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Appendix I. Comments and Responses to Comments 

I.1 Introduction to Comment and Response Appendix 

The Final RMPA/EIS has been prepared pursuant to NEPA (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.), CEQ Regulations (20 

CFR Parts 1500-1508), and BLM’s NEPA Handbook (H-1780-1).  Receiving and responding to comments 

on the Draft RMPA/EIS is an essential part of the environmental review process, with comments and 

responses becoming part of the Final EIS.  The Final EIS will be used by the BLM in the RMPA decision 

process, which will be documented in a Record of Decision (ROD) issued pursuant to NEPA.   

I.1.1 Organization of this Appendix 

This Appendix is organized as follows: 

 Section I.1, Introduction to Comment and Response Appendix 

 Section I.2, General Responses to Common Comments 

 Section I.3, Comment Letters  

 Section I.4, Responses to All Comments 

I.1.2 Summary of Comments Received 

During the 90-day public comment period following publication of the Draft RMPA/EIS on January 6, 

2017, written comments were submitted by a range of agencies, organizations, industry representatives, and 

individuals.  Written comments received during the comment period are a part of the public record. 

In addition, in March 2017, the BLM held three public meetings near Coalinga, Hollister and Salinas.  BLM 

officials were present at the public meetings and notes were taken on all public comments raised at these 

meetings.  The oral comments have been considered in preparing the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS.  However, 

the public meetings were not recorded and the oral comments are not individually responded to in the 

Proposed RMPA/Final EIS. Appendix H (Public Meetings Summary Report) summarizes the oral comments 

received during the public meetings. 

This volume presents each comment letter and a response to each comment.  The comment letters are 

identified with a letter and number (e.g., A1), and each individual comment within each letter is defined with 

a bar along the side, and identified with a unique comment number (e.g., A1-1).  All comment letters, with 

the individual comments defined in the margins, are presented in Section I.3.   

Section I.2 presents six General Responses that provide detailed responses to comments that were made by 

several commenters.   

Table I-1 lists the agencies, organizations, industry, and individuals that provided written comments on the 

Draft RMPA/EIS.   

Table I-1. Draft RMPA/EIS Public Comments 

Comment No. Date From 

A – Agencies 

A001 3/30/17 California Coastal Commission 

A002 4/6/17 Division of Oil, Gas & Geothermal Resources 

A003 4/7/17 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

A004 3/28/17 County of Santa Cruz 

A005 N.D. National Park Service 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Title_42_of_the_United_States_Code
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Title_42_of_the_United_States_Code
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/42/4321
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/42/4321
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Table I-1. Draft RMPA/EIS Public Comments 

