basin, Great Divide Basin, Missouri River Basin and waters of the United 
States appear to be based on incorrect acreage calculations, older information and mischaracterizations of the impact on the water 
resources within the project area. 

Response 
Please refer to the final EIS for revisions to the impact analysis for water. 

Comment Number E122-10 

Comment 
3. The BLM’s statements in the DEIS concerning wildlife and fisheries (Section 3.7) appears to mischaracterize wildlife resources 
within the Atlantic Rim Project, as compared to other areas. The DEIS also contains unsupported statements or lacks scientific data 
supporting claims that 92% of the area is suitable for game birds. Implementation of restrictions concerning protection of sage 
grouse in 92% of the Atlantic Rim project would essentially restrict operations to only four months out of each year. 

Response 
BLM believes it's characterization of wildlife resources is accurate.  The 92% figure is the percentage of vegetation types within the 
ARPA that provide suitable habitat, as detailed in the BLM's vegetation database.  Timing restrictions within sage-grouse nesting 
habitat, as detailed in appendix E, section 2.3.1.3, are from March 1 to July 15th. 

Comment Number E122-11 

Comment 
4. In its discussion concerning plant, wildlife and fish species (Section 3.8), the BLM discusses a number of fish species that do not 
even exist in the Project. This appears to be a further attempt to mischaracterize the Proposed Action and adopt a no action 
alternative. The same appears to be true with the BLM’s discussions concerning certain plants that do not exist in the Project area. 
Lastly, the BLM discusses nine wildlife species that do not exist in the Project area. 

Response 
The fish species potentially effected live in waters downstream from the ARPA.  Since waters from the ARPA flow to those areas, 
they can potentially be effected by the ARPA and need to be disclosed and analyzed in order to properly comply with the provisions 
of the National Environmental Policy Act.  BLM's discussion of the nine wildlife species is intended to meet the same standard. 

Comment Number E122-12 

Comment 
5. In its discussion concerning Visual Resources, the BLM has miscalculated the number of acres disturbed by oil and gas 
operations by an amount ten times greater than the actual calculations. The BLM states that the total disturbance from oil and gas 
activities in the entire project area is .2%, when in fact the total disturbance is .02% - a ten-fold increase. 

Response 
604 acres existing disturbance divided by 270,080 acres equals .002.  .002 times 100 (per cent) yields .2% disturbance within the 
Atlantic Rim project area. 
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Comment Number E122-13 

Comment 
6. In Section 3.17, the BLM discusses Special Management Areas (“SMA”). The BLM mischaracterizes the Rawlins to Baggs 
geographic area as an SMA, when, in fact, it has not been designated as such in the Great Divide Resource Management Plan. 
Likewise, the BLM mischaracterizes the Cow Butte/Wild Cow area as an SMA, when, in fact, that is not the case. Once again, these 
statements evidence the BLM’s bias against the Proposed Action and in favor of a no action alternative. 

Response 
This text referring to the Rawlins to Baggs geographic area as an SMA has been removed from the final EIS. 

Comment Number E122-14-1 

Comment 
In Chapter 4, the BLM appears to emphasize the Wyoming Game and Fish Department’s recommendations concerning oil and gas 
development and the impact on wildlife habitats as being applicable to other uses and activities within the Project area. Instead, the 
BLM should consider the much broader provisions contained in the Great Divide Resource Management Plan. 

Response 
The BLM must consider the provisions of the Great Divide Resource Management Plan. 

Comment Number E122-14-2 

Comment 
In Section 4.3 (Soils), the BLM discusses the concept of “interim reclamation”; however, that term is not defined in the DEIS. The 
BLM also states that the additional mitigation measures contained in Alternative C would reduce disturbance by 64% compared to 
the Proposed Action. The DEIS contains no substantiation for such an assumption. 

Response 
Interim reclamation is defined in the revised reclamation plan, appendix B. 

Comment Number E122-15-1 

Comment 
The BLM’s discussion concerning ground water significance fails to take into account non oil and gas activities, natural occurrences 
such as droughts, and other non oil and gas impacts. Once again, there appears as an unfounded bias against the Proposed Action. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to the final EIS for revised impact analysis for groundwater. 

Comment Number E122-15-2 

Comment 
In its discussions concerning roads and surface disturbance associated therewith, the BLM appears to attempt to attribute the 
surface disturbance associated with existing county and state roads to oil and gas development activities conducted within the 
Project. The BLM appears to mischaracterize the existence of such roads as additional surface disturbance caused by the Proposed 
Action, when, in fact, such roads were already in existence and serve multiple purposes and uses. Anadarko, as the lead proponent, 
intends to use the existing roads to the greatest extent possible, and only build new roads to the extent reasonably necessary; and 
therefore, should not be charged with the surface disturbance attributable to existing state and county roads that are used for 
multiple purposes, including hunting, travel and recreation. 

Response 
There is no charge for surface disturbance.  Surface disturbance effects are disclosed to provide the reader and decision maker 
perspective on the intensity of the action, both as it exists right now, and as it would develop under the action alternatives. 
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Comment Number E122-16-1 

Comment 
Chapter 4 contains a number of statements concerning surface water impacts, surface hydrology, roads, ground water impacts, 
erosion, degradation of creeks (including the Muddy Creek), impacts to vegetation, effects on grazing and livestock use, impacts to 
wildlife, effects of dust, numerous effects on big game (including pronghorn antelope and mule deer), and other items that are not 
supported by evidence, lack scientific background or are unsupported by any other documentation. Once again, these positions 
appear to evidence the BLM’s bias against the Proposed Action. 

Response 
The Atlantic Rim EIS lists over 26 pages of references related to your assertion. 

Comment Number E122-16-2 

Comment 
The BLM also places too much significance on the Wyoming Game and Fish Department’s Significance Criteria in determining the 
surface disturbance impact attributable to numerous activities. However, the BLM appears to gloss over the mitigation policies 
contained in the same criteria. 

Response 
The BLM is unaware of which significance criteria you are referring to.  As detailed in the introduction to chapter 4, significance 
criteria are developed to gauge the magnitude an impact would have on the human environment. 

Comment Number E122-17 

Comment 
4. In its discussion in Section 4.9 concerning Recreation (specifically hunting), the BLM fails to acknowledge that the proposed 
action would only affect a maximum of 7% of the total Project area. The BLM also states that oil and gas operations will cause a 
large displacement of and will have a great impact on wildlife, even though the DEIS does not contain an analysis of the ability of 
surrounding areas to absorb any displacement. 

Response 
The proposed action states it should disturb a maximum of 15,800 acres, or 5.8% of the 270,080 ARPA area.  This is the actual 
number of acres disturbed, not the area affected.  While only a small portion of the area may be disturbed, depending on its location, 
density and other factors, that effect may go much farther.  Chapter 4, at section 4.9 details the effects anticipated on hunting and 
hunters. Cumulative effects are discussed in chapter 5. 

Comment Number E122-18 

Comment 
5. In its discussion concerning Cultural Resources (Section 4.11), the BLM states that the Rawlins to Baggs road and the Cherokee 
Trail are historic trails, when, in fact, such is not the case. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-113. 

Comment Number E122-19 

Comment 
6. Section 4.12 of the DEIS discusses Socioeconomics. In this section, the BLM’s analysis of economic effects, local attitudes and 
related issues contains incorrect information, erroneous calculations and a lack of financial analysis to lessors, lessees, the federal 
government and surrounding cities and towns. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  BLM believes the socioeconomic effects of the proposed action and alternatives to lessors, lessees, 
and governmental bodies are accurately described in EIS section 4.12.3, "Direct and Indirect Impacts." 
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Comment Number E122-20 

Comment 
1. The Reclamation Plan attached as Appendix B to the DEIS contains provisions that are unnecessarily restrictive, stifle 
development, and do not account for natural occurrences. 

Response 
Successful reclamation is a mandatory requirement for the ARPA.  To date reclamation has generally been disappointing and 
unsuccessful, for a variety of reasons.  The revised reclamation appendix B has provisions that should allow for more efficient and 
effective reclamation. 

Comment Number E122-21 

Comment 
2. Appendices D, E and G contain lists of wildlife and fish species, and provide for a monitoring plan and an assessment of 
threatened or endangered species. Interestingly enough, several of the species discussed in these appendices do not appear or are 
not present in the Atlantic Rim Project; and, therefore, would not be affected. 

Response 
These species are not known to appear, but may appear. 

Comment Number E122-22 

Comment 
3. Appendix L contains a list of additional protection measures proposed under Alternative C. These protection measures, as a 
whole, appear to greatly exceed those measures set forth in best management practices and conditions of approval of applications 
for permits to drill. Surprisingly enough, the Resource Management Group has dismissed directional drilling as a viable alternative to 
extract coalbed methane resources from the Atlantic Rim Project; however, various of the additional protection measures listed in 
Appendix L lead the reader to believe that the BLM is attempting to impose directional drilling requirements on the Project area. 
Such measures include, but are not limited to, multiple well locations per pad, no surface disturbance provisions, limited surface 
disturbance provisions (total acres per section), use of subsurface facilities, road densities (including already existing state and 
county roads), and various other measures. These special protection measures also deal with historic trails that have not been 
established as Special Management Areas or designated for additional protection. 

Response 
Protection measures, as detailed in Alternative C, reflect those resource values that are sensitive enough that special protection 
measures should be utilized to reduce the environmental impacts of the Atlantic Rim project.  As detailed in "Alternatives Consider 
and Eliminated From Detailed Study", mandated directional drilling is not feasible at Atlantic Rim.  However, directional drilling is an 
option for the proponents to consider when surface constraints make it a possibility.  It is one alternative among many for the 
developers to consider when planning development of the ARPA. 

Comment Number E122-23 

Comment 
4. The overlapping protection measures contained in Appendix L appear to exceed the authority of the BLM based upon stipulations 
attached to the leases when they were granted to the lessees, as well as other normal and reasonable regulations regarding 
operations and disturbance. Once again, it appears the BLM’s view in the DEIS is slanted against the Proposed Action and in favor 
of a no action alternative. 

Response 
Alternative C includes some disturbance acreage limits.  Disturbance limits are designed to reduce impacts to sensitive resources 
such as crucial winter range and sage-grouse nesting habitat. The effect of the alternative, even with disturbance limits is 
considered significant by the BLM.  The BLM believes that the natural gas resource in the area can be developed, but that there will 
be significant effects to the human environment.  Please refer to our response to comment 606-2. 
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Comment Number E122-24-1 

Comment 
This DEIS appears to be an attempt by the BLM to exceed its authority concerning the remotely located, rural nature of the Atlantic 
Rim Project by imposing unreasonable, unnecessary, overly restrictive, burdensome and unsubstantiated rules and restrictions on 
the drilling, development and extraction of oil and natural gas resources from an area viewed, inhabited and accessed by a very 
small minority of United States citizens. 

Response 
The extent of recreation use within the ARPA is detailed in chapter 4, section 4.9. 

Comment Number E122-24-2 

Comment 
WRC certainly hopes that the BLM will adopt a reasonable approach to its regulatory authority during its preparation of the final EIS. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-1 

Comment 
The surface disturbance restrictions proposed in Alternative C take no notice of the data acquired by the interim drilling program or 
the recommendations provided by the BLM Reservoir Management Group (RMG). The RMG recommendations on both spacing and 
directional drilling are based on sound science and are irrefutable. The RMG recommendations should have been presented in the 
DEIS in their entirety as they were presented to the RFO. The omission of this document leaves the DEIS lacking in available 
science and reasoning. 

Response 
Alternative C does take into account results of interim drilling including key issues such as poor reclamation, reclamation on difficult / 
poor soils and others. The RMP report was referenced in the document and is part of the administrative record. 

Comment Number E123-2-1 

Comment 
Using acreage figures provided, the correct percentages are: 64% - Federal minerals, 5% - State minerals, and 31% - Fee minerals. 

Response 
Table 1-3 in chapter 1 lists mineral ownership acreage as Federal 179,438.  179,438 / 270,080 = .664 = 66.4 %.  State is listed as 
12,384. 12,384 / 270,080 = .0458 = 4.6%.  Private is listed as 78,258.  78,258 / 270,080 = 0.289 = 29 %.  66.4+4.6+29 = 100. 

Comment Number E123-3-1 

Comment 
BLM does not define “interim reclamation”. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E122-14-2. 

Comment Number E123-4-1 

Comment 
Alternative C would significantly reduce the number of wells by limiting well locations to 4 per acre (160 acre spacing) and limiting 
disturbance to less than 20 acres per section across 95% of the project area. 

Response 
BLM agrees Alternative C would limit the number of wells proposed on federal minerals.  Alternative C would limit well numbers on 
Federal minerals, or approximately 66% of the ARPA, not on State or Fee minerals. 
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Comment Number E123-4-2 

Comment 
In addition, there would be no surface occupancy of a large portion of the project area. 

Response 
BLM believes there would be areas of no surface occupancy based on the guidelines in the Great Divide RMP. Due to the field 
development nature of this EIS, it is not possible to accurately predict the extent of no surface occupancy restrictions on natural gas 
development. 

Comment Number E123-5-1 

Comment 
This area is not unique to the State of Wyoming and certainly not unique to other areas managed under the Great Divide Resource 
Management Plan; and therefore does not require additional protective measures beyond BPMs and COAs. 

Response 
BLM disagrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number E123-6-1 

Comment 
The DEIS has failed to support a claim that a gradual initial disturbance of approximately 6% of the project area and a long term 
disturbance of 2% of the project area would exceed the significance criteria for soils. 

Response 
This support is provided in chapter 4, section 4.3 "Soils". 

Comment Number E123-6-2 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to take into account the operator committed measures, BMPs, COAs, and reclamation plan. 

Response 
The Draft EIS takes the effects of operator committed measures, BMPs, and COAs into account in its analysis. 

Comment Number E123-7-1 

Comment 
Change “with” to “within”. 

Response 
The text has been revised. 

Comment Number E123-8-1 

Comment 
The DEIS has failed to prove this by analysis. 

Response 
This effect is anticipated under the proposed action as detailed in chapter 4, section 4.4 "Water Resources". 
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Comment Number E123-9-1 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to provide evidence of the expected level of change above background levels that may occur as a result of the 
project. 

Response 
The BLM is unable to predict the level of change at this point.  That may be possible during site-specific analysis. 

Comment Number E123-9-2 

Comment 
The DEIS also fails to take into account operator committed measures, BMPs, COAs, and reclamation plans. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-6-2. 

Comment Number E123-10 

Comment 
Again, these statements indicate that erosion from roads can be successfully mitigated with the correct management practices, 
which presents an opportunity for the BLM to prescribe these practices in the Atlantic Rim development area. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this statement. 

Comment Number E123-11-1 

Comment 
The DEIS should identify the specific areas involved and should cite the rangeland health report indicating these areas have failed. 

Response 
The rangeland health report is referenced in section 3.5.2.6, Aspen Woodland Cover Type, within the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-12-1 

Comment 
This is an incomplete sentence. 

Response 
The text has been corrected. 

Comment Number E123-13-1 

Comment 
This may be less desirable, but not undesirable, and the DEIS lacks criteria for this statement. 

Response 
Analysis and discussion in support of that statement can be found in chapter 4, section 4.9,"Recreation Resources". 

Comment Number E123-14-1 

Comment 
This is a direct conflict with the prior sentence that states revenue should be adequate. 

Response 
This text is trying to point out hat while municipalities may not receive direct revenues to off-set costs, indirect revenues should be 
adequate to address growth and development needs. 
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Comment Number E123-15-1 

Comment 
The working interest owners have invested significant capital in county roads since the project began. This fact is totally ignored 
throughout the DEIS. 

Response 
It is not considered relevant to the analysis.  The BLM has no information as to type and extent of this investment and consequently 
cannot disclose it. 

Comment Number E123-16-1 

Comment 
This is not factual. The operators have submitted a proposal for the Muddy Creek POD, which was rejected by the BLM RFO. 

Response 
The proposal submitted to the BLM was for a Muddy Mountain Pod, located outside of the area recommended by the interim drilling 
plan and located in and near big game crucial winter range.  It could not be approved as proposed due to significant effects on big 
game. 

Comment Number E123-16-2 

Comment 
Table 1-1 should also reflect a proposal for Muddy Creek POD was submitted. 

Response 
The table refers to projects anticipated under the interim drilling policy. 

Comment Number E123-17-1 

Comment 
The BLM has no authority to suspend state or fee oil and gas leases. In the “checkerboard” area of federal, state and fee lands, 
BLM would only be required to approve rights-of-way for access and production facilities related to development of the state and fee 
minerals, but not the development itself. There is no plan in the DEIS to deal with these issues in a material manner. 

Response 
BLM agrees it has no authority to suspend state or fee oil and gas leases.  There is no proposal in the Draft EIS to address 
development on state and fee lands without development on federal minerals.  Please refer to our response to comment 606-2. 

Comment Number E123-18-1 

Comment 
This paragraph is misleading. There are no additional exploration and drilling activities currently associated with or being conducted 
in the EAs referred to above, with the exception of the Brown Cow POD. 

Response 
Based on comments received to the Atlantic Rim Draft EIS, this alternative has been moved to the category "Alternatives 
Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study" section of the final EIS.  Please refer to our response to comment 606-2. 

Comment Number E123-19-1 

Comment 
Alternative B does not address the issue of access to fee and state minerals in any of the three areas. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-17-1. 
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Comment Number E123-19-2 

Comment 
All of these leases have time sensitive terms which the BLM has no authority to suspend for 7 to 14 years. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-17-1. 

Comment Number E123-19-3 

Comment 
The BLM has taken a position that development on the fee and state minerals falls into its realm of authority due to the necessity of 
approving access across federal surface. This position is questionable at best, as was pointed out above; and is contrary to BLM 
policy. 

Response 
BLM approves access across federal lands, but not development activities on state and private surface.  BLM must consider the 
impacts from any such proposed development in it's analysis of the access proposal under the provisions of NEPA and CEQ 
guidance. 

Comment Number E123-19-4 

Comment 
These continued delays are harming and will continue to harm both the mineral lease holders and the mineral owners themselves, 
as they are being denied the reasonable use and enjoyment of their property. 

Response 
BLM will normally approve reasonable access requests across federal lands. Any such requests must be evaluated under NEPA. 

Comment Number E123-20-1 

Comment 
Alternative B could lead to significant drainage of the federal minerals in the checkerboard area. This drainage issue would harm all 
citizens due to the reduction in royalty payments to the federal government. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-17-1. 

Comment Number E123-20-2 

Comment 
On a larger scale, division of the project into three large areas will create artificial boundaries in the reservoir, which will promote 
additional problems with efficient production of the reservoir and drainage across lease lines. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-17-1. 

Comment Number E123-21-1 

Comment 
How was the decision made in relationship to what area is developed first? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-17-1. 
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Comment Number E123-21-2 

Comment 
Although the proposed phased development of the Atlantic Rim Project sounds reasonable, it will not provide fairness to owners due 
to the diverse ownership of the project. This alternative also presents significant legal issues due to the ownership diversity and the 
BLM’s arbitrary judgment of when development would be allowed. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-17-1. 

Comment Number E123-22-1 

Comment 
The BLM does not have the authority to suspend “all” leases in the project area. This statement is a misrepresentation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-17-1. 

Comment Number E123-22-2 

Comment 
Is the reader to assume that the BLM will prevent development on the fee and state minerals by virtue of the required action or 
approval of rights-of-way to these minerals? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-19-3. 

Comment Number E123-22-3 

Comment 
If BLM denies access across federal lands to allow development of state and fee minerals, the leaseholder and/or mineral owners 
would be significantly harmed and deprived of the use and enjoyment of those minerals. There is no plan in this document to deal 
with these issues in a material manner. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-19-3. 