Comment No. Date From 

B – Organizations 

B001 1/17/17 Center for Biological Diversity #1 

B002 4/5/17 Californians Against Fracking & Dangerous Drilling 

B003 4/5/17 San Benito Rising 

B004 4/5/17 Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter 

B005 4/6/17 Center for Biological Diversity + Sierra Club 

B006 4/6/17 Natural Resources Defense Council 

B007 4/6/17 North Coast Rivers Alliance 

B008 4/6/17 The Nature Conservancy 

B009 3/24/17 Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom 

B010 6/1/17 Center for Biological Diversity #2 

C – Industry 

C001 3/30/17 California Independent Petroleum Association 

C002 4/4/17 Chevron 

C003 4/6/17 Western States Petroleum Association 

D – Individuals 

D001 3/14/17 Virginia “Polly” Hughes 

D002 3/15/17 Polly Hughes 

D003 3/15/17 Larry Rebecchi 

D004 3/15/17 Lynn Overtree 

D005 3/16/17 Peter Muñoz-Cowan 

D006 3/16/17 Sylvia Shih 

D007 3/16/17 Jay Solis 

D008 3/16/17 Natalie U. Gray 

D009 3/16/17 Rowan Tauriac 

D010 3/16/17 Robert F. Sigala 

D011 3/16/17 Brett Garrett 

D012 3/16/17 Lucia Calderon 

D013 3/16/17 Mike Saint 

D014 3/10/17 Rhoda Holabird 

D015 3/10/17 Susan Rautine 

D016 3/27/17 Diane McElroy 

D017 3/28/17 Troy Ishikawa 

D018 3/29/17 Ken Reichman 

D019 3/30/17 Anne Cassell 

D020 4/5/17 Emma Kelsey 

D021 3/30/17 Ryan Carle 

D022 N.D. Sharry Jones 

D023 4/3/17 Audrey Doocy 

D024 4/3/17 Daian Hennington, MSW, LCSW  



Central Coast Oil and Gas Leasing and Development 
Appendix I. Comments and Responses to Comments 

May 2019 I-3 Proposed RMPA/Final EIS 

Table I-1. Draft RMPA/EIS Public Comments 

Comment No. Date From 

D025 4/4/17 Jeannette Langstaff  

D026 4/4/17 Constance Rose 

D027 4/4/17 John & Carolyn Hernandez  

D028 4/4/17 Robert & Denyse Frischmuth #1 

D029 4/4/17 Susan Schiavone 

D030 4/4/17 Susan DiGirolamo 

D031 3/30/17 Kalen Edwards 

D032 4/5/17 Emily Coren 

D033 4/5/17 Mary Jane Prough 

D034 4/5/17 Janet Stahl 

D035 4/6/17 Elia & Peter Muñoz-Cowan 

D036 4/6/17 Suzie Gabri 

D037 4/6/17 Dani 

D038 4/6/17 Cherylyn Smith 

D039 4/6/17 Marsha Moroh 

D040 4/6/17 Dr. & Mrs. Elliott and Lucie Hazen 

D041 4/6/17 Suzanne Worcester 

D042 4/6/17 Seth Capron 

D043 N.D. Nicholas Brown 

D044 3/18/17 Judith Jackson 

D045 3/18/17 Kymm Ann Wallin 

D046 3/18/17 Susan Moren 

D047 3/30/17 Emily Coren 

D048 3/31/17 Linda Sherlock 

D049 4/1/17 Angelita Gonzalez 

D050 4/1/17 Inga Minton 

D051 4/1/17 John Mataka 

D052 4/1/17 Richard D. Iyall 

D053 4/1/17 Rosenda Mataka 

D054 4/1/17 Sarah Aird 

D055 4/2/17 Alec Kimmel 

D056 4/2/17 Kyla Noelle Mitchell 

D057 4/2/17 Lynn Jacobeson 

D058 4/3/17 Barbara McKinder 

D059 4/4/17 Char Biddle 

D060 4/4/17 Ronald J. Martin Ph.D. 

D061 4/5/17 Alan Chea 

D062 4/5/17 Alette Brooks 

D063 4/5/17 Barbara Murray 

D064 4/6/17 Sara Drost 

D065 N.D. Christie Turano #1 
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Table I-1. Draft RMPA/EIS Public Comments 

Comment No. Date From 

D066 N.D. Julie Tell 

D067 3/15/17 Melissa West #1 

D068 3/15/17 Melissa West #2 

D069 3/22/17 Debbie Kirk 

D070 3/22/17 Dierdre Means 

D071 3/23/17 Margaret 

D072 3/23/17 Mona M. 

D073 3/24/17 Courtney Connelly 

D074 3/24/17 D. Rothchild 

D075 3/24/17 Don Hirschaur 

D076 3/24/17 Hilary Johnson 

D077 3/24/17 Holly Hines 

D078 3/24/17 Jennifer 

D079 3/24/17 Michael Means 

D080 3/24/17 Michelle Hoffman 

D081 3/25/17 Anonymous 

D082 3/27/17 Kathryn Hyde 

D083 3/27/17 Lori Hines #1 

D084 3/27/17 Lori Hines #2 

D085 3/27/17 Lynn Strandberg 

D086 3/31/17 Amy Gorman 

D087 3/31/17 Kathleen Baker 

D088 4/3/17 Debra Rubin 

D089 4/4/17 Laura B. 

D090 4/7/17 Jan Cecil 

D091 3/16/17 Christie Turano #2 

D092 3/20/17 Christine Tucker  

D093 3/27/17 Debora Bone  

D094 3/27/17 Natasha Wist  

D095 3/28/17 Amy Gorman  

D096 3/28/17 Norma Block  

D097 4/4/17 Robert and Denyse Frischmuth #2 

D098 4/5/17 Peter Hain  

D099 4/6/17 Sharry Jones  

D100 — See Form Letter individuals listed in Table I-2 
 

The individuals listed in Table I-2 submitted a Form Letter.  The exact wording of some of the Form Letters 

varied slightly, but BLM reviewed all comment letters to ensure that all issues raised in the Form Letters 

have been addressed in Response to Comment Set D100.  
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Bjpobre50 
Tasha 
Whitefeather  
Andrew Abate 
Kenneth Able 
June Abner 
Sally Abrams 
Laura-May Abron 
Ryan Acebo 
Barb Ackerman 
Alberto Acosta 
Pam Adam 
Aida Adami 
Louis Adamo 
Brittany Adams 
Lucie Adams 
Mary Adams 
Spencer Adams 
Winnie Adams 
Deborah Adatto 
Dalia Adeina 
Julie Adelson 
Giusy Adragna 
Madona Affezionato 
Kate Ague 
Marian Ahler 
Miho Aida 
Ashni J. Akand Karan 
Steve Alarcon 
Barbara Albert 
Cheryl Albert 
Gloria Albert 
Gwendolyn Albert 
Shan Albert 
Deborah Alcaraz 
Graciela Alderette 
Stefano Aldighieri 
Sue Aldridge 
Rhetta Alexander 
Deborah Alexzander 
Alice Alford 
Jeff Alford 
Jere Alhadeff 
Halimah Allah 
Edmund Allatt 
Wayne Allbin 
Howard Allen 
Mike Allen 
Ross Allen 
Susan Allen 
Vicky Allen 
Vinit Allen 
Cheryl Alley 
Lynn Alley 

Sondra Allphin 
Charles Almack 
Parisa Almasizadeh 
Paul Alperin 
Susan Alpern 
Ingrid Alpha 
Catherine Alsafi 
Kenneth Althiser 
Laura Altman 
Marie Altman 
Ann Altstatt 
Jessica Altstatt 
Steve & Rachael 

Alvarez-Jett 
Ida Alwin 
Nicole Amador 
Cristina Amarillas 
Gabriel Amaro 
George Amaya 
Melissa Ambrose 
Tracy Calvert Ambrose 
Les Amer 
Scott Ames 
Krista Amigone 
Rise An 
Celeste Anacker 
Daggie Anders 
Evette Andersen 
Janis Andersen 
Patricia Andersen 
Carrie Anderson 
Charyne Anderson 
Christine Anderson 
Elaine Anderson 
Ellie Anderson 
James Anderson 
Jean Anderson 
John Anderson 
Judith Anderson 
Karen Anderson 
Kemp Anderson 
Kimberlee Anderson 
Kirk Anderson 
Linda Anderson 
Mary Anderson 
Ray Anderson 
Richard Anderson 
Sally Anderson 
Sandra Anderson 
Stephen Anderson 
Joan Andersson 
Michele Andrade 
S. Andregg 
Laura Angel 