Comment Number E123-22-4 

Comment 
In addition, the DEIS does not define interim reclamation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-14-2. 

Comment Number E123-22-5 

Comment 
The description above does not match the “Alternative B Map” included in Appendix M of the document. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-17-1. 
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Comment Number E123-23-1 

Comment 
Need to add “C” so it will read Alternative C. 

Response 
The text has been corrected. 

Comment Number E123-23-2 

Comment 
Alternative C is not an alternative, but a list of additional mitigation measures; many of which could be applied to all of the action 
alternatives. 

Response 
Alternative C is an alternative that in conjunction with an analysis of sensitive resource values would restrict disturbance in areas of 
sensitive resource values. 

Comment Number E123-24-1 

Comment 
Results from the interim drilling program clearly demonstrates that 160 acre spacing of wells does not produce economic success in 
the project. The data from the interim drilling program also demonstrates that 80 acre spacing does produce economic results in the 
area. 

Response 
The BLM agrees that interim drilling has demonstrated that 80 acre spacing can work in some areas.  BLM does not believe it has 
been proven necessary in all areas under all conditions, but that future development and experience will continue to improve our 
knowledge in this area. 

Comment Number E123-24-2 

Comment 
With respect to spacing, this production data has been entirely ignored and omitted from the DEIS. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-24-1. 

Comment Number E123-24-3 

Comment 
The data from the interim drilling program also clearly demonstrates that directional drilling is not technically feasible. These specific 
issues are addressed in detail below. 

Response 
As detailed in "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated From Detailed Study", mandated directional drilling is not feasible at Atlantic 
Rim. However, directional drilling is an option for the proponents to consider at the site-specific level, if reservoir conditions make it 
a possibility.  It is one alternative among many for the companies to consider when planning development of the ARPA. 

Comment Number E123-24-4 

Comment 
The proposed surface disturbance limits are restrictive to the point that they would prevent development and economic success of 
the project. 

Response 
The BLM believes the "less than 20 acre" standard, while restrictive is responsive to the purpose and need for the project. 
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Comment Number E123-24-5 

Comment 
Directional drilling has been eliminated as a viable option for the project. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-24-3. 

Comment Number E123-24-6 

Comment 
BLM has a multi-use responsibility to manage, among other things, leasing, exploration, and development of oil and gas. Although it 
may be appropriate to consider recommendations from the Game and Fish Department, it is not appropriate to apply recommended 
measures that are in conflict with management goals of the Resource Management Plan, nor is it appropriate to apply 
recommended measures that are not geographically, technically or economically feasible. 

Response 
The BLM will not apply measures that are in conflict with resource goals of the Great Divide Resource Management Plan.  BLM will 
not apply measures that are not feasible.  

Comment Number E123-24-7 

Comment 
The DEIS selected the lowest level of impact even though moderate numbers were available. 

Response 
The BLM is unaware of what "moderate numbers" are referenced in this comment. 

Comment Number E123-24-8 

Comment 
The Wyoming Game and Fish recommendation and the DEIS fail to take into account differences in oil and gas development 
projects. An example of this difference is a deep gas development project that would require months to drill and complete each well. 
In the Atlantic Rim project, drilling and completion time is closer to two weeks per well. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-24-9 

Comment 
The DEIS has misapplied the Game and Fish recommendations by attempting to utilize them without regard to the specific project 
details involved. 

Response 
Specific project details will arise at the site specific APD level.  BLM will be able to relate Game and Fish recommendations to oil 
and gas development proposals when making its decision on mitigations and approval. 

Comment Number E123-24-10 

Comment 
Implementation of these restrictions would render the project technically unfeasible since directional drilling is not an acceptable 
alternative (BLM RMG 2005) and 80 acre spacing is needed for economic production. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-24-3. 
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Comment Number E123-24-11 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to provide evidence that oil and gas related impacts above background limits would significantly affect Muddy Creek. 

Response 
BLM anticipates that disturbance activities within the Muddy Creek watershed could have serious impacts on water quality and 
dependent sensitive fish species in the Creek. Please see DEIS sections 4.4, Water Resources, 4.7, Wildlife, and 4.8, Special 
Status Plant, Wildlife and Fish Species. 

Comment Number E123-24-12 

Comment 
Soils in the project area are not unique to the State of Wyoming and certainly not unique to other areas managed under the Great 
Divide Resource Management Plan. 

Response 
The composition of soils and their distribution within the ARPA is discussed in chapter 3, section 3.3 "soils".  No disclosure is made 
about the uniqueness of the soil types. 

Comment Number E123-24-13 

Comment 
To imply that restrictions on operating periods do not exist or are unique to this alternative is considered a misrepresentation of fact. 

Response 
Appendix E states in part: " Proposed inventory, monitoring, and protection measures will be implemented under each potential 
development scenario." Table 2 in appendix E, clearly discloses APD application stage survey/protection measures including 
protection measures and applicable dates. 

Comment Number E123-25-1 

Comment 
The DEIS has not identified the “special measures” that would be implemented in areas with high runoff potential and it is unclear 
how the special measures would affect reclamation success since the same are based on effective precipitation rates. 

Response 
Protection measures for soils with high runoff are detailed in appendix L. 

Comment Number E123-25-2 

Comment 
The limitation of 4 locations (160 acre spacing) and less than 20 acres per section of disturbance is too restrictive for the areas with 
high runoff potential, and other areas. This proposed protective measure ignores the data obtained from the interim drilling program. 

Response 
BLM developed the protection measures in Alternative C, including the disturbance limitations referred to in your comment, to 
protect sensitive environmental resources in the ARPA. 

Comment Number E123-25-3 

Comment 
This proposed protective measure also ignores the BLM’s own findings that directional drilling is not an acceptable alternative and 
80-acre spacing is needed for economic production 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-24-3. 
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Comment Number E123-25-4 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to take into consideration operator committed measures, BMPs, and reclamation plans designed to reduce impacts 
to an acceptable level. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-6-2. 

Comment Number E123-26-1 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to support the significance of the 8% slopes with science. The 8% slope cut off value is arbitrary. 

Response 
The 8% slope value is the point above which engineering techniques are required. 

Comment Number E123-26-2 

Comment 
Difficult to reclaim is undefined and therefore unenforceable. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-26-3 

Comment 
Rare vegetation is also not defined. Service berries and Aspen trees should not be considered rare. 

Response 
As disclosed in chapter 3, section 3.5.2.6 aspen covers about 434 acres within the ARPA's 270,080 area.  This amounts to 0.1% of 
the ARPA, which is rare in the context of the analysis.  Service berries are associated with aspen stands. 

Comment Number E123-26-4 

Comment 
The DEIS should clarify whether no surface disturbance and no surface occupancy have the same meaning. 

Response 
No surface occupancy is specific language used in regard to provisions and stipulations for oil and gas leases.  No surface 
disturbance means no disturbance of the surface. 

Comment Number E123-26-5 

Comment 
This proposed protective measure also ignores the BLM’s own findings that directional drilling is not an acceptable alternative and 
80-acre spacing is needed for economic production (BLM RMG 2005). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-24-3. 
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Comment Number E123-26-6 

Comment 
The DEIS does not disclose why areas have failed the Standards assessment for the Upper Colorado River Basin. 

Response 
Please refer to the referenced reports on rangeland health standards for more detail on the basis for why areas failed the standards. 
These reports can be obtained from the Rawlins BLM. 

Comment Number E123-26-7 

Comment 
The statement in the DEIS that “All these vegetative communities within crucial winter range failed…” is misleading. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to section 3.5, Vegetation, section 3.7, Wildlife, section 4.5, Vegetation and Wetlands, 
and section 4.7, Wildlife, of the final EIS for more detail on vegetation communities within crucial winter range. 

Comment Number E123-26-8 

Comment 
The relationship of the statement above to the cited reference is either unclear or marginal in regard to crucial winter range. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-26-7. 

Comment Number E123-26-9 

Comment 
This would lead the reader to believe that not only is this suggested development protection measure too restrictive, but the impact 
has also been overstated. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-27-1 

Comment 
These measures would apply to all action alternatives and are not unique to Alternative C. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this statement. 

Comment Number E123-28-1 

Comment 
How does “no surface disturbance” differ from “no surface occupancy”? 

Response 
Please refer to our reply to E123-26-4. 
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Comment Number E123-28-2 

Comment 
Have these areas been mapped? 

Response 
The vegetation polygons used for Atlantic Rim have been refined some, but are still very coarse in their resolution.  This level of 
resolution is adequate for field development review, such as this EIS, but site-specific on-site reviews will provide the level of detail 
necessary for subsequent proposals. 

Comment Number E123-28-3 

Comment 
BLM is applying the Wyoming Game and Fish Department “Minimum Recommendations for Development of Oil and Gas Resources 
within Crucial and Important Wildlife Habitats on BLM Lands” as its significance criteria. 

Response 
The significance criteria in 4.7.2 "Impact Significance Criteria" lists four criteria, none of which relate to the Wyoming Game and Fish 
oil and gas recommendations. 

Comment Number E123-28-4 

Comment 
BLM has a multi-use responsibility to manage, among other things, leasing, exploration, and development of oil and gas. Although it 
may be appropriate to consider recommendations from the Game and Fish Department, it is not appropriate to apply recommended 
measures that are in conflict with the management goals of the Resource Management Plan, nor is it appropriate to apply 
recommended measures that are not geographically, technically or economically feasible. 

Response 
The management objective listed in the Great Divide RMP for oil and gas states: 
"Management Objective To provide opportunity for leasing, exploration, and development of oil and gas while protecting other 
resource values." BLM did consider the Game and Fish recommendations in collaboration with our cooperating agencies for 
Atlantic Rim and recommended measures in the Draft EIS that are consistent with the Great Divide RMP.  Please refer to our 
response to comment E123-24-6. 

Comment Number E123-28-5 

Comment 
The Wyoming Game and Fish recommendation and the DEIS fail to take into account differences in oil and gas development 
projects. 

Response 
The recommendations and measures proposed for Alternative C are specific to the Atlantic Rim project area. 

Comment Number E123-28-6 

Comment 
The DEIS has misapplied the Game and Fish recommendations by attempting to utilize them without regard to the specific project 
details involved. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-24-9. 
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Comment Number E123-28-7 

Comment 
This proposed protective measure ignores the data obtained from the interim drilling programs. 

Response 
There are no mandated directional drilling requirements in the Atlantic Rim Draft EIS.  Directional drilling is a tool that is available for 
operators in those situations where they feel it would be useful based on surface conditions.  Special protection measures are 
designed to limit the disturbance and adverse effects anticipated from drilling operations.  Please refer to our response to comment 
E123-24-3. 

Comment Number E123-29-1 

Comment 
The DEIS does not define interim reclamation. 

Response 
Interim reclamation is defined in the revised reclamation plan, appendix B.  Please refer to our response to comment E122-14-2. 

Comment Number E123-29-2 

Comment 
Limiting the use of pits on drilling locations could result in operational safety issues. An area to reclaim or dispose of drill cuttings 
would need to be provided. 

Response 
These decisions would occur at the site-specific stage of the ARPA buildout. 

Comment Number E123-29-3 

Comment 
Wildlife timing stipulations could prevent the prescribed reclamation efforts. This is an issue that should be addressed since spring is 
one of the most preferable times of the year to re-seed areas in order to improve reclamation success. 

Response 
Wildlife timing stipulations will not prevent reclamation, but they may change the timing.  Timing stipulations are well known allowing 
for advance planning operations. 

Comment Number E123-30-1 

Comment 
The DEIS should specifically address the status of each SMA mentioned. 

Response 
Chapter 3 includes section 3.17, "Special Management Areas". 

Comment Number E123-30-2 

Comment 
Are these approved or proposed SMAs? 

Response 
Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, section 3.17 deals specifically with the applicable SMAs. 
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Comment Number E123-30-3 

Comment 
Reclaiming existing roads and converting existing fences to BLM standards would be compensatory mitigation and the operator 
would need to approve and voluntarily agree to these reclamation activities. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-13-2. 

Comment Number E123-30-4 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to explain why the existing fences do not meet BLM standards. 

Response 
The range resources text in chapter 4 has been revised in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-30-5 

Comment 
It is unclear what the DEIS means by “Surface disturbance would be limited in silver sagebrush/bitterbrush communities in addition 
to those identified for vegetation resources.” 

Response 
It means that in addition to those surface resources identified for limited surface disturbance silver sagebrush/bitterbrush 
communities would also have limited surface disturbance. 

Comment Number E123-30-6 

Comment 
Is there a difference between no surface occupancy and no surface disturbance? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to E123-26-4. 

Comment Number E123-30-7 

Comment 
Road density of 3 mile/mi2 is too restrictive; and would prevent success of the project. The project requirements are 4 mi/mi2 for 
proper development. 

Response 
Comments submitted to the Draft EIS by Anadarko show road densities ranging from about 2 to 2.75 miles per section for eight well 
density. 

Comment Number E123-30-8 

Comment 
Lastly, the operator may be being penalized in the road density calculations by including existing roads used by the public that 
would also be used by the operator. 

Response 
The road density of an area is the length of roads in the given area.  It is meaningless to break the two out.  Disturbance from oil and 
gas operations is the same as disturbance from other activities. 
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Comment Number E123-31-1 

Comment 
The DEIS should specifically address the status of each SMA mentioned. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to E123-30-1. 

Comment Number E123-31-2 

Comment 
Are these approved or proposed SMAs? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to E123-30-2. 

Comment Number E123-31-3 

Comment 
The DEIS refers to the ARPA as an area that has “…had extensive exploratory development for natural gas and oil” ( Section 
3.4.6.3; pg 3-55); however, in later remarks, the statement above is contradictory. 

Response 
ARPA is an area that has had extensive exploratory development for natural gas and oil.  BLM is unaware of what "contradictory" 
text the comment refers to. 

Comment Number E123-31-4 

Comment 
Standard BLM regulations restrict development on slopes over 25%. The statement above concerning slopes in this specific area is 
vague. 

Response 
The text is trying to disclose that the terrain is generally steep in the area being described. 

Comment Number E123-31-5 

Comment 
Reducing well pad density will prevent project success and is too restrictive. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number E123-31-6 

Comment 
Road density of 3 mile/mi2 is too restrictive and would preclude success of the project. The project requirements for roads are 
4 mi/mi2 for proper development. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-30-7. 
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Comment Number E123-31-7 

Comment 
Converting existing fences to BLM standards would be compensatory mitigation and the operator would need to approve and 
voluntarily agree to this reclamation activity. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-13-2. 

Comment Number E123-31-8 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to explain why the existing fences do not meet BLM standards. 

Response 
The range resources text in chapter 4 has been revised in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-31-9 

Comment 
Lastly, the operator may be being penalized in the road density calculations by including existing roads used by the public that 
would also be used by the operator. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-30-8. 

Comment Number E123-32-1 

Comment 
The DEIS has not defined the term interim reclamation; 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E122-14-2. 

Comment Number E123-32-2 

Comment 
DEIS fails to define what “extensive efforts” would be made to minimize the visual impact. 

Response 
The extensive efforts made to minimize visual impacts are described in appendix H and in EIS section 4.10.5 "Additional Monitoring 
and Mitigation Measures." 

Comment Number E123-32-3 

Comment 
The trails generally referred to have not been designated historic trails. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-113. 

Comment Number E123-33-1 

Comment 
The DEIS refers to the ARPA as an area that has “…had extensive exploratory development for natural gas and oil” (Section 
3.4.6.3; pg. 3-55); however, in later remarks, the statement above is contradictory. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-31-3. 
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Comment Number E123-33-2 

Comment 
Reclaiming existing roads and converting existing fences to BLM standards would be compensatory mitigation and the operator 
would need to approve and voluntarily agree to these reclamation activities. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 682-13-2. 

Comment Number E123-33-3 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to explain why the existing fences do not meet BLM standards. Road density of 3 mile/mi2 is too restrictive; and 
would prevent success of the project. The project requirements for roads are 4 mi/mi2 for proper development. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments E123-30-4 and E123-30-7. 

Comment Number E123-33-4 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to explain why roads would require more mitigation and design than in other areas, and should be specific in the 
required mitigation and design measures. 

Response 
Chapter 3 of the EIS, section 3.17.2 details the unique characteristics and sensitivities of the Muddy Creek area. 

Comment Number E123-33-5 

Comment 
BLM’s ability to impose no surface occupancy restrictions is limited by the lease terms and the rights granted therein to the lessees. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number E123-33-6 

Comment 
The action of limiting surface disturbance where slopes are generally steeper than 8% is arbitrary, capricious and too restrictive. 
This limitation would result in large artificial boundaries in the reservoir and would significantly affect resource recovery. 

Response 
It would also serve to reduce the adverse impacts of development within the Muddy Creek drainage, as detailed in chapter 4. 

Comment Number E123-33-7 

Comment 
BLM has issued oil and gas leases for the federal minerals in this area and a no surface occupancy limitation would amount to a 
takings situation. 

Response 
Applying "no surface occupancy" limitations after lease issuance can only be implemented by following very specific guidelines 
under very specific circumstances.  Whether this type of limitation could or would be applied depends on the specifics of any such 
situation and can't be meaningfully answered without those specifics. 
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Comment Number E123-33-8 

Comment 
A large proportion of the land in this area is state and fee owned, and BLM does not control or authorize mineral development on 
private or state lands, except for those areas where it owns the mineral rights. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number E123-34-1 

Comment 
Under alternative C, development would not be similar to the proposed action because 95% of the project area would be limited to 
4 locations per section (160 acre spacing) and less than 20 acres of surface disturbance per section. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-4-1. 

Comment Number E123-34-2 

Comment 
In addition, there would be no surface occupancy applied to a large portion of the project area. 

Response 
No surface occupancy can only be applied under certain specific circumstances as allowed for in the mineral lease. 

Comment Number E123-34-3 

Comment 
This alternative renders the project technically unfeasible and development would not occur. Therefore, we believe this statement in 
the DEIS to be untrue. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-24-1.  The effect development protection measures from Alternative C would have 
on site specific development proposals would vary based on the location and intensity of activities proposed.  With the extensive 
amount of sensitive resource values in the area, development protection measures could restrict development in many areas. The 
feasibility of development under those conditions would vary based upon the specific area involved, the arrangement of the mineral 
resource in the ground, and the companies proposed action. 

Comment Number E123-35-1 

Comment 
The DEIS does not define the term interim reclamation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E124-14-2. 

Comment Number E123-35-2 

Comment 
In the next paragraph of this section the sentence “…where reclamation is expected to be difficult such and…” appears to be 
incomplete. 

Response 
This text has been revised in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number E123-36-1 

Comment 
The DEIS appears to be implying that reclamation is not possible in areas of high run-off potential and/or soils with excess salts.  
These soils grades and types are typical of soils present in most sedimentary basins in the Rocky Mountains and have been 
successfully reclaimed in those areas. 

Response 
For the last 4 years reclamation has been unsuccessful over much of the Atlantic Rim area.  Unacceptable environmental damage 
has occurred  from wind erosion and water erosion.  Noxious weeds have made serious in-roads into the area generally due to 
failed reclamation and poor cleaning of equipment brought into the area.  Climate extremes, short operating seasons and difficult 
reclamation are givens in the Atlantic Rim area, and the lack of success demonstrated by the operators does not bring any 
confidence of future reclamation success to the BLM. 

Comment Number E123-36-2 

Comment 
This proposed spatial restriction protective measure ignores the data obtained from the interim drilling program. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-4-1.  The effect development protection measures from Alternative C would have on 
site specific development proposals would vary based on the location and intensity of activities proposed.  With the extensive 
amount of sensitive resource values in the area, development protection measures could restrict development in many areas. The 
feasibility of development under those conditions would vary based upon the specific area involved, the arrangement of the mineral 
resource in the ground, and the companies proposed action. 

Comment Number E123-36-3 

Comment 
The proposed spatial restriction protective measure also ignores the BLM’s own findings that directional drilling is not an acceptable 
alternative and 80-acre spacing is needed for economic production (BLM RMG 2005). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number E123-37-1 

Comment 
Information from this program clearly indicates that 80 acre spacing is required for economic recovery of natural gas resources, as 
reflected by the RMG’s own memorandum on the subject (BLM RMG 2005). This data, along with the BLM’s analysis and 
recommendation, has been completely omitted from and ignored in the DEIS. 

Response 
This data is included in the proposed action analysis.  Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number E123-37-2 

Comment 
Information also shows that neither horizontal nor directional drilling is feasible, and that effective reservoir response is not possible 
on 160 acre spacing. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 
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Comment Number E123-38-1 

Comment 
The words “extensive” and “all” are never used to describe the technical feasibility of directional drilling in the RMG’s 
recommendation. The statement above would lead the reader to believe that some level of directional drilling would be feasible, 
which is an incorrect conclusion based on the RMG’s recommendation. This statement is a misrepresentation of the RMG’s findings. 

Response 
RMG statements were addressed to "mandated" directional drilling.  The BLM agrees that directional drilling is not feasible at all 
times and under all conditions at the Atlantic Rim area, but it is a tool that operators can consider using as geologic and surface 
conditions warrant. 

Comment Number E123-39-1 

Comment 
The surface disturbance limitations proposed in Alternative C completely ignore this recommendation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number E123-39-2 

Comment 
The omission of this fact in the DEIS has led to the proposal of Alternative C, which is unworkable. 

Response 
Alternative C was developed in response to resource conflicts arising from the proposed action.  Please refer to our response to 
comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number E123-40-1 

Comment 
The second paragraph is a duplicate of the first. Remove second paragraph. 

Response 
The text will be corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-41-1 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to support the claim that a gradual initial disturbance of approximately 6% of the project area and a long term 
disturbance of 2% of the project area would significantly impact any of the soils, water, or vegetation resources listed in the table. 

Response 
The claim is supported by the analysis in chapters 4 and 5. 

Comment Number E123-42-1 

Comment 
This is an undocumented assertion by the author, and it is far more likely these fires were caused by lightening. 

Response 
There is no way to determine the cause of the fires, but it is possible to observe that they have occurred. 
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Comment Number E123-43-1 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to provide evidence supporting the assumption that erosion resulting from oil and gas activities would increase the 
total salt load to the Upper Colorado River System above background levels. 

Response 
There is no evidence to provide since no action has yet occurred.  Salt loading is discussed in detail in section 3.4.5 of the Draft EIS. 

Comment Number E123-43-2 

Comment 
Poor and fair soils should not be used as a foundation to arbitrarily limit surface access. 

Response 
Poor and fair soils and the associated difficult reclamation are assessed to limit surface access in order to avoid serious and 
perhaps significant effects upon sensitive and endangered fish species in the Colorado River watershed. 

Comment Number E123-44-1 

Comment 
However, Warren should not be penalized for naturally existing conditions. 

Response 
The companies are responsible for reclaiming those areas disturbed as detailed in the Reclamation Plan (appendix B). 

Comment Number E123-45-1 

Comment 
Categories and acreage figures under Water Erosion and Runoff Potential are confusing and may be incorrect. 

Response 
BLM believes these figures to be correct and properly displayed. 

Comment Number E123-46-1 

Comment 
Water Erosion and Runoff Potential column headings may not be correct. 

Response 
BLM believes that the referenced table is correct. 

Comment Number E123-46-2 

Comment 
Acreage figures also do not make sense and may be incorrect. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-46-1. 

Comment Number E123-47-1 

Comment 
The DEIS provides no support that oil and gas activities have exacerbated degradation to the Muddy Creek from Red Wash 
downstream to the Little Snake River. If the DEIS cannot provide support, the paragraph should be removed. 

Response 
Please refer to the final EIS for revisions to section 3.4.5.2. 
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Comment Number E123-48-1 

Comment 
This clearly indicates that mitigation measures could be successfully used to reduce impacts. Surface disturbance limitations are not 
necessary to achieve the desired result. 

Response 
Please refer to the final EIS for revisions to section 3.4.5.3.  The text you refer to has been deleted from the final document. 

Comment Number E123-49-1 

Comment 
During the APD on-site process, the BLM staff approved the size and location of the culverts installed during the construction phase 
of this POD. The operators were not directed by BLM to install armoring on the downhill side. 

Response 
The operators are responsible for the construction, operation and maintenance of facilities, including culverts within their operation. 

Comment Number E123-49-2 

Comment 
Obvious grammatical errors exist in this statement. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-50-1 

Comment 
“Were” should be “where”. 

Response 
The text has been revised in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-51-1 

Comment 
The DEIS is not specific as to why these pad sites were poorer. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this observation. 

Comment Number E123-52-1 

Comment 
This statement lacks foundation and specific reasoning as to how this could possibly occur, and either should be supported or 
removed. 

Response 
Support and references for these statements can be found in chapter 3, section 3.4.6 "Groundwater". 

Comment Number E123-53-1 

Comment 
Are should be “area”. 

Response 
The text has been corrected in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number E123-54-1 

Comment 
It would be helpful to the reader if the criteria for the failed assessment was specified. 

Response 
The conditions that contribute to listing as "impaired" include; physical degradation, and in some cases excessive sediment, 
temperature, total dissolved solids (TDS), and/or nutrients.  The reader is referred to the Standard and Guideline Assessment for 
further detail. 

Comment Number E123-55-1 

Comment 
Years should be inserted at the end of the sentence. 

Response 
The text has been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-56-1 

Comment 
The DEIS should state “some” sage grouse nest outside the buffer zone. 

Response 
BLM believes the sentence provides a reasonable summary of the previous statements regarding sage grouse nesting habits. 

Comment Number E123-56-2 

Comment 
This reasoning lacks relevance due to the fact the lek buffer zones overlap to the point that a grouse could travel tens of miles from 
the lek and remain in a protected area during the timing stipulation period (refer to map in Appendix M). 

Response 
The BLM observes there are areas where nesting habitat does not overlap. 

Comment Number E123-57-1 

Comment 
The DEIS cites no support for this assertion and it should be removed. 

Response 
Support for this assertion can be found in chapter 3, section 3.7.1.5 "Upland Game Birds". 

Comment Number E123-58-1 

Comment 
The nests that have deteriorated beyond suitability should be removed from the map in Appendix M and timing stipulations should 
not apply to those areas. 

Response 
Raptor nesting sites are always considered suitable, however when a nest is determined to be in poor condition, then the nest is not 
afforded timing stipulations. In any given year a raptor could move into site and rebuild a nest resulting in the imposition of timing 
restrictions. Applicability of timing stipulations and suitability of a nest will be evaluated on a site-specific basis. 
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Comment Number E123-59-1 

Comment 
The document should specifically address the status of each SMA mentioned. Are these approved or proposed SMAs? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-30-1. 

Comment Number E123-60-1 

Comment 
The statement concerning overlapping wildlife resource concerns is vague. 

Response 
The area has numerous overlapping wildlife resources.  The text is intentionally vague.  Specific conditions and concerns will be 
evaluated at the site-specific level. 

Comment Number E123-60-2 

Comment 
These concerns should be specifically identified to have credibility. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-30-1. 

Comment Number E123-60-3 

Comment 
If these concerns are significant enough to be mentioned, they need to be documented. 

Response 
These concerns are demonstrated graphically on map M-29. 

Comment Number E123-60-4 

Comment 
This level of restriction will hinder mineral development to the point of impracticality. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 

Comment Number E123-60-5 

Comment 
To imply that these overlapping wildlife concerns are not addressed under existing restrictions is a misrepresentation of the facts. 

Response 
There is no attempt to imply, only to disclose important information. 

Comment Number E123-61-1 

Comment 
Table 3-34 The DEIS should use more current information. The data used is from the year 2002. 

Response 
This is the most recent data available at the time the document was prepared. 
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Comment Number E123-62-1 

Comment 
A good number of people would consider that the sight of a productive oil or gas well is a beautiful sight to behold. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-62-2 

Comment 
The DEIS should define what a VRM Specialist is and what criteria is used to determine visual classifications. 

Response 
A "VRM Specialist" is a person who specializes in visual resource appraisal and mitigation.  Classification of BLM land is outlined in 
"Visual, Resource Management (VRM)" (USDI-BLM, 1980). 

Comment Number E123-62-3 

Comment 
Why and how could it be designated into a VRM class that would be used to restrict or preclude additional development? 

Response 
VRM class designation is a land management planning action.  It is not used to preclude development, but rather to manage the 
impacts of development activities in a consistent manner. 

Comment Number E123-63-1 

Comment 
There has been no Atlantic Rim EA. 

Response 
There have been numerous pod EAs for interim development within the Atlantic Rim area, but there has been no "Atlantic Rim EA". 

Comment Number E123-64-1 

Comment 
Explain how the route can be depicted on Masi’s Itinerary Map of Wyoming (1875) when the route was first used in 1881. 

Response 
It is possible for a trail to exist before being used for freight and other purposes. 

Comment Number E123-65-1 

Comment 
The 1996 survey is very dated and may not accurately reflect today’s attitudes and opinions. More recent polling data is available 
that endorses the AR project by over 70% of survey participants. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-48. 
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Comment Number E123-66-1 

Comment 
Warren strongly objects to the attempt of the BLM RFO to propose this area as a Special Management Area (SMA). The BLM RFO 
has not communicated that this area was being proposed as an SMA. 

Response 
Designation of SMA status, or any other status, can only occur as a land management action.  The Rawlins RMP revision process is 
considering SMA status for several areas and Warren Resources is encouraged by the BLM to participate and comment in the 
process. 

Comment Number E123-66-2 

Comment 
We are unable to determine exactly what “Other Management Areas” means because the term was not defined in the draft of the 
RRMP. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-66-1.  Also note that the Rawlins to Baggs Geographic Area has been removed from 
section 3.17 in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-66-3 

Comment 
We strongly recommend the BLM RFO reconsider this management strategy, as it appears to limit the historical multi-use strategy 
for this project area. 

Response 
This management strategy is not being considered by the Atlantic Rim draft EIS. Such consideration is outside the scope of this 
EIS. Modification of the land use status of any area within the ARPA can only occur from decisions detailed in a Resource 
Management Plan. 

Comment Number E123-66-4 

Comment 
The statement (Section 3.17.1: pg 3-20) “… piecemeal protection of the higher value areas would not adequately protect all the 
wildlife species that use and depend on this area” clearly demonstrates that RFO management has lost focus of its multi-use 
mandate throughout the ARPA. This is not a designated SMA and it should be removed from the DEIS. 

Response 
BLM agrees that several areas under consideration as SMAs in the Rawlins RMP process are not SMAs under the Great Divide 
RMP. The land management decisions found in the approved RMP are controlling guidance.  If an area's status changes under a 
revised RMP, development activities will be consistent with that document. 

Comment Number E123-67-1 

Comment 
This statement is an exaggeration. 

Response 
The BLM believes this statement to be accurate. 
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Comment Number E123-67-2 

Comment 
We concur that the area attracts a good number of hunters who participate in hunting activities on a seasonal basis. However, to 
suggest that a high number of recreationists use the area for other purposes is a misrepresentation of fact. 

Response 
There is no attempt to make such an implication. The recreational use and importance of the area is accurately described in the 
document. 

Comment Number E123-68-1 

Comment 
Warren cannot find reference to this area as an SMA in the GDRMP or the Draft EIS for the RRMP. It appears this is not a proposed 
or designated SMA and this section should be removed. 

Response 
Establishment of this area as an SMA is under consideration in the Rawlins RMP process.  If it should be declared a SMA through 
the revision process, land management activities in the area will be consistent with that decision and was therefore disclosed in the 
Draft EIS. 

Comment Number E123-69-1 

Comment 
The DEIS should note that portions of the 20-mile road actually travel the same segments of the freight road. 

Response 
Thank you, your comment is noted. 

Comment Number E123-70-1 

Comment 
The DEIS is not BLM’s selection of an alternative plan on which future land use actions would be based; it is an analysis of the 
Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project. This runs afoul of NEPA requirements. 

Response 
BLM agrees that Atlantic Rim EIS cannot decide land management actions.  The Rawlins RMP revision can. 

Comment Number E123-71-1 

Comment 
It should be noted that APC, Warren and other operators hold valid oil and gas leases to these lands. 

Response 
Thank you, your comment is noted. 

Comment Number E123-72-1 

Comment 
It should be noted that a standard condition of approval for a federal application to drill requires that any cultural and/or 
paleontological resource that is discovered be immediately reported to the authorized officer. All operations are suspended in the 
immediate area until written authorization to proceed is issued by the authorized officer. 

Response 
Thank you, your comment is noted. 
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Comment Number E123-73-1 

Comment 
Class III should be changed to Class II. 

Response 
The text has been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-74-1 

Comment 
The last sentence in the last paragraph on the page is incomplete. 

Response 
The text has been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-75-1 

Comment 
The DEIS has not provided any definition for the term Interim Reclamation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E124-14-2. 

Comment Number E123-76 

Comment 
Page 4-17, 4.3.3.1 This section suggests that large portions of the ARPA are covered with soils that are too sensitive to successfully 
reclaim. We agree generally that soils in the ARPA are naturally substandard. Actually, this is also true for a significant portion of the 
sedimentary basins in the Rocky Mountain region. This condition has not historically been used as a basis to restrict oil and gas 
development in other basins. We are not opposed to implementing mitigation measures to ensure successful reclamation of the 
project area. The DEIS itself states this is workable in Chapter 3, in areas of poor to fair soils “…successful revalidation may require 
additional efforts to meet BLM reclamation guidelines…” Also in the draft in Appendix B reclamation Plan - significant levels of 
revegitation is required which would reduce the impact of surface disturbance in these areas.  We urge the BLM not to adopt the 
surface disturbance limits mentioned in the DEIS for these soil sensitivities. We would refer to the BLM RMG memo (June 2005) 
that clearly states the project requires 80 acre spacing and that directional drilling is not feasible.  We have attached additional 
specific comments to the balance of the mitigation measures in relation to soils proposed in the draft’s Appendix L as our 
Appendix A. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-77-1 

Comment 
The sentence is incomplete. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-74-1. 

Comment Number E123-78-1 

Comment 
On page 3-24 BLM states “In general, biological soil crusts are poorly developed or absent within the ARPA.” Add this language to 
the beginning of this paragraph. The table in Chapter 2 should also represent this fact. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment Number E123-79-1 

Comment 
This appears to be an assumption. The DEIS provides no support or explanation why many areas currently exceed the significance 
criteria for soil, and fails to tie this to development. Without documentation, this statement should be removed from the DEIS. 

Response 
Section 4.3.3.1 "Proposed Action" of chapter 4 states in part: 

"The reclaimed areas within the interim drilling pods have not shown this success to date, however.  There are many disturbed

areas with increased erosion, weed infestations, and low native vegetation cover." 

This is not an assumption but a fact demonstrated by a field review of the Atlantic Rim PODs.  A review of the significance criteria

will show that these areas do exceed the significance threshold due to failed reclamation.


Comment Number E123-80-1 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to support its assumption that a gradual initial disturbance of approximately 6% of the project area and a long term 
disturbance of 2% of the project area would result in an increase in runoff and sediment/salt yields beyond the water resources 
significance criteria. 

Response 
This fact is supported in chapter 4, especially parts 4.3 "Soils" and 4.4 "Water Resources". 

Comment Number E123-80-2 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to take into account that the operator committed measures, BMPs, COAs, and reclamation plan are designed to 
reduce impacts to an acceptable level. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-6-2. 

Comment Number E123-81-1 

Comment 
This statement and many similar statements within the DEIS use the words potential impacts and would occur in the same 
statement. Potential impacts may occur and this should be reflected appropriately throughout the DEIS. 

Response 
The text your refer to has been revised in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-82-1 

Comment 
This statement in inconsistent with the statement on page 4-31, Section 4.4.3.1.2.3, which states, “Therefore, it is unlikely that the 
proposed project would have a dewatering effect on the overlying Tertiary deposits, which would diminish flows from the contact 
springs and seeps.” 

Response 
The statement on page 4-22 of the DEIS (section 4.4.1.2) is an introductory statement intended to explain the possible impacts that 
could occur to groundwater resources due to project related activities.  The statement on page 4-31 (section 4.4.3.1.2.3) is a 
conclusion drawn based on the analysis of potential project impacts. 
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Comment Number E123-83-1 

Comment 
Stating the assumptions in this section is appropriate. What is not appropriate is stating conclusions. Conclusions should be 
presented within the impact section of the document and backed up with supporting evidence. For example, the following 
conclusions are made in the assumptions section: 

Response 
Analysis and environmental consequences are appropriate in chapter 4, "Analysis of Environmental Consequences". 

Comment Number E123-83-2 

Comment 
• “…thereby degrading water quality, channel structure, overall watershed health in some locations.” 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-83-3 

Comment 
• “Increased pollutants in surface waters would degrade habitat used by aquatic life and would affect other beneficial uses (e.g. 
stock-watering, irrigation, and/or drinking water supplies)." 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-83-4 

Comment 
• “However, properly designed roads would still alter hillslope hydrology and concentrate overland flow in some areas. In areas with 
steep topography, these impacts would increase.” 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-84-1 

Comment 
These are two conflicting statements. An action would be considered significant if “its magnitude was such that special mitigation is 
warranted.” However, if something is perceived or not supported, than how can the magnitude of project actions be determined and 
mitigation prescribed? There has to be some data or precedent with which to form an opinion about significance. Only then can 
meaningful significance criteria be developed and supported. 

Response 
The text you refer to in your comment has been revised in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-85-1 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to prove that a gradual initial disturbance of approximately 6% of the project area and a long term disturbance of 2% 
of the project area would result in an increase in runoff and sedimentation significantly above current background levels. 

Response 
This fact is supported in chapter 4, especially parts 4.3 "Soils" and 4.4 "Water Resources". 
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Comment Number E123-85-2 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to take into account that the operator committed measures, BMPs, COAs, and reclamation plan are designed to 
reduce impacts to an acceptable level. 

Response 
The EIS takes into account the various mitigations that should reduce disturbance and result in acceptable reclamation, and the fact 
that reclamation has not been successful in most areas of the Atlantic Rim pods even with those mitigations available to the 
companies. 

Comment Number E123-86-1 

Comment 
This sentence should read “…the potential for severe water erosion comprise about 85% of the ARPA.” 

Response 
The text has been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-87-1 

Comment 
Reference is given to the wrong table. Reference should be given to Table 3-11. 

Response 
The text has been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-88-1 

Comment 
While “successful reclamation does not necessarily return an area to its previous function for surface hydrology”, the stated research 
shows reclamation with a little as 30 percent revegetation will drastically reduce erosion. 

Response 
The point to the text is that successful reclamation may not necessarily return an area to its previous function.  The BLM does not 
dispute 30% reclamation can reduce erosion. 

Comment Number E123-89-1 

Comment 
The DEIS should not compare the results from a steep forest, what it admits is an extreme case, to the Atlantic Rim project area, 
since the two are not the same. The reference to this study should be removed from the DEIS. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-73-4. 

Comment Number E123-90-1 

Comment 
“On” should be “One”. 

Response 
The text has been corrected in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number E123-91-1 

Comment 
The SEO does not approve injection well permits. The permitted agencies are the WOGCC and Department of Environmental 
Quality. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 664-1. 

Comment Number E123-92-1 

Comment 
Chapter 2 indicates a total construction phase surface disturbance of 15,800 acres, not 17,600 acres. 