José Ángel 
J. Angell 
Tina Ann 
Lisa Annecone 
Alex Anshus 
Gina Anson 
Ann Anterasian 
Marie Anthony 
Leah Anton 
Linda Antone 
Cory Anttila 
Brit Apone 
Claire Appelmans 
Karen Applebaum 
Robert Applebaum 
Carolyn Arbuckle 
Nancy Arbuckle 
Tracey Archer 
Jo Ardell 
Lani Arellanes-Hansen 
Peggy Arevalos 
Julianne Arfsten 
Christopher Argyros 
Amin Arikat 
Duane Armbruster 
Elisabeth Armendarez 
Lynn Armstrong 
Sheryl Arndt 
Jeff Arnett 
Deborah Aronson 
Reevyn Aronson 
Ned Arre 
Valerie Arsenault 
Eileen Arterburn 
Wendy Arthurs 
Maria E. Arzayus 
Hope Ashley 
Kate Ashley 
Dana Ashton 
D. Ashurst 
Nathan Atkins 
Rhys Atkinson 
Debbie Atlas 
April Atwood 
Ellen Atwood 
Frances Aubrey 
Sylvie Auger 
Wayland Augur 
Rebecca August 
Sam Austin 
Jacquelynn Avakian 
Joy Avalos 
A.J. Averett 
Cori Avery 

Lupe Avila 
Evangelia Avrampou 
Margarita Ayala 
David Aylward 
Odile Ayral 
Henry Azama 
Dennis B. 
Jill B. 
S. B. 
Barri Baas 
Miles Babcock 
Sarah Babcock 
Mary Babineau 
Rosie Bachand 
Oona Backers 
Carol Bader 
Kent Badger 
Frank Baele 
Barbara Baer 
Karen Baetz 
Lisa Baffi 
Melinda Bailey 
Michael Bailey 
Mindy Bailey 
Sadie Bailey 
Shayna Bailey 
Kathryn Bainbridge 
Ann Baker 
Mikal Baker 
Vickey Baker 
Sara Bakker 
Marcelle Bakukla 
Juan & Maria Balboa 
Earl Balch 
Ross Balcom 
Barbara Baldock 
Laura Baldwin 
Leland Baldwin 
Natylie Baldwin 
Betty Ball 
Dale Ball 
Lois Ball 
Martini Ballard 
Jordan Ballou 
Lidia Baltazar 
Gregg Bambo 
Debra Banes 
Carol Banever 
Robert Banever 
Indigo Bannister 
Anne Baptiste 
Marco Baracca 
Jane Barbarow 
Clara Barber 

Jackie Barbour 
Daniel Barboza 
Erin Barca 
Marilyn Barcellos 
Bridget Barefield 
Denise Barger 
John Barger 
Jeff Barile 
Anne Barker 
Carolyn Barker 
Carolyn Barkow 
Karen Barnaby 
Joanne Barnes 
Marcia Barnes 
Pamela Barnes 
Gary Barnett 
Susan Barnett 
Cara Barnhill 
Melia Barnum 
John Barone 
Cherie Baroni 
Stephen Barrett 
Val Barri 
Lorraine Barrie 
Tim Barrington 
Amy Barron 
Bridget Barron 
Mikail Barron 
Laura Barry 
Christine Barthel 
Sharyn Barthes 
Janice Bartlett 
Nancy Bast 
Abbie Bates 
D. L. Bates 
James Bates 
Janis Bates 
Louria Batson 
Jonathan Baty 
Alwen Bauer 
Linda Bauer 
Rhona Baum 
Michelle Baumann 
Gary Baxel 
Ben Baxter 
Joslyn Baxter 
Ted Bayer 
Annelise Bazar 
Jon Bazinet 
Heidi Bean 
Rev. Charlotte Bear 
Clara Beard 
Valerie Beard 
Jim Bearden 
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Timothy Becher 
Joan Bechtel 
Kelly Bechtold 
Barbara Beck 
Connie Beck 
Brandon Becker 
Carol Becker 
Gary Beckerman 
Jonathan Beckett 
Miriam Beckstrom 
Lisa Beebe 
Gary Beeler 
Meg Beeler 
Rob Beemer 
Katharine Beffa 
Laurey Behrmann 
Marilyn Beidler 
Ann Bein 
Keith Bein 
Anne Bekkers 
Harriet Belkin 
William Bell 
Bob Bellamy 
Jacquie Bellon 
Al Belmonte 
Annie Belt 
Paul Belz 
Ken Benau 
Hilarey Benda 
Gary Bender 
Kae Bender 
Sarah Bender 
Cathryn Bendure 
Susan Benedict 
Elaine Benjamin 
Sarah Benjamin 
Beth Bennion 
Bruce Benson 
Annette Benton 
Kate Benton 
Mo Berg 
Brad Berger 
Christine Berger 
Elmer Berger 
Karen Berger 
Colleen Bergh 
Eileen Bergmann 
Joann Bergmann 
Theodore Bergmann 
Debi Bergsma 
Wendy Berk 
Tricia Berkow 
Julia Berkowitz 
Anne Berlin 