Response 
The text has been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-93-1 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to provide evidence of the expected level of increase above background levels, and that these levels would lead to 
habitat degradation. 

Response 
There is no "evidence" to provide since the action has not occurred yet. 

Comment Number E123-93-2 

Comment 
BLM fails to take into account that the operator committed measures, BMPs, COAs, and reclamation plan are designed to reduce 
impacts to an acceptable level. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-6-2. 

Comment Number E123-94-1 

Comment 
The word “to” should be inserted between According and Chapter. 

Response 
The text has been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-95-1 

Comment 
This is an assumption and is not necessarily true. Economies of scale could also be realized under the Proposed Action. 

Response 
The text referred to in your comment has been removed from the final EIS because Alternative B has been placed into the category 
“Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study”. 

Comment Number E123-96-1 

Comment 
Measures is used twice, remove the word after (Appendix K). 

Response 
The text has been corrected in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number E123-97-1 

Comment 
Correct to “These would be designed, at a minimum, for the 25 year storm event …” 

Response 
The text has been removed from the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-98-1 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to provide evidence of the expected level of increasing sediment above background levels, the expected level of 
increase above naturally occurring changes in streamflow characteristics and the expected level of changing stream geometry 
above naturally occurring changes and that these changes would have a negative impact. 

Response 
There is no "evidence" to provide since the action has not occurred yet. 

Comment Number E123-98-2 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to take into account that the operator committed measures, BMPs, COAs, and reclamation plan are designed to 
reduce impacts to an acceptable level. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-6-2. 

Comment Number E123-99-1 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to provide evidence supporting its statement these cover types are currently undergoing declining health conditions. 
If BLM cannot provide support for this statement it should be removed. 

Response 
The text has been revised to remove the phrase regarding declining health conditions and to state that disturbance of these cover 
types on private lands will further reduce their presence within the overall project area. 

Comment Number E123-100-1 

Comment 
BLM’s assumption may be incorrect. 

Response 
Based on operator performance over the past four years, BLM believes its' assumption is correct. 

Comment Number E123-101-1 

Comment 
The DEIS cites no evidence to support its assumptions and it is unclear what the difference is between “development area” and 
“natural gas development area”. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-6-2.  "Development Area" and "natural gas development area" mean the same in 
this context. The text in the final EIS has been revised to clarify the intended reference area. 
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Comment Number E123-101-2 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to consider operator-committed measures of dust control by application of water or other chemicals. 

Response 
ACM for dust control was considered in the analysis of the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-102-1 

Comment 
This method of development would, at a minimum, result in no less disturbance than the Proposed Action and may even increase 
the amount of disturbance because unnecessary wells would be drilled. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 606-2 and 682-17-1. 

Comment Number E123-103-1 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to provide evidence of the expected level of increase in changes to overland hydrology above naturally occurring 
changes and that these changes would have a negative impact. 

Response 
There is no "evidence" to provide since the action has not occurred yet. 

Comment Number E123-103-2 

Comment 
Furthermore, the DEIS fails to take into account that the operator committed measures, BMPs, COAs, and reclamation plan are 
designed to reduce impacts to an acceptable level. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-6-2. 

Comment Number E123-104-1 

Comment 
A half mile “zone” appears to be an assumption by BLM. The DEIS cites no supporting evidence for this assumption. 

Response 
The text in the final EIS has been revised to include supporting citations for the assumptions presented. 

Comment Number E123-105-1 

Comment 
The DEIS provides no evidence to support its assumption that dust would directly and indirectly impact 15 – 30% more acreage. 
The DEIS fails to consider operator-committed measures of dust control such as application of water or other chemicals. 

Response 
The basis for the estimated impact from dust has been added to section 4.5.3.1 of the final EIS.  ACMs for dust control are included 
in the analysis in the final EIS. 
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Comment Number E123-106-1 

Comment 
Although pronghorn are described, the sentence obviously refers to mule deer. 

Response 
This text has been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-107-1 

Comment 
These two studies contradict one another. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-108-1 

Comment 
Approximately 20% of the crucial winter/yearlong range lies within the ARPA. The elk would most likely utilize the 80% of range 
outside and away from the project area where they would not be affected by project activities. 

Response 
The loss of 20% of a crucial habitat is a serious concern for the BLM, as detailed in the Draft EIS. 

Comment Number E123-109 

Comment 
Page 4-66, 4.7.3.1.3 Potential sources of direct impacts to greater sage-grouse include excessive noise levels proximal to occupied 
leks; disruptive human activities that occur during the daily time period in which courtship and breeding, nesting, brood-rearing, and 
foraging activities take place; and habitat loss from construction of project facilities. Noise levels interfere with bird communication 
during mating periods resulting in lower bird attendance at leks. Disruptive human activities alter normal bird behavior, increases 
nest abandonment, and may displace birds into less desirable habitat. All of these impacts lead to lower productivity and long-term 
decline in the population of this species. Compressor stations would be equipped with hospital grade mufflers to reduce noise levels. 
If necessary, at the APD level, BLM would attach conditions of approval prohibiting drilling and construction activities during the time 
period of March 1 through June 30 for the protection of sage-grouse nesting areas. During the production phase less noise and 
human activity would occur. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-110-1 

Comment 
BLM has a multi-use responsibility to manage, among other things, leasing, exploration, and development of oil and gas. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number E123-110-2 

Comment 
Although it may be appropriate to consider recommendations from the Game and Fish Department, it is not appropriate to apply 
recommended measures that are in conflict with management goals of the Resource Management Plan, nor is it appropriate to 
apply recommended measures that are not geographically, technically or economically feasible. 

Response 
The BLM will not apply measures that are in conflict with resource goals of the Great Divide Resource Management Plan.  BLM will 
not apply measures that are not feasible.  
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Comment Number E123-110-3 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to take into account that the operator committed measures, BMPs, COAs, and reclamation plan are designed to 
reduce impacts to an acceptable level. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-6-2. 

Comment Number E123-111-1 

Comment 
BLM has a multi-use responsibility to manage, among other things, leasing, exploration, and development of oil and gas. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number E123-111-2 

Comment 
Although it may be appropriate to consider recommendations from the Game and Fish Department, it is not appropriate to apply 
recommended measures that are in conflict with management goals of the Resource Management Plan, nor is it appropriate to 
apply recommended measures that are not geographically, technically or economically feasible. 

Response 
The BLM will not apply measures that are in conflict with resource goals of the Great Divide Resource Management Plan.  BLM will 
not apply measures that are not feasible.  

Comment Number E123-111-3 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to take into account that the operator committed measures, BMPs, COAs, and reclamation plan are designed to 
reduce impacts to an acceptable level. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-6-2. 

Comment Number E123-112-1 

Comment 
BLM has a multi use responsibility to manage, among other things, leasing, exploration, and development of oil and gas. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number E123-112-2 

Comment 
Although it may be appropriate to rely on recommendations from the Game and Fish Department, it is not appropriate to apply 
recommended measures that are in conflict with management goals of the Resource Management Plan, nor is it appropriate to 
consider recommended measures that are not geographically, technically or economically feasible. 

Response 
The BLM will not apply measures that are in conflict with resource goals of the Great Divide Resource Management Plan.  BLM will 
not apply measures that are not feasible.  
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Comment Number E123-113-1 

Comment 
Under alternative C, development would not be similar to the proposed action because 95% of the project area would be limited to 
4 locations per section (160 acre spacing) and less than 20 acres of disturbance per section. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-4-1. 

Comment Number E123-113-2 

Comment 
Implementation of these restrictions would render the project technically unfeasible since directional drilling is not an acceptable 
(BLM RMG 2005) alternative and 80 acre spacing is needed for economic production. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments E123-4-1 and E123-34-3. 

Comment Number E123-114-1 

Comment 
Addition should be “additional”. 

Response 
This text has been corrected in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-115-1 

Comment 
Implementation of these restrictions would render the project technically unfeasible since directional drilling is not an acceptable 
(BLM RMG 2005) alternative and 80 acre spacing is needed for economic production. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments E123-4-1 and E123-34-3. 

Comment Number E123-116-1 

Comment 
The current RMP is the Great Divide Resource Management Plan, not the Rawlins RMP; which is a draft and the Final EIS has not 
been released for public comment, nor has a ROD been signed. 

Response 
This assertion is correct, although it is foreseeable that the Rawlins RMP will be in effect during the operating life of the Atlantic Rim 
project. 

Comment Number E123-117-1 

Comment 
BLM has a multi-use responsibility to manage, among other things, leasing, exploration, and development of oil and gas 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 
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Comment Number E123-117-2 

Comment 
Although it may be appropriate to consider recommendations from the Game and Fish Department, it is not appropriate to apply 
recommended measures that are in conflict with management goals of the Resource Management Plan, nor is it appropriate to 
apply recommended measures that are not geographically, technically or economically feasible. 

Response 
The BLM will not apply measures that are in conflict with resource goals of the Great Divide Resource Management Plan.  BLM will 
not apply measures that are not feasible.  

Comment Number E123-118-1 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to provide evidence of the expected level of increasing sediment above background levels, the expected level of 
increase above naturally occurring changes in streamflow characteristics, the expected level of changing stream geometry above 
naturally occurring conditions and that these changes would be significant. 

Response 
There is no "evidence" to provide since the action has not occurred yet. 

Comment Number E123-118-2 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to take into account that the operator committed measures, BMPs, COAs, and reclamation plan are designed to 
reduce impacts to an acceptable level. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-6-2. 

Comment Number E123-119-1 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to provide evidence of the expected level of increasing sediment above background levels, the expected level of 
increase above naturally occurring changes in streamflow characteristics, the expected level of changing stream geometry above 
naturally occurring conditions and that these changes would be significant. 

Response 
There is no "evidence" to provide since the action has not occurred yet. 

Comment Number E123-119-2 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to take into account that the operator committed measures, BMPs, COAs, and reclamation plan are designed to 
reduce impacts to an acceptable level. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-6-2. 

Comment Number E123-120-1 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to provide evidence of the expected level of increasing sediment above background levels, the expected level of 
increase above naturally occurring changes in streamflow characteristics, the expected level of changing stream geometry above 
naturally occurring conditions and that these changes would be significant. 

Response 
There is no "evidence" to provide since the action has not occurred yet. 
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Comment Number E123-120-2 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to take into account that the operator committed measures, BMPs, COAs, and reclamation plan are designed to 
reduce impacts to an acceptable level. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-6-2. 

Comment Number E123-121-1 

Comment 
Under alternative C development would not be similar to the proposed action because 95% of the project area would be limited to 
4 locations per section (160 acre spacing) and less than 20 acres of disturbance per section. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-4-1. 

Comment Number E123-121-2 

Comment 
In addition, a no surface occupancy protection measure would be applied to a large portion of the project area. 

Response 
No surface occupancy can only be applied under certain specific circumstances as allowed in the minerals lease. 

Comment Number E123-121-3 

Comment 
This alternative renders the project technically unfeasible, and wholly uneconomic. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-34-3. 

Comment Number E123-121-4 

Comment 
Implementation of these restrictions would render the project technically unfeasible since directional drilling is not an acceptable 
(BLM RMG 2005) alternative and 80 acre spacing is needed for economic production. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments E123-24-1, E123-24-3, and E123-34-3. 

Comment Number E123-122-1 

Comment 
The DEIS provides no supporting evidence for this assumption and the sentence should be removed. 

Response 
There is no "evidence" to provide since the action has not occurred yet. 

Comment Number E123-123-1 

Comment 
Under the No Action Alternative, development could continue on State and fee lands within the ARPA; however, in such case the 
project becomes uneconomic. 

Response 
Chapter 2, section 2.2.2 details the "no action" alternative for this analysis. 
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Comment Number E123-124-1 

Comment 
Under Alternative C, 95% of the APRA would be limited to 4 locations per section (160 acre spacing), and less than 20 acres of 
disturbance per section. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-4-1. 

Comment Number E123-124-2 

Comment 
In addition, a no surface occupancy protection measure would be applied to a large portion of the project area. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-121-2. 

Comment Number E123-124-3 

Comment 
This alternative renders the project technically unfeasible, and wholly uneconomic. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-34-3. 

Comment Number E123-124-4 

Comment 
Implementation of these restrictions would render the project technically unfeasible since directional drilling is not an acceptable 
(BLM RMG 2005) alternative and 80 acre spacing is needed for economic production. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-4-1 and E123-34-3. 

Comment Number E123-125-1 

Comment 
The DEIS also fails to provide evidence to support its claim that this is one of the most heavily hunted areas in the State. 

Response 
The source of this assertion is the Wyoming Game and Fish Department as detailed in chapter 3, section 3.9.1.1 and table 3-36 of 
the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-126-1 

Comment 
The DEIS should stay consistent with its estimate of 15,800 acres of gradual initial disturbance. 

Response 
The text has been revised in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-127-1 

Comment 
The DEIS provides no definition of what “interim reclamation” is. Interim Reclamation should be defined. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E122-14-2. 
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Comment Number E123-128-1 

Comment 
The objective of VRM Management Class III is to partially retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the 
characteristic landscape should be moderate. Activities may attract attention, but should not dominate the view of the casual 
observer. Warren agrees there would be an impact; however, it would be low to moderate and would not “dominate the view”. 

Response 
BLM believes either effect is possible depending on the site-specific proposals that come forward and the effectiveness of the visual 
related mitigation that is used. 

Comment Number E123-128-2 

Comment 
Even under the No Action Alternative development activities may continue on State and Fee lands inside the ARPA. 

Response 
Chapter 2, section 2.2.2 details the "no action" alternative for this analysis.  BLM cannot assume what would happen on state and 
fee lands under the No Action Alternative since there is no proposal presented to BLM outlining drilling activities solely on private 
lands. 

Comment Number E123-129-1 

Comment 
Maximizing pad distance from main roads directly conflicts with the operators commitment of minimizing surface disturbances 
associated with access roads and pipelines. Is the DEIS implying longer access roads and pipeline routes are preferred in order to 
hide the well location from view of the main roads? 

Response 
Such an action might occur where surface disturbance concerns are outweighed by visual impact concerns.  Such conflicts are likely 
to arise and be resolved at the site-specific level. 

Comment Number E123-130-1 

Comment 
Trail crossings should also be allowed across non-contributing portions. 

Response 
Please refer to appendix I, Cultural Resources Management, in which the BLM states that protection measures would be 
implemented within one quarter-mile of contributing portions of historic trails. 

Comment Number E123-131-1 

Comment 
When taking into account the color of gravel, consideration should be given to cost, location and availability. 

Response 
BLM agrees these are considerations to be taken into account. 

Comment Number E123-132-1 

Comment 
Utilizing multiple well locations per pad would require horizontal or directional drilling. These drilling techniques are not technically or 
economically viable within the ARPA. 

Response 
RMG statements were addressed to "mandated" directional drilling.  The BLM agrees that directional drilling is not feasible at all 
times and under all conditions at the Atlantic Rim area, but it is a tool that operators can consider using as geologic and surface 
conditions warrant. 
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Comment Number E123-133-1 

Comment 
Utilizing multiple well locations per pad would require horizontal or directional drilling. These drilling techniques are not technically or 
economically viable within the ARPA. 

Response 
RMG statements were addressed to "mandated" directional drilling.  The BLM agrees that directional drilling is not feasible at all 
times and under all conditions at the Atlantic Rim area, but it is a tool that operators can consider using as geologic and surface 
conditions warrant. 

Comment Number E123-134-1 

Comment 
Utilizing multiple well locations per pad would require horizontal or directional drilling. These drilling techniques are not technically or 
economically viable within the ARPA. 

Response 
RMG statements were addressed to "mandated" directional drilling.  The BLM agrees that directional drilling is not feasible at all 
times and under all conditions at the Atlantic Rim area, but it is a tool that operators can consider using as geologic and surface 
conditions warrant. 

Comment Number E123-134-2 

Comment 
The allowable drilling period in the ARPA field runs from January through December; however, a majority of the ARPA is granted 
wildlife protection through the use of timing stipulations applied at the APD level. These wildlife timing stipulations can limit the 
drilling window to as few as 60 days in areas of the ARPA. 

Response 
BLM doesn't dispute that this assertion is accurate in some parts of the ARPA. 

Comment Number E123-134-3 

Comment 
It is not clear if BLM has the authority to suspend federal leases under these conditions for this extended period of time, without 
facing a takings or breach of contract claim. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-17-1. 

Comment Number E123-134-4 

Comment 
Alternative B does not address the issue of access to fee and state minerals in any of the three areas. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-17-1. 

Comment Number E123-134-5 

Comment 
The BLM has taken a position that development on the fee and state minerals falls into its realm of authority due to the necessity of 
approving access across federal surface. This position is questionable at best and is contrary to BLM policy. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-19-3. 
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Comment Number E123-134-6 

Comment 
These continued delays are harming and will continue to harm both the mineral lease holders and the mineral owners themselves, 
as they are being denied the reasonable use and enjoyment of their property. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-19-4. 

Comment Number E123-134-7 

Comment 
There is no plan in the DEIS to deal with these issues in a material manner. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments E123-17-1, E123-19-3, and E123-19-4. 

Comment Number E123-135-1 

Comment 
Warren believes there would be a significant difference in the impacts to local socioeconomic conditions between the Proposed 
Action and Alternative C. 

Response 
BLM believes there could be such an impact, depending on the location of site-specific proposals relative to sensitive resource 
areas. 

Comment Number E123-135-2 

Comment 
Alternative C would significantly reduce the number of wells by limiting the number of well locations to 4 per acre (160 acre spacing) 
and limiting surface disturbance to less than 20 acres per section across 95% of the project area. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-4-1. 

Comment Number E123-135-3 

Comment 
In addition, a no surface occupancy protection measure would be applied to a large portion of the project area. Implementation of 
these restrictions would render the project technically unfeasible since directional drilling is not an acceptable (BLM RMG 2005) 
alternative and 80 acre spacing is needed for economic production. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-24-1, E123-24-3, and E123-34-3. 

Comment Number E123-135-4 

Comment 
There would be no positive fiscal effects, other than those associated with interim development. Under Alternative C, the estimated 
Ad Valorem Property Tax Revenues from production and facilities totaling $349 million, the estimated Federal Mineral Royalties 
totaling $320 million, and the estimated Wyoming Severance taxes totaling $271 million, which would have been received under the 
proposed Action, would not be received. In addition, an estimated $4.4 million in Carbon County sales and use tax revenues would 
not be received. 

Response 
The socioeconomic effects anticipated from Alternative C are disclosed in chapter 4, section 4.12.3.3. 
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Comment Number E123-136-1 

Comment 
Alternative C would have direct adverse effects on minority or low-income populations. 

Response 
The effects of Alternative C to minority or low-income populations is discussed in chapter 4, section 4.12.3.3. 

Comment Number E123-136-2 

Comment 
The increased labor demand would have the likely effect of reducing unemployment in the county and increasing labor force 
participation -- two factors that could also increase the incomes of low-income populations. 

Response 
The effects of Alternative C to minority or low-income populations is discussed in chapter 4, section 4.12.3.3. 

Comment Number E123-136-3 

Comment 
These beneficial effects would not be recognized under Alternative C, which renders the project technically unfeasible. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-137-1 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to mention the significant, direct investment the working interest owners have made toward improvements of public 
roads in the ARPA. This sentence gives an uninformed reader the impression taxpayers have had to bear this cost alone for 
industry, which is not factual. This sentence should be removed. 

Response 
The following sentence within the next paragraph of text acknowledges that "…some ARPA road improvement projects have been 
conducted under a cooperative effort between Carbon County and the Operators,…". 