Susan Berlin 
Judith Berlowitz 
Morris Berman 
Nancy Berman 
Halee Bernard 
Ben Bernhardt 
Mary Berrettini 
Jane Berrigan 
Cheryl Berry 
David Berry 
John Bertaina 
Tessa Berwald 
Marqui Besneatte 
Nelle Best 
Deanna Betker 
Marcy Betlach 
Suzanne Bevash 
J. Beverly 
Deborah Bevilaqua 
Gail Beyatte 
Terry Bezner 
Guy Biagiotti 
Dana Bialowas 
Barbara Bibel 
Vanessa Bica 
Ann Bicking 
Barbara Bieber-Hamby 
Annie Bien 
Rebecca Bierbaum 
James Bigger 
Jane Biggins 
Monique Biglia 
Akash Bijlani 
Kathy Bilicke 
Cathleen Billiski 
Barbara Bills 
Sharon Bills 
Charles Binckley 
Vicki Bingaman 
Matthew Bingle 
Teresa Bippert-Plymate 
Kristie Bircumshaw 
Leigh Bittner 
Judith Kliban Bixby 
LeAnn Bjelle 
Chanelle Black 
Hillary Black 
Josephine Black 
Mrs. Meaghan Black & 

Mr. Joseph Shavalier 
Jean’ne Blackwell 
Jill Blackwood 
Jill Blaisdell 
Debra Blake 

Sheila Blake 
Cydney Blanchard 
Corinne Blanco 
Trudie Blank 
Michael Blechman 
Mary Blickensderfer 
Tracy Bloch 
Daniel Bloxsom 
Janice Blumenkrantz 
Harry Blumenthal 
Cheri Bly 
Frances Blythe 
Alison Bodenhemier 
Linda Bodian 
Alan Boehmer 
Stephen Boland 
Tony Boldetti 
Susan Bolen 
Diane Bolman 
Nadja Bonacina 
Gina Bonanno-Lemos 
Lyzette Bonaparte 
Mitchell Bonner 
Marsha Bonrud 
Thomas Boo 
Joseph Boone 
Carolyn Boor 
Curtis Booraem 
Brian Boortz 
Patricia Borchmann 
Judith Borcz 
Dana Bordegaray 
Michael Bordenave 
Chandra Bordes 
Nadine Borelli 
Elizabeth Borg 
Maria Borges 
Kathi Borgmann 
Christine Borje 
Barbara Boros 
Marty Bostic 
Vic Bostock 
Tiffany Boswell 
John Botkin 
Richard Boucher 
Sylv Boulware 
Allison Bourdlaies 
Bob Bousquet 
Danielle Bower 
Patricia Bowers 
Mary Bowman 
Mavis Bowman 
Esther Boyd 
Florence Boyd 