Comment Number E123-138-1 

Comment 
Under the No Action Alternative, development activities may occur on State and Fee lands of which BLM has no regulatory 
authority; however, the project becomes uneconomic. Therefore, risks to public health and safety would be well below those 
anticipated under the Proposed Action. 

Response 
Chapter 2, section 2.2.2 details the "no action" alternative for this analysis.  Please refer to our response to comment E123-128-2. 

Comment Number E123-139-1 

Comment 
This statement is untrue. Alternative C would significantly reduce the number of wells by limiting the number of well locations to 
4 per acre (160 acre spacing) and limiting surface disturbance to less than 20 acres per section across 95% of the project area. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-4-1. 
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Comment Number E123-139-2 

Comment 
In addition, a no surface occupancy protection measure would be applied to a large portion of the project area. 

Response 
Please refer to section 2.2.3, Alternative C, in the revised EIS for a revised discussion of the potential reduction in surface 
disturbance associated with Alternative C.  Also please refer to our response to comment 607-30-3 and E123-34-2. 

Comment Number E123-139-3 

Comment 
Implementation of these restrictions would render the project technically unfeasible since directional drilling is not an acceptable 
(BLM RMG 2005) alternative and 80 acre spacing is needed for economic production. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-34-3. 

Comment Number E123-139-4 

Comment 
Effects on health and safety would be well below those anticipated under the Proposed Action. 

Response 
The effects of Alternative C to health and safety are discussed in chapter 4, section 4.14. 

Comment Number E123-140-1 

Comment 
Under the No Action Alternative, development activities may occur on State and Fee lands of which BLM has no regulatory 
authority; however, the project becomes uneconomic. Noise related effects would be well below those anticipated under the 
Proposed Action. 

Response 
Chapter 2, section 2.2.2 details the "no action" alternative for this analysis.  Please refer to our response to comment E123-128-2. 

Comment Number E123-141-1 

Comment 
This statement is untrue. Alternative C would significantly reduce the number of wells by limiting the number of well locations to 
4 per acre (160 acre spacing) and limiting surface disturbance to less than 20 acres per section across 95% of the project area. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-4-1. 

Comment Number E123-141-2 

Comment 
In addition, a no surface occupancy protection measure would be applied to a large portion of the project area. Therefore, 
anticipated noise levels would not be the same as those under the Proposed Action. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-121-2. 
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Comment Number E123-141-3 

Comment 
Implementation of these restrictions would render the project technically unfeasible since directional drilling is not an acceptable 
(BLM RMG 2005) alternative and 80 acre spacing is needed for economic production. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-34-3. 

Comment Number E123-142-1 

Comment 
Under the No Action Alternative, development activities may occur on State and Fee lands of which BLM has no regulatory 
authority. 

Response 
Chapter 2, section 2.2.2 details the "no action" alternative for this analysis.  Please refer to our response to comment E123-128-2. 

Comment Number E123-142-2 

Comment 
Alternative C would significantly reduce the number of wells by limiting the number of well locations to 4 per acre (160 acre spacing) 
and limiting surface disturbance to less than 20 acres per section across 95% of the project area. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-4-1. 

Comment Number E123-142-3 

Comment 
In addition, a no surface occupancy protection measure would be applied to a large portion of the project area. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-121-2. 

Comment Number E123-142-4 

Comment 
Implementation of these restrictions would render the project technically unfeasible since directional drilling is not an acceptable 
(BLM RMG 2005) alternative and 80 acre spacing is needed for economic production. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-34-3. 

Comment Number E123-143-1 

Comment 
Alternative B should be corrected to read “Alternative C”. 

Response 
The text has been revised in the final EIS to reference the correct alternative. 
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Comment Number E123-144-1 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to identify who conducted the watershed assessments, when the assessments were conducted, and what resources 
failed the assessments. Why? 

Response 
A review of the watershed assessment will reveal all of this information. 

Comment Number E123-144-2 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to support the assumption that these very limited disturbances, in addition to other adjacent oil and gas development, 
would increase sedimentation above current background levels enough to exacerbate sedimentation issues within the Colorado 
River drainage area. 

Response 
This effect is supported in chapter 4, especially sections 4.3 "Soils" and section 4.4 "Water Resources". 

Comment Number E123-144-3 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to consider operator committed mitigation measures, BMPs, COAs and reclamation plans designed to reduce 
sedimentation levels of no consequence. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-6-2. 

Comment Number E123-145-1 

Comment 
The DEIS provides no evidence to support the assumption that dust from cumulative project roads would affect 20 – 35 percent of 
the region. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-105-1. 

Comment Number E123-145-2 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to consider road construction standards and operator-committed measures of dust control, such as application of 
water or other chemicals. 

Response 
This proposed action and mitigations, plus observations of the environmental effects found at the Atlantic Rim pods are used to 
determine the environmental consequences expected.  Please refer to our response to comment E123-101-2. 

Comment Number E123-146-1 

Comment 
It is likely the elk would use the 80% of range outside and away from the project area where they would not be affected by 
construction activities. 

Response 
Chapter 4 of the EIS, section 4.7.3.1 further states: 

"The amount of vegetation disturbed is not as important as the noise and activity levels that would still occur and result in

displacement of elk." 

Further analysis of the effects on elk are also disclosed in the document.
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Comment Number E123-147-1 

Comment 
Implementation of the restrictions under Alternative C would render the project technically unfeasible since directional drilling is not 
an acceptable (BLM RMG2005) alternative and 80 acre spacing is needed for economic production. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-34-3. 

Comment Number E123-147-2 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to include an expected cumulative level of increasing sediment resulting from oil and gas development activities, 
above background levels, or other evidence supporting the assumption that impacts would be significant. 

Response 
Impact significance criteria are detailed in chapter 4 for erosion in sections 4.3.2 and 4.4.2.  The level of sedimentation cannot be 
determined at this level due to variables in proposed actions, reclamation success, and intensity of development. 

Comment Number E123-147-3 

Comment 
The DEIS fails to take into account operator committed measures, BMPs, COAs, and reclamation plans designed to reduce impacts 
to acceptable levels of no consequence. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-6-2. 

Comment Number E123-148-1 

Comment 
Warren agrees there would be an impact; however, it would be low to moderate and would not “dominate the view”. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-149 

Comment 
The CBNG wells have surface facilities approximately 6’ in height. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion.  Reference on surface facility height has been removed from the final EIS. 

Comment Number E123-150-1 

Comment 
The reclamation plan fails to specify what the “special intensive land-use practices” would be. 

Response 
A revised reclamation appendix has been prepared that uses other terminology. 
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Comment Number E123-150-2 

Comment 
There could be occasions where this standard may not be achieved within two years due to circumstances beyond the operator’s 
control. 

Response 
The BLM agrees this could happen and observes it has happened across most of the Atlantic Rim pods. 

Comment Number E123-151-1 

Comment 
This technique should not be a requirement within the ARPA. 

Response 
Mitigations of this type are useful in reducing the extent of disturbance, the intensity of disturbance, and in reducing the amount and 
intensity of reclamation needed.  These mitigation options will be reviewed and applied as necessary at the site-specific level. 

Comment Number E123-152 

Comment 
Warren believes the Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan is too open ended and has the potential to go well beyond its intended 
purpose. An avenue, a device, a plan should be developed between the operator and BLM that establishes a procedure to terminate 
the plan. 

Response 
The Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan will be in effect between the companies and BLM during the life of the project including 
reclamation. 

Comment Number E123-153 

Comment 
Warren believes the plan is too open-ended and has the potential to be extended beyond the end of its intended purpose. A well 
defined and specific procedure for terminating the plan should be established. 

Response 
Reclamation will occur throughout the project life and continue until reclamation including final reclamation, is complete. 

Comment Number E123-154 

Comment 
The draft includes multiple references to operator provided financing for surveys, biologists, monitoring, and air craft rentals. The 
operators require they be directly involved in establishing and approving annual cost-sharing limits and distribution of the operator 
provided finances. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment Number E123-155 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Top soils with excess salts providing difficulty with reclamation. Reclamation success is essential 
for modification of impacts to surface hydrology, especially the interim reclamation. Increasing reclamation success has many 
benefits to other resources, Appendix M Maps: Top soils with Excess Salts  Protection Measure: 3) Improve road surface on newly 
constructed or improved local and collector roads with 95% compaction on the road base and non-chlorine dust abatement product 
or suitable alternative treatment each year.  Justification: Cumulative Impacts; Salinity concerns in the Colorado River Basin 
Comments: 3) What is significance of 95% compaction, is non-chloirne supposed to be non-chloride? Not opposed to concept. 

Response 
The significance of 95% compaction is to reduce dust levels from roads.  Non-chlorine dust treatments would reduce the effect of 
dust while not placing sensitive fishes at risk of pollutants. 

Comment Number E123-156 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Soils with severe road rating typically dominated by one soil particle size component and road 
bases can become very unstable with insufficient maintenance. Appendix M Maps: Soils with Severe Road Rating  Protection 
Measure: 2) Improve road surface on newly constructed or improved local and collector roads with 95% compaction on the road 
base and non-chlorine dust abatement product or suitable alternatives treatment each year.  Justification: Cumulative impacts; The 
Colorado River Basin has been a focus for sediment deliver and soils loss since the 1930s.  Comments:  2) What is significance of 
95% compaction, is non-chloirne supposed to be non-chloride? Not opposed to concept. 

Response 
The significance of 95% compaction is to reduce dust levels from roads.  Non-chlorine dust treatments would reduce the effect of 
dust while not placing sensitive fishes at risk of pollutants. 

Comment Number E123-157 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Vegetation communities on >8% slopes present reclamation difficulties. Appendix M Maps 
Protection Measure: Reduced initial surface disturbance (i.e. short-term) total to <20 acres per section  Justification:  Comments: 
Could not locate map in appendix 1) 8% slope is arbitrary, not reasonable, would result in project failure, directional drilling not 
technically feasible, issues can be dealt with through mitigation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-144. 

Comment Number E123-158 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: The limited geographic extent of certain vegetation communities and their importance to a variety 
of wildlife species warrant special consideration. Appendix M Maps: Project Area tithe Vegetation Communities  Protection Measure: 
1) Avoid surface disturbances within Aspen,  Juniper woodland, Mahogany, and serviceberry communities.  Justification: Standard 
and Guidelines assessment for Upper Colorado River Basin (BLM 2002) Comments:1) Draft is inconsistent calls for no surface 
occupancy and avoidance, 

Response 
No surface occupancy can only be applied under certain specific circumstances.  Avoidance can be undertaken at the site-specific 
level as needed. 

Comment Number E123-159-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Loss of livestock; disruption of management operations. Protection Measure: 1) Operators shall 
establish and enforce speed limits throughout the project area.  Justification:   Comments: 1) Can only works with project worker on 
speed control, lack of authority, 

Response 
The companies have the power to regulate their workers and contractor's driving speed and safety. 
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Comment Number E123-159-2 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Dust on vegetation and erosion.  Protection Measure:  1) Improve road surface on newly 
constructed or improved local and collector roads with 95% compaction on the road base and non-chlorine dust abatement product 
or suitable alternative treatment each year.  Justification: Comments: 1) What is significance of 95% compaction, is non-chloirne 
suposed to be non-chloride? 

Response 
The significance of 95% compaction is to reduce dust levels from roads.  Non-chlorine dust treatments would reduce the effect of 
dust while not placing sensitive fishes at risk of pollutants. 

Comment Number E123-160 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern:  Disruption of greater sage grouse and Columbian Sharp tailed Grouse nesting & brood rearing 
habitat. Appendix M Maps: Alternative C-- Greater Sage Grouse Protection Measure: 1) Limit initial disturbance (i.e. short-term) 
total to <20 acres per section Justification: Minimum programmatic standards recommended by the Wyoming game and Fish 
Department to sustain wildlife habitats affected by oil and gas development (WAGED 2004)  Comments: 1) Effects majority of 
project, not reasonable, would result in project failure, directional drilling not technically feasible, issues are already addressed with 
timing stipulations. 

Response 
Surface disturbance is not addressed through timing stipulations.  Please refer to our response to comment E123-4-1. 

Comment Number E123-161 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Disturbance of big game crucial winter range. Appendix M Maps: seasonal Pronghorn Antelope, 
Mule Deer and elk ranges (3 maps)  Protection Measure:  1) Limit initial disturbance (i.e. short-term) total to <20 acres per section 
Justification: Minimum programmatic standards recommended by the Wyoming game and Fish Department to sustain wildlife 
habitats affected by oil and gas development (WGFD 2004)  Comments:  1) Effects large portion of project, not reasonable, would 
result in project failure, directional drilling not technically feasible, issues are already addressed with timing stipulations, could use 
other mitigation. 

Response 
BLM agrees other mitigation may be appropriate. Directional drilling is a tool available to the companies when surface resources 
and geology make it feasible.  Significant effects to big game are anticipated under all action alternatives. 

Comment Number E123-162 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Failure to use special mitigations will result in a project that will exceed VRM Class III Management 
Objectives and therefore be out of compliance with Land Use Planning guidance and aboveground facilities will help minimize visual 
impacts. Maximizing facility distance from primary roads will help minimize visual impacts. Using any topographic screening 
available to hide facilities and roads will help minimize visual impacts. Appendix M Maps: Alternative C-- Areas Visible from Main 
Roads in VRM Class III with Slopes <5%  Protection Measure: 2) Maximize pad distance from State, County or BLM roads. 
Justification: VRM BMPs for Fluid Minerals, VRM H-8400-1, Land Use Planning H-1601-1  Comments: Vague, needs to be specific 
setback, will increase surface disturbance with unnecessary roads. 

Response 
This can only be implemented and assessed at the site-specific level. 
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Comment Number E123-163-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Existing road network. Appendix M Maps: Alternative C-- Special Managed Areas Overview 
Protection Measure: 1) Road density within the SMA targeted for less than 3 miles/mile2.  Justification: Standard and Guidelines 
assessment for Upper Colorado River Basin (BLM 2002). These roads are currently known to cause accelerated erosion and 
hydrologic alteration. Upgrading these roads to improve or low-impact design specifications would decrease these impacts while 
allowing vehicular access to lease holdings. Additionally, utilization of appropriate road designs would increase the effectiveness of 
the existing transportation network.  Comments: 1) Too restrictive, project success levels requires 4 mi/mi2 

Response 
Your assertion conflicts with comments submitted by other companies.  Please refer to our response to comment E123-30-7. 

Comment Number E123-163-2 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Existing road network. Appendix M Maps: Alternative C-- Special Managed Areas Overview 
Protection Measure: 2) Where existing road paths do not provide sufficient lease access or are located within highly erosive soils or 
in proximity to sensitive wildlife resources, reclamation of existing roads (either inside or outside the ARPA) would provide for the 
construction of new road paths. Justification: Standard and Guidelines assessment for Upper Colorado River Basin (BLM 2002). 
These roads are currently known to cause accelerated erosion and hydrologic alteration. Upgrading these roads to improve or 
low-impact design specifications would decrease these impacts while allowing vehicular access to lease holdings. Additionally, 
utilization of appropriate road designs would increase the effectiveness of the existing transportation network.  Comments: 2) 
Considered off-site mitigation, agency can not require 

Response 
Off-site mitigation can be proposed by the companies when resource conflicts warrant such a proposal.  The BLM is not able to 
require compensory off-site mitigation. 

Comment Number E123-164 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Wildlife movements Protection Measure:  1) Convert fences to BLM standards or designs (e.g. rail 
top fence) to facilitate big game movement throughout the SMA and in coordination with grazing permittees.  Justification: Standards 
and Guidelines assessment of Upper Colorado River Basin (BLM 2004). Improving big game movement through or across fences 
would help to mitigate the additional stresses of development within the ARPA.  Comments: 1) Considered off-site mitigation which 
can not be required by agency. 

Response 
Off-site mitigation can be proposed by the companies when resource conflicts warrant such a proposal.  The BLM is not able to 
require compensory off-site mitigation. 

Comment Number E123-165 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Limited vegetation communities. Appendix M Maps: Project Area with Vegetation Communities 
Protection Measure:  1) No surface disturbances within Aspen, Mahogany, and Serviceberry communities.  Justification: Standards 
and Guidelines assessment of Upper Colorado River Basin (BLM 2002).  Comments: Standards and Guidelines assessment of 
Upper Colorado River Basin (BLM 2002). 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number E123-166-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern:  Historic trail corridors. Appendix M Maps: Alternative C--Historic Trails and 2-Mile Visibility 
Protection Measure: 1) Brush hog and gravel surface for temporary roads at the drilling phase instead of constructing crowned and 
ditched roads on all locations.  Justification: Wyoming State Protocol - Approved procedures for the implementation of Section 106 
NHPA and 36 CFR 800  Comments:1) Safety is an issue, 

Response 
Safety is always an important issue and must be addressed by operators. 

Comment Number E123-166-2 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Historic trail corridors. Appendix M Maps: Alternative C--Historic Trails and 2-Mile Visibility 
Protection Measure: 2) Begin reclamation at the time most optimal to regenerate the native species. Replace native shrubs to 
decrease visibility.  Justification: Wyoming State Protocol - Approved procedures for the implementation of Section 106 NHPA and 
36 CFR 800  Comments: 2) Wildlife timing stipulations prevent this, 

Response 
Wildlife timing stipulations make this more difficult requiring detailed planning and timing. 

Comment Number E123-166-3 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Historic trail corridors. Appendix M Maps: Alternative C--Historic Trails and 2-Mile Visibility 
Protection Measure: 3) Use existing roads/two tracks if doing so would minimize visibility otherwise construct roads in minimally 
visible areas.  Justification: Wyoming State Protocol - Approved procedures for the implementation of Section 106 NHPA and 36 
CFR 800  Comments: 3) Least visible areas are bottoms with snowdrifts, 

Response 
Balancing resource concerns with siting and transportation issues will be a challenge but should be doable. 

Comment Number E123-166-4 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Historic trail corridors. Appendix M Maps: Alternative C--Historic Trails and 2-Mile Visibility 
Protection Measure:  7) Require multiple well locations per pad in order to decrease visibility.  Justification: Wyoming State Protocol 
Approved procedures for the implementation of Section 106 NHPA and 36 CFR 800  Comments:7) Directional drilling was ruled out 
as technically unfeasible. 

Response 
Directional drilling is a tool available to the companies when surface resources and geology make it feasible.  Please refer to our 
response to comment E123-24-3. 