Mame Boyd 
Mario Boyd 
Susan Boyd 
David Boyer 
Kathleen Boyer 
Rebecca Bozarth 
Taryn Braband 
Michael Brackney 
James Bradbrook 
David Braddy 
Deborah Bradford 
James& Alice Bradley 
Jennifer Bradley 
Tim Brady 
Judith Bragar 
Angelique Brake 
Laurie Bramlage 
C. Branca 
Myra Brand 
Tim Brand 
Sara Brandon 
Elaine Brandt 
Tammy Bransford 
Karen Brant 
Teri Brantley 
Robert Braseny 
Stephanie Braseny 
John Brasher 
Trudy Brasure 
Eric Bratcher 
Joseph Braus 
Jessica Bray 
Colleena Brazen 
Anton Brazhnyk 
Chris Brazis 
Charmaine Breitengross 
Brien Brennan 
John Brennan 
Marie Brennan 
Marion Brennan 
Aida Brenneis 
Carol Brenner 
Vicki Brenner 
Rosalind Bresnahan 
Louise Brew 
Georgia Brewer 
Ingrid Brewer 
John Brewer 
Laurel Brewer 
Laurie Brewer 
Carolyn Bridges 
Cheryl Briggs 
Quanah Brightman 
Lisabette Brinkman 

Myrna Britton 
David Broadwater 
Miranda Brocki 
Bette Brockman 
Zach Bromberg 
Nick Bromen 
Jennifer Brooks 
Linda Brophy 
Linda Brosh 
Danielle Brouqua 
Anna Marie Brown 
Carole Brown 
Cecilia Brown 
Dace Brown 
Damon Brown 
Irene Brown 
James Brown 
Josh Brown 
Karen Brown 
Kathleen Brown 
Marjorie Brown 
Michelle Brown 
Rebecca Brown 
Sharon Brown 
Vera Brown 
Virginia Brown 
Walt Brown 
Marie-Therese “Tess” 

Browne 
Jodi Brownfield 
Melissa Brownlie 
Shannon Brown-Stayer 
Page Brownton 
Edie Bruce 
Neville Bruce 
Ken Bruer 
Carrie Brummette 
Tawny Brunetta 
Deborah Brusco 
Thomas Brustman 
Donnie Bryan 
Dianne Bryant 
Tina Bryant 
Robert Bryden 
Robert Buchanan 
Deb & Randy Buckler 
Barbi Buckles 
Leo Buckley 
Lynne Buckley 
Susan Buckley 
Christian Bucknell 
Jan Buckwald 
Dianne Budd MD 
Sharon Budde 
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Windy Buddenbaum 
Heidi Buech 
Rebecca Buer 
Janine Buikema 
Sherron Bull 
Barbara Bullock-Wilson 
Lauren Bumgardner 
Tiffany Bumpus 
Mary Bunting 
S. Burcin 
Cassandra Burdyshaw 
Cynthia Burdyshaw 
Donald Burg 
Linda Burgess 
Sarah Burgess 
Joyce Burk 
Marie Annette Burkart, 

NDdeN 
Frank Burke 
Caroline Burkett 
N.C. Burky 
Susan Burlison 
Jane Burnett 
April Burns 
Benedict Burns 
David Burtis 
Abigail Burton 
Christina Burton 
Kelly Burton 
Leszek Burzynski 
Anne Bush 
Sakina Bush 
Shawn Busick 
Ray Bustos 
Candy Butler 
Clarence Butler 
Jami Butler 
Julie Butler 
Maggy Butler 
Margaret Butler 
Tom Butler 
Judith Butts 
Anne Buttyan 
Ann Buxie 
Barbora Buzinskaite 
Andrea Byers 
Rosemary Byrne 
Jolinda C. 
Joe Caballero 
Vivian Cabrera 
Patricia Cachopo 
Rebecca Cadman 
Susan Cadman 
Daniel Cain 

Tamara Cain 
Jane Calame 
Socrates Calderon 
Connie Call 
Krys Call 
Steven Callan 
Michael Callaway 
Georgia Callian 
Patty Callison 
Lisa Caloh 
Laura Calvillo 
Max Calvillo 
Mickie Calvin 
Martha Calvinperez 
Aiyanna Cameron-