Comment Number E123-167 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Additionally road development would alter hydrologic conditions that create and maintain key 
habitat features of importance to BLM sensitive fishes (Bower 2005). Given the limited distribution of these fishes, alteration of the 
suitability of habitats within the SMA would likely increase the validity of listing petitions under the Endangered Species Act. 
Appendix M Maps: Alternative C-- Special management areas Overview   Protection Measure:  1) Road density within the SMA 
targeted for less than 3 miles/mile2.  Justification: BLM Wyoming Sensitive Species List (USDI-BLM 2002a), BLM 6840 policy for 
special status species, Range-wide Conservation Agreement for Roundtail Chub, Gila robusta , Bluehead Sucker, Catostomus 
discobolus , and Flannelmouth Sucker, Catostomus latipinnis (UDNR 2004). These roads are currently known to cause accelerated 
erosion and hydrologic alteration. Upgrading these roads to improve or low-impact design specification should decrease these 
impacts while allowing vehicular access to lease holdings. Additionally, utilization of appropriate road designs would increase the 
effectiveness of the existing transportation network.  Comments: 1) Too restrictive, project success levels requires 4 mi/mi2 

Response 
Your assertion conflicts with comments submitted by other companies.  Please refer to our response to comment E123-30-7. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number E123-168-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Slopes>8% within the Upper Muddy Creek  Watershed/Grizzly SMA BOUNDARY FROM 30-M 
DEM. Road construction on steep slopes would exacerbate the alteration of hydrologic conditions that create and maintain key 
habitat features of importance to BLM sensitive fish. Appendix M Maps: Alternative C--Muddy Creek SMA slopes >8%  Protection 
Measure: 1) No surface disturbance  Justification: BLM Wyoming Sensitive Species List (USDI-BLM 2002a), BLM 6840 policy for 
special status species, Range-wide Conservation Agreement for Roundtail Chub, Gila robusta, Bluehead Sucker, Catostomus 
discobolus, and Flannelmouth Sucker, Catostomus latipinnis (UDNR 2004). Improved road designs frequently result in alteration of 
hydrologic conditions. Given the limited feasibility of utilizing low-impact road designs on slopes greater than 8%, these areas will be 
avoided. Comments: 1) 8% slope is abitrary, not reasonable, would result in project failure, 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-168-2 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Slopes>8% within the Upper Muddy Creek Watershed/Grizzly SMA BOUNDARY FROM 30-M 
DEM. Road construction on steep slopes would exacerbate the alteration of hydrologic conditions that create and maintain key 
habitat features of importance to BLM sensitive fish. Appendix M Maps: Alternative C--Muddy Creek SMA slopes >8%  Protection 
Measure: 2) Detailed transportation plan required in order to avoid areas of >8% slope.  Justification: BLM Wyoming Sensitive 
Species List (USDI-BLM 2002a), BLM 6840 policy for special status species, Range-wide Conservation Agreement for Roundtail 
Chub, Gila robusta, Bluehead Sucker, Catostomus discobolus, and Flannelmouth Sucker, Catostomus latipinnis (UDNR 2004). 
Improved road designs frequently result in alteration of hydrologic conditions. Given the limited feasibility of utilizing low-impact road 
designs on slopes greater than 8%, these areas will be avoided.  Comments: 2) Too restrictive 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E123-169 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Chloride deicing agents are toxic to a variety of plants, fish, and other aquatic organisms and tend 
to increase the mobility of chemical elements in soil, such as heavy metals (Amrehein 1992; National Research Council 1991). 
Protection Measure: 1) Use only non-chlorine deicing and dust control agents within the Upper Muddy Creek Watershed/Grizzly 
SMA. Justification: BLM Wyoming Sensitive Species List (USDI-BLM 2002a), BLM 6840 policy for special status species, 
Range-wide Conservation Agreement for Roundtail Chub, Gila robusta , Bluehead Sucker, Catostomus discobolus and 
Flannelmouth Sucker, Catostomus latipinni s (UDNR 2004). Alternative, non-chloride deicing and dust control products are readily 
available. Comments: 1) What is non-chlorine, supposed to be nonchloride? Not opposed to concept. 

Response 
Non-chlorine or non-chloride dust abatement products are desired to avoid adverse impacts to sensitive fishes. 

Comment Number E123-170 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: The limited geographic extent of certain vegetation communities and their importance to a variety 
of wildlife species warrant special consideration.  Protection Measure: 1) No surface disturbances within Aspen,  Juniperwoodland, 
True Mountain Mahogany, and Serviceberry communities.  Justification: Standards and Guidelines assessment for Upper Colorado 
River Basin (BLM 202). Comments: 1) Conflicts with avoidance criteria above, no surface disturbance is not acceptable or 
necessary. 

Response 
The relatively uncommon nature of these vegetation types coupled with their generally small extent should make avoidance possible 
under most conditions. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number E123-171 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: The combination of increased disturbance of big game resulting from development activities and 
existing fragmentation of movement corridors by fences would likely result in increased mortality  Protection Measure:  1) Convert 
fences to BLM standards or designs (e.g. rail top fence) to facilitate big game movement throughout the SMA, and in coordination 
with grazing permittees.  Justification: BMP's Standards and Guidelines assessment for Upper Colorado River Basin (BLM 2003). 
Improvements of big game movement through fences would help to mitigate the additional stresses of development within the 
ARPA. Comments: 1) Considered off-site mitigation which can not be required by agency. 

Response 
Off-site mitigation can be proposed by the companies when resource conflicts warrant such a proposal.  The BLM is not able to 
require compensory off-site mitigation. 

Comment Number E123-172-1 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: There is currently an extensive road network within the SMA including those portions within the 
ARPA. Reducing the density of roads within the area and incorporating appropriate designs when improving existing roads would 
help to reduce disturbance of the unique vegetation community important to big game, greater sage-grouse, and Columbian 
sharp-tailed grouse.  Protection Measure:  1) Net reduction in road density within the SMA to a target of less than 3 miles/mile2. 
Justification: Standards and Guidelines assessment for Upper Colorado River Basin (BLM 202). These roads are currently known to 
cause accelerated erosion of active dune complexes and associated disturbance of rare plant communities. Creation of new road 
paths would increase the potential for loss of rare vegetation communities through wind erosion of active dune complexes. The use 
of existing roads and appropriate designs for road improvement would allow for rapid vegetation and limit the disturbance of rear 
plant communities. Additionally, utilization of appropriate road designs would increase the effectiveness of the existing transportation 
network.  Comments: 1) Too restrictive, project success levels requires 4 mi/mi2 

Response 
Your assertion conflicts with comments submitted by other companies.  Please refer to our response to comment E123-30-7. 

Comment Number E123-172-2 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: There is currently an extensive road network within the SMA including those portions within the 
ARPA. Reducing the density of roads within the area and incorporating appropriate designs when improving existing roads would 
help to reduce disturbance of the unique vegetation community important to big game, greater sage-grouse, and Columbian 
sharp-tailed grouse.  Protection Measure:  3) Where existing road paths do not provide sufficient lease access or are located within 
sensitive vegetation, highly erosive soils, or in proximity to sensitive wildlife resources, reclamation of existing roads (either inside or 
outside the ARPA) would provide for the construction of new roads paths.  Justification: Standards and Guidelines assessment for 
Upper Colorado River Basin (BLM 202). These roads are currently known to cause accelerated erosion of active dune complexes 
and associated disturbance of rare plant communities. Creation of new road paths would increase the potential for loss of rare 
vegetation communities through wind erosion of active dune complexes. The use of existing roads and appropriate designs for road 
improvement would allow for rapid vegetation and limit the disturbance of rear plant communities. Additionally, utilization of 
appropriate road designs would increase the effectiveness of the existing transportation network.  Comments:3) Considered off-site 
mitigation which can not be required by agency. 

Response 
Off-site mitigation can be proposed by the companies when resource conflicts warrant such a proposal.  The BLM is not able to 
require compensory off-site mitigation. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number E123-172-3 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: There is currently an extensive road network within the SMA including those portions within the 
ARPA. Reducing the density of roads within the area and incorporating appropriate designs when improving existing roads would 
help to reduce disturbance of the unique vegetation community important to big game, greater sage-grouse, and Columbian 
sharp-tailed grouse.  Protection Measure:  4) Improvement of existing roads or construction of new roads would be designed to 
minimize alteration of sensitive vegetation communities.  Justification: Standards and Guidelines assessment for Upper Colorado 
River Basin (BLM 202). These roads are currently known to cause accelerated erosion of active dune complexes and associated 
disturbance of rare plant communities. Creation of new road paths would increase the potential for loss of rare vegetation 
communities through wind erosion of active dune complexes. The use of existing roads and appropriate designs for road 
improvement would allow for rapid vegetation and limit the disturbance of rear plant communities. Additionally, utilization of 
appropriate road designs would increase the effectiveness of the existing transportation network.  Comments: 4) Effect will be to add 
unnecessary roads, 

Response 
The BLM does not anticipate requiring any unnecessary roads.  This will be addressed at the site-specific level. 

Comment Number E123-173 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern: Chloride deicing agents are toxic to a variety of plants, fish, and other aquatic organisms and tend 
to increase the mobility of chemical elements in soil, such as heavy metals (Amrehein 1992; National Research Council 1991). 
Protection Measure: 1) Use only non-chlorine deicing and dust control agents within the Sand Hills SMA.  Justification: To protect 
the Silver Sagebrush/bitterbrush community.  Alternative, non-chloride deicing and dust control products are readily available. 
Comments: 1) What is non-chlorine, supposed to be nonchloride? Not opposed to concept. 

Response 
Non-chlorine or non-chloride dust abatement products are desired to avoid adverse impacts to sensitive fishes. 

Comment Number E123-174 

Comment 
Data Source Resource Concern:  The combination of increased disturbance of big game resulting from development activities and 
existing fragmentation of movement corridors by fences would likely result in increased mortality  Protection Measure:  1) Convert 
fences to BLM standards or designs (e.g. rail top fence) to facilitate big game movement throughout the SMA, and in coordination 
with grazing permittees.  Justification: Standards and Guidelines assessment for Upper Colorado River Basin (BLM 2002). 
Improvement of big game movement through fence crossing would help to mitigate the additional stresses of development within the 
ARPA. Comments: 1) Considered off-site mitigation which can not be required by agency. 

Response 
Off-site mitigation can be proposed by the companies when resource conflicts warrant such a proposal.  The BLM is not able to 
require compensory off-site mitigation. 

Comment Number E124-1 

Comment 
There is not discussion on what monitoring protocols, activities, or requirements will be required by the gas companies to monitor 
the impacts to the receiving formation for reinjected waters. Companies should be required to drill monitoring wells into the 
formations they are reinjecting into to assess impacts to quantity, pressure, movement. and quality of the receiving aquifer 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 466-3. 

Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project Final EIS  Page O-372 



Appendix O. BLM Responses to Comments 

Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number E124-2-1 

Comment 
Reclamations Standards are not stringent enough. If reclamation is not done and successful within a specified time (2 years) frame 
no more surface damage should be allowed (APD’s) should be with held until reclamation is completed on existing and new wells. 

Response 
A revised Reclamation Plan is provided in appendix B of the final EIS.  This plan includes sections discussing, among other details, 
performance standards and reclamation success monitoring. 

Comment Number E124-2-2 

Comment 
Also in the reclamation standard it should be include soil amendments to modify or condition the soil to improve reclamation 
success. Amendments could include gypsum, sulfur, manure or other sources of organic matter, tackifiers, flocculants, and 
fertilizers. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Also please refer to our response to comment E124-2-1. 

Comment Number E124-2-3 

Comment 
It should also be required that to the maximum extent possible that companies are required to salvage desirable forbs and shrubs 
through spading on newly constructed location and transplanting them onto areas recently reclaimed. This has been done on coal 
mine reclamation across the west. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Also please refer to our response to comment E124-2-1. 

Comment Number E124-2-4 

Comment 
All locations and ancillary facilities should be temporarily fenced until reclamation is successful. 

Response 
Please refer to the Reclamation Plan in appendix B for a discussion of grazing management in the context of reclamation. 

Comment Number E124-2-5 

Comment 
To facilitate reclamation supplemental water through temporary irrigation should be required to ensure reclamation success in a 
timely fashion. This is already being done on BLM lands in the Jonah Field. 

Response 
As discussed in the Reclamation Plan, the BLM anticipates requiring that reclamation meet specific performance standards.  If the 
proponents determine that the use of temporary irrigation would facilitate the attainment of the performance standards, this is an 
approach they can choose to implement. 

Comment Number E124-3-1 

Comment 
Seasonal stipulation on occupancy and activities should be enforced and mandatory in order to not disrupt existing areas of critical 
use. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 666-2-8. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number E124-3-2 

Comment 
Upland waters in areas where none exist today should be required to mitigate the affects of lost forage thereby providing access to 
livestock to areas that are currently under utilized. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 466-1-1. 

Comment Number E124-3-3 

Comment 
Ag operators who incur increased death and production losses should be financially compensated by the companies not only for the 
value of the animal but also the entire cost incurred for replacement. Private or state AUM’s should be purchased by the operators 
to provide forage and habitat for operators during the heaviest impacts associated with development. Non-use associated with field 
development by permittee’s should be compensated by the operators. 

Response
Proponents are responsible for financial compensation to livestock operators for damages or losses due to their activities. 

Comment Number E124-3-4 

Comment 
We suggest that project proponents establish a mitigation fund of $5,000,000 held in escrow, with a third party overseeing the 
administration of funds for the life of the project to directly make payments to ag-operators for substantiated direct loss of livestock 
and production, compensate them for the lost use of their private property and facilities and property on federal lands, and conduct 
range improvements on fee and federal lands to mitigate the impacts of the gas development. 

Response 
Thank you for your suggestion.  Also please refer to our response to comment E124-3-3. 

Comment Number E124-4 

Comment 
Page 3-30 Average annual run-off data should be correct to that used in the Green River Basin Water Plan, WWDC. February 
2001. The period of record for USGS gauging station was not only used but was incorporated into modeling flows that give a much 
better estimate of flow for the Little Snake, Muddy Creek, and Savery Creek. It also predicts flows for normal, average, and above 
average run-off years. Also the period of record listed for USGS gauging station near Baggs on Muddy Creek needs to be corrected 
(Typo) 

Response 
The source for the data presented in table 3-13 is the USGS (2005); therefore, BLM believes the data is adequate to support the 
analysis in the EIS.  The period of record for the Muddy Creek gauging station near Baggs has been corrected. 

Comment Number E124-5 

Comment 
Page 3-33 It states that “three native warm water fish species listed as BLM sensitive species and co-exist in portions of both upper 
and lower Muddy Creek” This statement is misleading and erroneous. Bluehead suckers have not be found to exist to any extent 
other than one fish in all of lower Muddy Creek (Beatty 2005) Further more habitat features to support blueheads are almost 
nonexistent and water temperatures required for spawning of blueheads when flows exist do not occur on lower Muddy Creek 
(Beatty 2005). This statement is misleading and false. 

Response 
Beatty (2005) defined lower Muddy Creek as the segment occurring downstream of the headcut stabilization structure which occurs 
above the wetland complex.  Bluhead sucker have been observed in portions of lower Muddy Creek.  It is also important to note 
that Beatty (2005) did not conduct a census and his documentation of a bluehead sucker suggests a likely occurrence of more 
bluhead suckers in lower Muddy Creek. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number E124-6 

Comment 
Pg 3-46 First paragraph. “Additional watershed improvement projects have been coordinated by WGFD”. This statement is 
incorrect. It should read Additional habitat improvement projects have occurred in the watershed. If this statement is not correct I 
suggest that you list in the citation section where copies of the WGFD watershed projects can be obtained and examined. 15 years 
of working with the WGFD on Muddy Creek and we have yet to see a watershed project improvement plan! 

Response 
This sentence has been deleted in the Final EIS. 

Comment Number E124-7 

Comment 
Pg 3-84 Citation (WGFD 2004) second paragraph section 3.8.2.3 is not in the list of citation. 

Response 
This text has been revised in the final EIS and no longer includes the citation in your comment. 

Comment Number E124-8 

Comment 
Pg 3-85 The last sentence in the last paragraph of section 3.8.2.3 should be stricken. Sentence starting with “Thus, 
ephemeral……..”, and replaced with “However, in studies conducted by Beatty 2005, no native warm water fish were observed to 
move into ephemeral drainages in lower Muddy Creek 

Response 
The potential for sensitive fish species to use ephemeral drainages exists.  No existing data is available at this time. 

Comment Number E124-9 

Comment 
Also the statement that blue head suckers were found downstream of the ARPA is incorrect it should read one bluehead was found 
downstream of the ARPA (Beatty 2005). 

Response 
Bluehead suckers were found downstream and within the ARPA in Muddy Creek.  The majority of blueheads documented in lower 
Muddy Creek were located between the Muddy Creek wetlands and Weber headcut structure.  

Comment Number E124-10 

Comment 
Pg (3-84) – (3-86) The whole section on 3.8.2.3 needs to be reworked. It is a gross miss justice to exaggerate the data, misquote 
the literature, and fabricate information about these species in Muddy Creek. It does not lend to the credibility of this document or 
the work by the BLM to protect these species when the information present here is inaccurate. There is entirely too much internal 
bias by specialist that not only do the studies but write this section without careful scrutiny by the BLM. While we commend the 
efforts of the staff and BLM to protect these species. It does not do the species any good and only alienates potential partners and 
the public when this EIS clearly takes liberties with both the data and literature in trying to afford protection for these species. 

Response 
The BLM believes its disclosure and citations are correct in section 3.8.2.3. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number E124-11-1 

Comment 
Numerous place in the EIS from the executive summary and all pertinent section the document uses the term “excessive salt soils” 
there is no definition of “excessive salt soils” in the glossary. Further more this terminology is not accepted within the scientific 
community when describing soils laden with salt. 

Response 
The classification arises from standard Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) classifications. 

Comment Number E124-11-2 

Comment 
Soils should either be classified as “saline, saline-alkali, or nonsline-alkali soils’. Each of the three categories has numeric values to 
describe these soils including the use of electrical conductivity (EC), pH, and Exchangeable Sodium. 

Response 
The classification system used by BLM does not contain the classification categories for topsoil that you refer to in your comment. 

Comment Number E124-11-3 

Comment 
Consequently, we strongly believe that BLM has mischaracterized the area as having saline soils when in fact the majority of the 
soils listed as “excess salt soils” are in fact “nonsaline-alkali soils” consistent with those soils described in the USDA Handbook #60. 

Response 
The BLM has combined categories in some cases for simplicity and clarity. 

Comment Number E124-11-4 

Comment 
If in fact our assumption are wrong we strongly suggest that soils sampling data from a reputable soils testing laboratory data is 
shown in the appendix that uses the appropriate nomenclature in describing soils, EC, pH, and exchangeable sodium to show that 
in fact the soils are saline and not nonsaline-alkali, or saline-alkali soils. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E124-11-1. 

Comment Number E124-12-1 

Comment 
When in fact most of the soils are nonsaline-alkali soils what will happen is an increase in the SAR values in the water column with a 
much less increases in EC. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E124-12-2. 

Comment Number E124-12-2 

Comment 
While the EC of all sampling dates over five years never exceeded state surface water quality standards the SAR on numerous 
sampling dates exceed the state standard for irrigation water. 

Response 
Under the Proposed Action and under all alternatives the produced water from the project would be injected.  Only the offset 
described in 4.4.3.1 under the heading "Surface Water Quality Impacts from Salinity Offsets" are analyzed under this document. 
SAR values at the point of discharge are likely to be immaterial to irrigation use if the conveyance process results in significant 
changes to SAR, which is likely.  Impacts to irrigation from project waters are therefore beyond the scope of this analysis. 
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Table O-2. Substantive Comments and BLM Responses. 

Comment Number E124-12-3 

Comment 
Both the SAR and pH in the water column are indicative of the soil stratum which the water percolates and filters through to pick up 
these constituents. Again this would indicate that while there is some salt in the soils it is not in sufficient volume for the soils to be 
considered saline. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E124-11-1. 

Comment Number E124-12-4 

Comment 
We strongly suggest that you reevaluate the use of the terminology “excessive salt soils” and use scientifically accepted 
nomenclature. In addition, we suggest publishing in the appendix laboratory results of soil sample taken in the project area that 
show the EC, pH, and exchangeable sodium levels to corroborate any use of the appropriate nomenclature when describing these 
soils. 

Response 
This term comes from the NRCS classification system that was used to map the ARPA and allows for the grouping of soils that have 
“excessive salts” concerns whether saline or sodic.  The BLM used this data to estimate areas with increased reclamation 
difficulties, which is appropriate for this data. 

Comment Number E124-13-1 

Comment 
Page 3-56 second sentence inaccurately states that the “Under the direction of the NRCS, water quality sampling and analysis has 
been conducted on many of the flowing wells”.  This Should Read LSRCD instead of NRCS. 

Response 
This sentence has been deleted from the Final EIS. 

Comment Number E124-13-2 

Comment 
Also please find attached water quality analysis from the artesian wells in the ARPA. I have also included a copy of water quality 
analysis from the Cow Creek pod 1x-12 well for comparison. As you can see the water quality signatures from the flowing artesian 
wells and that of the producing CBM well are very similar suggesting that the flowing artesian wells in the ARPA are coming from the 
coal seems. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E124-13-1. 

Comment Number E124-13-3 

Comment 
One of the most problematic concerns associated with the model is that it assumes that that the reason that these wells are flowing 
is because the formation are under hydrostatic pressure from the water in the formation rather than flow as a result of the gas 
pressure. All of these artesian wells are also producing gas. Therefore it is questionable that once the gas is removed if the wells 
are gas or hydraulically driven. 

Response
Response pending. 
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Comment Number E124-13-4 

Comment 
We suggest that language be included to specify that if these water source disappear that the project proponents (gas companies) 
are require to drill and equip (power, pumps and other necessary infrastructure) other wells in the vicinity to mitigate the impacts of 
their activities. The other alternative that should be considered is to not allow any CBM wells drilled within ½ mile radius of existing 
artesian wells so as not to create a cone of depression (draw downs around the existing artesian wells. 

Response 
Response pending. 

Comment Number E124-14-1 

Comment 
Included with this comment letter is a CD that list the location and type of water quality monitoring station that the LSRCD operates 
and maintains in the area pursuant to this CWA project. Please include these as sites in appendix M-16. 

Response 
Response pending. 

Comment Number E124-14-2 

Comment 
Also please correct the sites to the appropriate agency that operates and maintains these sites. In several places it list the BLM 
where in fact it is the LSRCD who owns, operates, and maintains equipment and data collection at these site. Specifically the 
stations at Dad, and Reach 3 on Muddy Creek. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E124-14-1. 

Comment Number E125-1 

Comment 
First, I must express my concern that the BLM has failed to produce an environmental impact statement that meets even the most 
basic requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act; nor does the document provide the reader with the most basic 
information required to make an informed decision about the proposed actions and alternatives. This flaw is simply stated: you don’t 
tell the reader where the wells are to be located or where other proposed activities will take place. 

Response 
The Draft EIS does not give site specific locations for the wellpads from which natural gas wells will be drilled.  It is the intention of 
the EIS process to generate a description of the likely impacts of development in the project area and a comprehensive suite of 
mitigations that may be used.  As the project develops, BLM personnel will evaluate wellpad locations on a case-by-case basis, 
using individual mitigations that are appropriate for specific locations. 

Comment Number E125-2 

Comment 
Second, I strongly urge BLM to protect the Wild Cow Creek proposed wilderness from any ground disturbing activities. Citizens have 
taken it upon themselves to intensively inventory this area because BLM’s wilderness inventory was grossly inadequate. Citizens 
found a wonderful place in Wild Cow Creek that meets the full requirements of wilderness, provides outstanding quite recreation 
opportunities, and fully deserves complete protection. 

Response 
BLM's wilderness inventory in this area indicated that it did not possess the wilderness characteristics necessary for designation as 
a Wilderness Study Area.  It is BLM's intention that the final decision regarding development of the Atlantic Rim natural gas resource 
will include protections for fish and wildlife, recreation, scenic and all other values found in the project area. 
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Comment Number E125-3 

Comment 
Furthermore, it is blatantly illegal for BLM to approve any coalbed methane development prior to completion of a legally adequate 
Resource Management Plan for the area. CBM was neither contemplated nor were its unique impacts analyzed in the original RMP. 

Response 
Previous land management plans in the BLM Rawlins Field Office assessed the impacts of a broad spectrum of BLM management 
activities and potential resource development proposals.  In the process, protections for human and natural resource values found in 
the area were developed in the form of oil and gas lease stipulations and Conditions of Approval to be placed on natural gas 
development proposals.  These tools have proven to be sufficient for the management of oil and gas development in the Rawlins 
Field Office. 

Comment Number E126-1-1 

Comment 
The draft environmental impact statement does not, as required by NEPA, “…provide full and fair discussion of significant 
environmental impacts and [ ] inform the decision makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives…” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1. Not 
only does the document fail to present a “full and fair” discussion of the impacts, the two alternatives analyzed by BLM fail to meet 
the requirements of NEPA and its implementing regulations. The applicable regulations require BLM to “rigorously explore and 
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-4-1. 

Comment Number E126-1-2 

Comment 
In addition to this regulatory requirement, under applicable case law, BLM must consider alternatives that accomplish the intended 
purpose of the proposed action and are technically and economically feasible. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-4-2. 

Comment Number E126-1-3 

Comment 
In this DEIS BLM has analyzed two alternatives to the proposed action and the no action alternative. The two alternatives analyzed 
are a phased drilling alternative (Alternative B) and what BLM has termed a “spatial alternative” (Alternative C) which is little more 
than a compilation of mitigation measures. However, both of these alternatives fail to meet the requirements of NEPA. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-4-4. 

Comment Number E126-2-1 

Comment 
Although Alternative B may be technically feasible, it is questionable as to whether it is economically feasible, and BLM’s analysis 
fails to analyze this issue. More importantly, I question whether BLM has the authority to suspend the subject leases for such 
lengthy periods, at least without potentially raising a takings claim or a breach of contract claim. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-5-1. 
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Comment Number E126-2-2 

Comment 
Alternative B is not reasonable in that a key term for this alternative is not defined or analyzed in the document. Specifically, 
operators will not be allowed to move from one phase to the next until the completion of interim reclamation; however, this term is 
not defined in the document. Appendix B contains the reclamation plan for the Project, and it defines Short-Term (Temporary) 
Reclamation and Long-Term (Final) Reclamation, but it does not define interim reclamation. Appendix B at B-3. In the absence of a 
definition for this key term, the document lacks a thorough discussion of the potential impacts relative to this alternative. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-5-2. 

Comment Number E126-3 

Comment 
BLM has failed to address the fact that the Proposed Action is a phased approach. The operators proposed drilling approximately 
200 wells per year. The wells could be drilled in essentially a concentric pattern over time developing around cluster drilling during 
the interim drilling program. Moreover, drilling would be naturally phased given both the standard mitigation measures that would be 
applied to the project and the availability of sufficient drill rigs and attendant equipment. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-6. 

Comment Number E126-4 

Comment 
Alternative C in reality is equivalent to the No Action alternative. It would likely reduce those wells that could be drilled by as much 
as 50% given that it would impose 160-acre well spacing across 95% of the study area. This, combined with the fact that reservoir 
characteristics identified to date from exploratory drilling demonstrate that development under this scenario would be uneconomic 
renders Alternative C the functional equivalent of the No Action alternative. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-1. 

Comment Number E126-5-1 

Comment 
Additionally, Alternative C is neither technically or economically feasible. Under this alternative, BLM would impose 160 acre 
spacing across the ninety-five percent of the project area, despite the fact that the BLM’s own Reservoir Management Group (RMG) 
prepared a memorandum analyzing the economic and technical viability of 160 acre spacing and concluded that it would not be 
technologically viable given the resource being developed nor would it be economically viable (June 16, 2005). The RMG concludes 
that: “160-acre well spacing for [coalbed natural gas] development in the Atlantic Rim Area (AR Area) is possible only under very 
special geologic conditions. As a general rule, existing production data suggests that 80-acre well spacing is the best standard well 
spacing. It is the local geologic setting that must be considered.” The DEIS remarkably does not discuss the RMG’s conclusions with 
respect to 160 acre spacing, although BLM does cite the memorandum to support its elimination of directional drilling as an 
analyzed alternative. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-2. 

Comment Number E126-5-2 

Comment 
In addition, information gathered by the operators from wells drilled during the pendency of the EIS demonstrates that 160 acre 
spacing does not allow for the production of the gas reserves. Anadarko tested the viability of 160 acre spacing at both the Blue Sky 
and Red Rim Pods. Neither of these pilot operations produced measurable amounts of gas. When compared with the results from 
both the Sun Dog and Doty Mountain Pods, both of which were drilled on 80 acre spacing, the results are clear. The graph attached 
to these comments as Exhibit A depicts the production differential between 80 acre spacing and 160 acre spacing. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-3. 
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Comment Number E126-6 

Comment 
Recommendation: Anadarko MUST be allowed to develop the Atlantic Rim Coalbed Natural Gas Development on 80 acre spacing. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 416-1-1. 

Comment Number E126-7 

Comment 
BLM’s analysis of Alternative C does not take into account the directives of the Great Divide Resource Management Plan (Great 
Divide RMP) which provides as follows: In cases where federal oil and gas leases are or have been issued (1) without stipulated 
restrictions or requirements that are later found to be necessary; or (2) with stipulated restrictions or requirements that are later 
found to be insufficient, the needed restrictions or requirements may be included in approving subsequent exploration and 
development activities. These restrictions or requirements may only be included as reasonable measures or as conditions of 
approval (COA) in the authorizing applications for permits to drill (APD), sundry notices, or plans of development (POD).  Again, 
BLM has failed in this document to provide any discussion regarding the reasonableness of the measures listed in Alternative C. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-4. 

Comment Number E126-8-1 

Comment 
Both Alternatives B and C fail to accomplish the intend purpose of the proposed action. The purpose and needs section states that 
the purpose of the “…proposal is to drill for, remove and sell natural gas resources.” Neither Alternative B nor Alternative C meets 
this objective. Although Anadarko would be able to drill under the phased alternative, it is questionable as to whether Anadarko 
would ultimately be able to remove and sell the natural gas given the technical and economic constraints of phased drilling. The 
spatial alternative, if all of the listed measures are implemented as it appears they would be from this draft, would so severely limit 
the available acreage, it is uncertain whether Anadarko would even be able to drill, let alone remove and sell the natural gas. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-5. 

Comment Number E126-8-2 

Comment 
Moreover, should BLM finally issue a record of decision (ROD) adopting its preferred alternative, the project would likely be 
rendered uneconomic by the combination of phased drilling and imposition of all of the measures enumerated in Alternative C. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-7-6. 

Comment Number E126-9-1 

Comment 
There are several other general issues with respect to both alternatives. For Alternative B, the DEIS, as currently drafted, is lacking 
in the following respects: 1) BLM has failed to account for the economic impact on lessees both from the perspective that some of 
the subject leases could be suspended for over fourteen years and that those with interests in the second and third phases will be 
deprived of revenues for seven to fourteen years; 2) BLM has failed to address the potential economic impact to the federal 
government both from the perspective of a loss of revenues and from potential liability for takings claims; and, 3) BLM has failed to 
address the issue of correlative rights both from the perspective of adjacent landowners and drainage of federal resources. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-8-1. 
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Comment Number E126-9-2 

Comment 
For Alternative C, BLM has failed to address its authority to impose non-surface occupancy (NSO) in the absence of a stipulation in 
the lease designating all or a portion of the lease as an area of NSO in a number of places. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-8-2. 

Comment Number E126-10 

Comment 
Despite the fact that the stated purpose of this project is to drill for, extract, remove and market gas products, the document lacks an 
analysis the amount of gas that will be generated by the development, and the magnitude of this production in terms of how many 
homes could be heated and for how long. Nor is there any analysis that compares how these figures would be affected by each 
alternative. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-9. 

Comment Number E126-11 

Comment 
In describing the parameters of Alternative C, BLM states: “Development for natural gas would occur as in the proposed action.” 
DEIS at S-3. Given the number and scope of measures provided in this alternative, development would not occur as in the 
Proposed Action. Notably, the proposed action contemplates development of the project area on the basis of 80-acre spacing. As 
noted above, and elsewhere in these comments, under Alternative C, BLM would impose 160-acre spacing across most of the 
project area. In addition, many of the proposed protection measures identified for this alternative cover significant portions of the 
project area thereby severely restricting drilling opportunities. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-14-1. 

Comment Number E126-12-1 

Comment 
Recommendation: Because Alternative C is not truly and alternative and fails to meet the requirements of NEPA, this alternative 
should be eliminated from the analysis. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-14-2. 

Comment Number E126-12-2 

Comment 
BLM should analyze these mitigation measures in the context of whether the science supports their imposition, are technically and 
economically feasible and are the least restrictive necessary. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-14-4. 

Comment Number E126-12-3 

Comment 
If BLM retains the alternative as drafted, BLM should include a discussion of the mitigation measures in light of both the existing 
lease terms and the necessity of the measures to address unnecessary and undue degradation. As BLM itself has recognized this 
standard incorporates an understanding that a certain amount of disturbance would constitute necessary and due degradation. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-14-5. 
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Comment Number E126-13 

Comment 
BLM also asserts, in its description of Alternative C that “These types of areas are unique enough to require additional protective 
measures beyond what is already provided ...” This subjective conclusion is unsupported by any of the analysis in the DEIS. Many 
of the areas in which BLM proposes to apply “development protection measures” (DMPs) based on the asserted “unique nature” of 
the area are in fact no different than other areas in the Rocky Mountain states where best management practices (BMPs), condition 
of approval (COAs), and lease stipulations have proven effective in protecting sensitive resources. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-14-6. 

Comment Number E126-14-1 

Comment 
Recommendation: As noted above, I believe BLM should eliminate Alternative C as an alternative in the final document. If the 
alternative remains in the document, BLM should provide support, with citations to appropriate scientific documents, substantiating 
its assertion that the resources in this area are so unique as to require protection above and beyond the standard measures. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-14-7. 

Comment Number E126-14-2 

Comment 
Further, BLM must fully document in its analysis why standard BMPs, COAs and lease stipulations fail to protect such resources. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 607-14-8. 

Comment Number E127-1-1 

Comment 
According to the notice of availability published in the Federal Register last December 12, it was indicated that BLM analyzed four 
alternatives: the proposed action, no action, phased development and special protection of sensitive resource values. This notice 
identified Alternative B, phased development, as the preferred alternative. However, according to the DEIS, BLM selected a 
combination of Alternatives B and C as the Preferred Alternative. While a discussion of Alternatives B and C is provided, no specific 
combination is identified in the DEIS. Therefore, it is impossible to discern which parts of Alternative B and which parts of 
Alternative C have been selected. 

Response 
On January 11, 2006 a correction notice was published in the Federal Register which stated in part: 

"The correct information is as follows:  The Atlantic Rim DEIS analyzed four alternatives in detail: 
1. The Proposed Action Alternative; 
2. Alternative A, the No Action Alternative, which means the project as proposed would be rejected by the BLM; 
3. Alternative B--Phased development; and, 
4. Alternative C--Special protection of sensitive of sensitive resources. 

The agency's preferred alternative is a combination of Alternatives B and C.'” 
The agency's stated preferred alternative is a combination of Alternatives B and C.  However for the final EIS Alternative B has been 
moved to "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study" based on comments received on the Draft EIS.  While the 
agency has expressed a preference, it has not made a decision at this time. 

Comment Number E127-1-2 

Comment 
Clearly, there is no analysis that discloses the impact a combined alternative would have on the proposed action. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E127-1-1. 
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Comment Number E127-1-3 

Comment 
Moreover, BLM failed to ensure that the alternatives meet the objectives of the proposed action and that they are technically and 
economically feasible. 

Response 
The alternatives are consistent with the purpose and need for action as detailed in chapter 1 "Purpose and Need for Action". 

Comment Number E127-2 

Comment 
Due to this glaring lack of information, one might assume that BLM is selecting both alternatives in their entirety as the Preferred 
Alternative. This is an unconscionable approach because each Alternative has its own management design, both of which are 
equally onerous, but when combined would render the proposed project completely infeasible. These alternatives appear to be 
extremely biased against the proposed action; and adequate justification to support their selection, either separately or combined, is 
missing from the analysis. 

Response 
The final EIS contains a revised preferred alternative and a new alternative (Alternative D) for consideration by the Deciding Official 
in the development of a Record of Decision for the project.  In addition, Alternative B has been placed into the category “Alternatives 
Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study” in the final EIS. 

Comment Number E127-3-1 

Comment 
Specifically, we are concerned that the resulting restrictions imposed by combining Alternatives B and C are in conflict with the 1624 
Planning Handbook, Chapter III, Part A (7)(d)(1) and Part C (2)(h), "the least restrictive stipulation that effectively accomplished the 
resource objectives or uses for a given alternative should be used." The handbook also indicates that it is necessary to demonstrate 
that less restrictive measures were considered but found insufficient to protect the resources identified. 

Response 
This type of activity is appropriate at the site-specific stage of development where mitigation and best management practices can be 
proposed and evaluated based on the specific conditions that exist.  Please refer to our response to comment 606-2. 

Comment Number E127-3-2 

Comment 
A statement that there are conflicting resource values or uses does not justify the application of restrictions. Discussion of the 
specific requirements of a resource to be safeguarded, along with a discussion of the perceived conflicts between it and oil and gas 
activities must be provided. Clearly, an examination of less restrictive measures must be a fundamental element of a balanced 
analysis and documented accordingly in the draft EIS. 

Response 
Providing specific mitigation and best management practices in response to conflicts can only be meaningfully applied at the 
site-specific level where identified conflicts must be resolved.  Please refer to our response to comment E127-3-1. 

Comment Number E127-4 

Comment 
The DEIS claims that Alternative B provides for the same number and spacing of wells as in the proposed action. The entire project 
area would be developed over the course of 20 years; however, the drilling and development would occur in three phases. This 
approach would purportedly allow animals to have safe zones and would allow operators to have better planning. Unfortunately, we 
have found no supporting scientific data in the DEIS to justify this approach. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comments 606-2 and 682-17-1. 
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Comment Number E127-5-1 

Comment 
It would seem BLM believes that once a record of decision is approved that industry will move in and drill all 2,000 wells at once. 
This is a fallacy. Industry bases its decisions on where to drill based upon a host of factors, such as timing limitations, rig availability 
and ancillary needs. It is literally impossible to drill all the wells at the same time. Therefore, it is unwarranted for BLM to impose 
arbitrary and capricious conditions on when and where this development should occur. 

Response 
BLM is unable to identify text that would give the impression all 2,000 wells would be drilled at once.  Table 2-1 "Proposed Action 
Annual Drilling Assumptions by Well Type" details the build out rate by number of wells that is proposed. 

Comment Number E127-6 

Comment 
Moreover, phased development violates valid existing lease rights. The regulations authorize the lessee to use as much of the 
leased land as is necessary to drill for, extract and remove the oil and gas subject to stipulations attached to the lease and 
reasonable measures to protect other resources which are not inconsistent with the lease rights granted. 43 C.F.R. §3101.1-2. It 
must be noted that we object to the use of lease suspensions to accommodate BLM’s plan for phased development. 

Response 
Alternative B has been moved to the category "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated From Further Study". 

Comment Number E127-7-1 

Comment 
Alternative C, by itself, is not viable because it requires 160-acre spacing over 95 percent of the study area. This condition fails to 
appreciate the technical requirements clearly outlined by industry which demonstrated that 80-acre spacing is needed to 
economically recover the resource. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-4-1. 

Comment Number E127-7-2 

Comment 
As such, this alternative ignores the technical limitations of the proposed spacing and fails to acknowledge its severe economic 
limitations. It is incumbent upon BLM to revise the components of this alternative to ensure it does not result in excessive loss of 
production. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E123-4-1. 

Comment Number E128A-1-1 

Comment 
The DEIS calls for reinjection, but it is widely believed that adequate aquifers to receive this water do not exist in the Atlantic Rim 
area. 

Response 
BLM has been assured by the proponents that adequate aquifer capacity exists. 
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Comment Number E128A-1-2 

Comment 
In addition, water is a precious resource, and should not be forever put out of reach for future use. Managed beneficial uses must be 
allowed, both for the good of the landscape and for mitigation. This water must be cleaned so that it is in compliance with the 
Colorado River Compact. 

Response 
Surface discharge of water was considered but not carried forward for detailed analysis.  A discussion of the reasoning behind that 
decision can be found in chapter 2, "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study." 

Comment Number E128A-1-3 

Comment 
It is expected that the dewatering of CBM formations will result in the loss of existing artesian wells. Many of these artesian wells 
have been in place for decades, and livestock and wildlife have come to depend upon them. If these wells are lost, the operating 
energy companies must be required to provide other water sources that are reliable and long-lasting. 

Response 
Surface water effects anticipated under all alternatives can be found in detail in chapter 4, section 4.4 "Water Resources", 
particularly in section 4.4.3.  Please refer to our response to comment E124-13-4. 

Comment Number E128A-2-1 

Comment 
A covering of dust makes forage virtually unusable for a 1/4 mile perimeter of the many roads which exist, are being built, or are 
planned in the area. The dust alone reduces forage available for livestock and wildlife. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion.  Discussion of this effect can be found in chapter 4, particularly section 4.6, "Rangeland Resources". 

Comment Number E128A-2-2 

Comment 
The operators must be required to keep the roads watered in order to reduce or eliminate this hazard. 

Response 
BLM agrees that this action is required. 

Comment Number E128A-2-3 

Comment 
If forage suffers as a result of dust, operators should financially compensate livestock operators for this loss. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E128A-3-1 

Comment 
These weeds must be sprayed and reseeding must be done in a timely manner, and a manner which will coincide with the growing 
season. 

Response 
BLM has prepared a new Reclamation Plan (appendix B) for the final EIS to address this concern. 
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Comment Number E128A-3-2 

Comment 
Any loss of forage due to weed invasion in impacted areas should be paid to livestock operators who suffer such loss. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number E128A-4-1 

Comment 
Speed limits need to be established, posted and enforced. 

Response 
BLM anticipates that enforcement of speed limits will occur by the companies advising and disciplining their employees as needed 
to comply with speed limits. 

Comment Number E128A-4-2 

Comment 
When new road-building crosses existing two-track roads, exits need to be built so that those two-track roads can be accessed with 
a pickup and horsetrailer or sheepwagon. 

Response 
BLM's road building standards are consistent with this need. 

Comment Number E128A-4-3 

Comment 
Culverts need to be put in and kept operational where they are needed. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 

Comment Number E128A-5-1 

Comment 
Seasonal livestock operations in the area need to be protected. This particularly demands consideration during lambing and calving 
seasons, when it is critical that mothers bonding with their young not be interfered with. 

Response 
Consultation and coordination between livestock operators and ARPA gas developers will be necessary to avoid and/or limit 
adverse impacts upon both groups. 

Comment Number E128A-5-2 

Comment 
Livestock trailing should also be respected by the energy operating companies. 

Response 
BLM agrees with this assertion. 
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Comment Number E128A-6-1 

Comment 
The energy operating companies should establish a $5 million mitigation fund, to be held in escrow by a third party. A board could 
be created to oversee this fund, and if an agricultural operator can demonstrate a loss, that ranching operation could be reimbursed 
out of this fund. 

Response 
No mitigation fund is currently anticipated or planned under the Atlantic Rim EIS.  Please refer to our response to comment 
E124-3-4. 

Comment Number E128B-1 

Comment 
I would like to suggest that a mitigation fund be established by the energy operating companies in order to ease payments from the 
operators to agricultural people in the case of damage. The energy operating companies should establish a $5 million mitigation 
fund, to be held in escrow by a third party. A board could be created to oversee this fund, and if an agricultural operator can 
demonstrate a loss, that ranching operation could be reimbursed out of this fund. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E124-3-4. 

Comment Number E130-1 

Comment 
For the Atlantic Rim Project, this means a spacing requirement of 80 acres as justified by Anadarko’s research in the area over 
5 years. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 483-1. 

Comment Number E132-1 

Comment 
Even though I received a copy of the document, the Oregon-California Trails Association is not listed as one the public entities 
consulted. This is puzzling since I have commented on various documents concerning the individual pods and have discussed trail 
preservation issues with Debbie Johnson. Please add OCTA in the list in the final document. 

Response 
Oregon-California Trails Association was inadvertently left off the Consultation and Coordination list.  This has been corrected.  
Please see chapter 6 of the Final EIS. 

Comment Number E132-2 

Comment 
In general, we would prefer a greater degree of cultural resource protection than is provided by the preferred alternative. This 
concern could be addressed within the preferred alternative with improved (or clarified) terms concerning protecting setting for areas 
with trail integrity. In particular, there appears to be a blanket VRM classification of the entire ARPA as either VRM Class III or IV. It 
is my understanding that the VRM process requires a more detailed assessment of specific areas adjacent to the cultural resource 
in question. It is possible that there are Class II areas within the areas shown as Class III. 

Response 
Cultural classifications are not associated with VRM classifications.. 
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Comment Number E132-3 

Comment 
The second area of concern is that a very important factor in mitigating an impact to the setting is not spelled out in the list given on 
page 4-111, that being the selection of a site that will minimize visual impact. In the best management practices (p H-2) it is stated 
that “special measures should be considered within 2 miles either side of the entire trail corridor.” This should be reflected on 
page 4-111. 

Response 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) are what is currently in use; mitigation measures are what will occur in addition to or in place of 
any BMP. 

Comment Number E132-4 

Comment 
It does not appear that the trails pass through the pods (although they may). On the other hand, specific efforts to protect these trails 
and their setting in the small areas where impact is possible should have little impact on the project as a whole. We encourage 
strong protection of the short trail sections near the pods on public land. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment.  Current management of these sections of the trail provides protection. 

Comment Number E133-1 

Comment 
While the DEIS notes that these effects cause reduced stocking rates, lower weight gains, reduced animal health, and increased 
time and expenses by permittees, the DEIS fails to specify (1) the monitoring that needs to happen to promptly identify the 
occurrence of these effects, (2) the mitigation that needs to be take place to offset these effects, and (3) the consequences that 
need to be imposed if monitoring and mitigation does not occur. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter 678. 

Comment Number E133-2 

Comment 
Monitoring, mitigation, and consequences for failure to monitor and mitigate need to be identified and reflect the Congressional 
intent expressed in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 of managing federal lands in a manner that will provide 
adequate food and habitat for fish and wildlife and domestic animals (our emphasis). 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment 678-3. 

Comment Number E133-3 

Comment 
Prompt and adequate reclamation and weed control must occur throughout the life of this project. The FEIS and final decision needs 
to state the actions that will be taken to ensure prompt and adequate reclamation and weed control. Those assurances are not 
evident in the DEIS. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter 678. 

Comment Number E133-4 

Comment 
Regarding reclamation, we also recommend the requirement to use locally adapted seed whenever possible. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter 678. 
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Comment Number E133-5 

Comment 
For this reason, we believe the EIS for each of these projects must consider the accumulated impacts of all of these projects upon 
the environment and the multiple uses, which are supposed to be supported by the Rawlins FO and the BLM. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter 678. 

Comment Number E133-6 

Comment 
We believe the wording in Table 2-4, Vegetation, first row, Page 2-13 should be changed to be more accurate. The current DEIS 
wording is “…suspended grazing would lead to more rapid reclamation, greater ratio of grasses to shrubs….” This wording implies 
that BLM will suspend and not allow grazing on all lands undergoing reclamation. Given the extent of development of this project 
and the fact that lands undergoing reclamation often are not fenced, the adoption of this “Vegetation” alternative effectively removes 
livestock grazing from large areas of the ARPA. We understand that the intent of this alternative was to allow voluntary and 
temporary removal of livestock grazing by permittees from land undergoing reclamation. This alternative needs to be rewritten to 
more accurately depict this intent. 

Response 
The table in chapter 2 has been replaced and the referenced language is no longer included. 

Comment Number E133-7 

Comment 
We recommend deleting the word “limited” in the fourth line, last bullet, Section 2.2.1, on page 2-2. This section states that an 
exception to re-injection of produced water is “the closed system with limited use of livestock and wildlife watering systems, with 
appropriate state permits.” If the systems are closed and are with appropriate state permits, then there is no need for “limited” use of 
these systems. We believe it is essential that produced water should be available to these closed systems wherever appropriate; 
they should not be limited if they meet all qualifications. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter 678. 

Comment Number E133-8 

Comment 
The water in the Divide Basin is self-enclosed, and the North Platte River desperately needs water to support endangered and 
threatened species downstream in Nebraska. For that reason, the FEIS and final decision need to recognize that other water 
management tools should be considered and implemented for the Divide Basin and the North Platte River Basin. These 
management tools should include consideration of piping produced waters from the Colorado Water Basin the short distance to the 
North Platte River Basin, and allowing this produced water to benefit livestock and wildlife. 

Response 
The proposed action was to re-inject the waste waters.  The BLM is free to entertain proposals to use the water in other ways in 
separate NEPA documents, but it is beyond our scope to analyze alternatives that don’t directly mitigate impacts from the project.  
Please refer to our response to letter 678. 

Comment Number E133-9 

Comment 
The DEIS notes in Alternative C that fences needed for the project in Special Management Areas will be converted to BLM 
standards for improved wildlife passage. We recommend coordination with grazing permittees if these fences affect livestock 
grazing management. We also recommend that grazing permittees not be responsible for maintaining these fences. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter 678. 
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Comment Number E133-10 

Comment 
On page 4-55, the DEIS says the mineral companies should promote a policy to contact grazing permittees or the BLM about 
damages. We suggest two corrections. First, the company should contact both the permittee AND the BLM, not one or the other. 
Both the permittee and the BLM need to know. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter 678. 

Comment Number E133-11 

Comment 
Secondly, the mineral companies shouldn’t just promote a policy, but they must actively implement a policy for contacting the 
grazing permittees and the BLM. Damage to livestock, cattle guards, fences, gates, and range improvements are inevitable. 
Notification procedures need to be in place and in use. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter 678. 

Comment Number E133-12 

Comment 
We also recommend Final EIS state that energy companies be required to keep grazing permittees and landowners informed of 
projected and current activities. These activities will directly impact the food and habitat of livestock, the management of livestock, 
and the livelihoods of grazing permittees. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter 678. 

Comment Number E133-13 

Comment 
Proposed revisions to Resource Management Plans in Wyoming allow the Field Office Manager to create and consider the 
recommendations of Activity Working Groups. These groups of government representatives can study critical issues and conflicts 
and recommend actions that will help resolve conflicts and find solutions to problems. We strongly recommend that the FEIS and 
final decision allow the Rawlins FO Manger the flexibility to create an AWG as necessary. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter 678. 

Comment Number E134-1 

Comment 
I find this plan vague. From a review point of view, I’m not sure what will really be done except development will be area specific. I 
am not sure how I really compare the benefits of this approach. The table comparing alternative (Chapter 2), there appear to be a 
number of apparent benefits but what is the basis? 

Response 
Please refer to our response to comment E125-1. 
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Comment Number E134-2 

Comment 
Finally, I note that one third of the Atlantic Natural Gas Project area is in private and state hands, thus bypassing much federal 
oversight. As you know, resource areas must be considered as a whole, in most cases it does little good to restrict development in 
one parcel while the neighboring parcel if fully developed. I do not see that this plan takes such factors into account. 

Response 
BLM's responsibility is for the sustained use and multiple resource management of public lands and the federal mineral estate 
regardless of the amount or proximity of private lands in the area.  It is quite often the case that BLM requirements and operational 
directives for public lands are implemented by the operator on private lands as well.  It should be noted that the EIS considers the 
impacts on all lands throughout the project area, regardless of ownership. 

Comment Number E139-1 

Comment 
Specifically, I object to the BLM’s decision to limit field development to 160 acre spacing and would encourage the BLM to consider 
80 acre spacing to improve gas recovery. 

Response 
No decision has been made by the BLM in this matter.  Any decisions will be disclosed in a "Record of Decision" document released 
to the public at some time in the future. 

Comment Number E139-2 

Comment 
I hope the BLM will seriously investigate the loss of natural gas recovery by limiting the Atlantic Rim to 160 acres. What is the cost of 
160 acres and what are the benefits of 80 acre spacing? What does the internal and external science justify for resource extraction? 
Has the BLM fully examined the finding of Anadarko over the 5 years of study in the Atlantic Rim area? Can the field be developed 
efficiently at 160 acres or will we just produce water? 

Response 
Please refer to the analysis in section 4.12 of chapter 4 of the EIS. 

Comment Number E141-1 

Comment 
BLM must under NEPA consider longer-term energy capture by installing wind and/or solar electric generation equipment that will 
also prevent increases in the emission of carbon dioxide to the atmosphere. 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter TA1.  The Draft EIS on the Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Field Development Project specifically 
considers a proposal to develop natural gas reserves leased by the United States.  Other activities using public lands to produce or 
capture energy are appropriately considered in BLM's land management process.  A revision of the Resource Management Plan for 
the Rawlins Field Office is currently underway. 
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Comment Number TA1-1 

Comment 
Keep roads and drilling pads safe distances away from sage grouse breeding and nesting areas (with a 3-mile buffer), 

Response 
The Great Divide Resource Management Plan (RMP) in appendix I lists sage-grouse in several areas of the Wildlife Mitigation 
Guidelines including 2b and 2c.  2c provides for the prohibition of surface activities or use within important habitat areas for the 
purpose of protecting sage-grouse breeding grounds and or habitat where timing stipulations are not appropriate.  The purpose of 
the Guidelines are (1) to reserve for the BLM the right to modify the operations of all surface and other human presence disturbance 
activities as part of the statutory requirements for environmental protection, and (2) to inform a potential lessee, permittee, or 
operator of the requirements that must be met when using BLM-administered lands.  The Guidelines in the RMP are not specific as 
to the distance an action must be moved to mitigate impacts of a proposal on sage-grouse.  Literature reviews show that 
requirements for no surface disturbance (NSD) from a lek generally run in the quarter-mile to 2-mile range.  The quarter-mile NSD 
mitigation is generally a minimum distance.  Additionally, another mitigation listed in appendix E, page E-6 states that no surface 
disturbance would be allowed within identified patches of greater sage-grouse severe winter relief habitat. 

Comment Number TA1-2 

Comment 
sharp-tailed grouse breeding and nesting areas (1 mile), 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter TA1. 

Comment Number TA1-3 

Comment 
ferruginous hawk nests (2 miles), other raptor nests (1 mile), mountain plover nesting areas, 

Response 
Please refer to our response to letter TA1.  The RMP Surface Disturbance Guidelines also address raptor nesting areas. 

Comment Number TA1-4 

Comment 
100-year floodplains, 

Response 
Section 2.a.1 of Executive Order 11988 requires all federal agencies to evaluate the potential effects of any actions it may take in a 
floodplain. Section 2.a.2 of EO 11988 states that …”If an agency has determined to, or proposes to, conduct, support, or allow an 
action to be located in a floodplain, the agency shall consider alternatives to avoid adverse effects and incompatible development in 
the floodplains. If the head of the agency finds that the only practicable alternative consistent with the law and with the policy set 
forth in this Order requires siting in a floodplain, the agency shall, prior to taking action, (i) design or modify its action in order to 
minimize potential harm to or within the floodplain, consistent with regulations issued in accord with Section 2(d) of this Order, and 
(ii) prepare and circulate a notice containing an explanation of why the action is proposed to be located in the floodplain.”  If the 
Operators propose to locate well pads or ancillary facilities with a 100-year flood plain, the proposal will be evaluated during the site-
specific environmental assessment process. 

Comment Number TA1-5 

Comment 
prairie dog colonies. 

Response 
Sections 2.3.1.1 and 2.3.1.5 of appendix E (Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan) provide protection for prairie dogs. 
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Comment Number TA1-6 

Comment 
require the strongest protective measures to prevent salt runoff from roads and soils, the underground injection of salty wastewater, 
and other activities that would harm the area's streams. 

Response 
Re-injection of produced water is a portion of the proposed action.  No other forms of produced water disposal other than re
injection are analyzed under the proposed action or any alternative.  Appendices B, H, J and K of the DEIS identify protective 
measures for reducing non-point source pollution and preventing degradation of streams. 

Comment Number TA1-7 

Comment 
the project should use only directional drilling to cluster well facilities and truly minimize the drilling footprint, 

Response 
Section 2.4.2 of the DEIS describes BLM’s assessment of directional drilling.  Directional drilling will remain a tool available to 
operators, but not a requirement. 

Comment Number TA1-8 

Comment 
allow only a small proportion of the project area to be in an industrialized state at any one time. 

Response 
Alternative B, described in section 2.2.3 of the DEIS, would limit development to about 33 percent of the Atlantic Rim Project Area at 
any one time. This Phased development alternative was considered in the DEIS, however, based on comments received, this 
alternative will be moved to the category "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study" section of the final EIS. 

Comment Number TA1-9 

Comment 
historic Overland and Cherokee trails (3 miles), 

Response 
Sections 1.d and 5.a of appendix I of the Great Divide RMP provide protections for Historic Trails. 

Comment Number TA1-10 

Comment 
Wild Cow Creek proposed wilderness area be removed from the project. 

Response 
The Wild Cow Creek citizen's proposal is not an approved land management decision in the Great Divide Resource Management 
Plan. To the extent any special management status may be proposed, analyzed, and approved under the Rawlins Resource 
Management Plan, Atlantic Rim activities will be consistent with that decision.  Inclusion of this proposal is outside the scope of the 
ARPA EIS. 
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Comment Number TB1-1 

Comment 
Alternative C in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement makes some important steps toward preserving the values of the Atlantic 
Rim, most importantly by calling for the re-injection of wastewater produced from development. It falls short, however, of what is 
necessary to preserve a viable wildlife resource and hunting destination for future generations. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment Number TB1-2-1 

Comment 
The Bureau of Land Management must consider an alternative that provides measurable long-term protection for sage grouse, big 
game and other species. This must include, at a minimum:  Full compliance with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department's 
"Minimum Recommendations for Development of Oil and Gas Resources within Crucial and Important Wildlife Habitats on BLM 
Lands" and the State of Wyoming's "No Net Loss" policy for crucial habitat. 

Response 
Alternative C contains many of the components from the Wyoming Oil and Gas Standard Mitigation Guidelines.  Significant effects 
would be anticipated for sage-grouse and big game under any of the action alternatives. 

Comment Number TB1-2-2 

Comment 
Real, phased development that suspends development on certain areas until other areas have been not only developed but 
adequately reclaimed, thus leaving somewhere for the wildlife to go. 

Response 
Phased development (Alternative B) was considered in the DEIS, however, based on comments received this alternative has been 
moved to the category "Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study" section of the final EIS. 

Comment Number TB1-2-3 

Comment 
Increased protection for the greater sage-grouse and its habitat, as required under your obligations to increase--not decrease-
population of this sensitive species 

Response 
Significant effects on sage-grouse would be anticipated under any of the action alternatives. The Great Divide Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) in appendix I lists sage-grouse in several areas of the Wildlife Mitigation Guidelines including 2b and 2c.  
2c provides for the prohibition of surface activities or use within important habitat areas for the purpose of protecting sage-grouse 
breeding grounds and or habitat where timing stipulations are not appropriate.  The purpose of the Guidelines are (1) to reserve for 
the BLM the right to modify the operations of all surface and other human presence disturbance activities as part of the statutory 
requirements for environmental protection, and (2) to inform a potential lessee, permittee, or operator of the requirements that must 
be met when using BLM-administered lands.  The Guidelines in the RMP are not specific as to the distance an action must be 
moved to mitigate impacts of a proposal on sage-grouse.  Literature reviews show that requirements for no surface disturbance 
(NSD) from a lek generally run in the quarter-mile to 2-mile range.  The quarter-mile NSD mitigation is generally a minimum 
distance. Additionally, section 2.3.1.3 of appendix E (Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan) provides additional protection 
measures for sage and sharp-tailed grouse. 
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