Lewis 
Colleen Campbell 
Dudley & Candace 

Campbell 
Greg Campbell 
John Campbell 
Kelly Campbell 
Norma Campbell 
June Cancell 
Denise Canellos 
Seychelle Cannes 
Christine Canning 
M. Canter 
D. Cantwell 
Theresa Capanis 
Martina Capannini 
Karen Cappa 
Geraldine Card 
Jacquel Cardona 
Elizabeth Carfioli 
Kathy Carlson 
Launa Carlson 
Rita Carlson 
Matthew Carlstroem 
Tracy Carlton 
Luzette Carmona 
Annie Carpenter 
Jo Carpenter 
Cathy Carr 
Gaile Carr 
Rhonda Carr 
Seth Carr 
Lisa Carrara 
Carmen Carrasco 
Jessica Carrillo 
Lina Carro 
Daniel Carroll 
Jane Carroll 
Leslie Carroll 

Mary Carroll 
Winfield Carson 
Lori Carter 
Michelle Carter 
Shane Carter 
Walter Carter 
Carl Cartwright 
Mauricio Carvajal 
Cindy Cary 
Federico Casagran 
Andre Casanave 
Eileen Casanova 
Jennifer Case 
Tomar Casey 
Sharon Casioce 
Patricia Casner 
Debra Cassiero 
Vicky Castellanos 
Selena Castellon 
Gwen Castillo 
Ruthie Castro 
Yvette Castro 
Jill Casty 
Joseph Catania 
Creed Cate 
Mike Cate 
Nisha Catron 
Maria Caturay 
Mary Cavagnaro 
Susan Cavalieri 
Sharon Cavallo 
Linda Cayot 
Joan Cayton 
Richard Ceely 
Beth Cefalu 
Elaine Cefola 
Daniel Celidonio 
Marsha S. Center 
Robert Cerello 
Isabel Cervera 
Pamela Cetera 
Honda Cevallos 
Kathleen Chacon 
George Chadderton 
Seeta Chaganti 
Cleo Chai 
Matt Chalfa 
Allegra Chambers 
Claire Chambers 
Honey Chambers 
B. Chan 
Benjamin Chandler 
Cynthia Chandler 
Taressa Chandra 

Terry Chang 
Hector Chaparro 
Cathy Chapman 
Jnani Chapman 
Scott Chapman 
Elizabeth Char 
Stacie Charlebois 
Cindy Charles 
Danielle Charney 
Christine Chatwell 
Esther Chavez 
Michele Chavez 
Aimee Cheek 
Melvin D. Cheitlin 
Alyissa Chenoweth 
Andrea Cherkola 
Shirley Cherry 
Robert Cherwink 
P Gail Chesler 
Stella Chesler 
Leslie Cheung 
May Cheung 
Deborah Chew 
Antonia Chianis 
Katrina Child 
Deborah Childers 
Nat Childs 
Roy Childs 
Sharon Chilton 
Robert Chirpin 
Holly Chisholm 
Belinda Chlouber 
Melissa Choi 
Douglas Chorn 
Albert Chou 
Shelley Chretin 
Melodie Chrislock 
Vanessa Chrisman 
Karen Christensen 
Amy Christenson 
Courtney Christoffer 
Margaret Christoffer 
Karrel Christopher 
Martin Christopherson 
Michael Christy 
Mishka Chudilowsky 
Philip Chudy 
Susan Chung 
Ann Churchill 
Iris Chynoweth 
Carla Cicchi 
Marco Cimmino 
Paul Cirulnick 
Val Cisneros 

Raquel Cito 
Jeffrey Clark 
Lucy Clark 
Marisa Clark 
W. Clark 
Warren Clark 
JoAnne Clarke 
Donna Clavaud 
Jacqueline Clayton 
Margarita Clayton 
Mark Clearwater 
Janice Cleary 
Rose Marie Cleese 
Britt Clemm 
Elizabeth Clemmey 
Clare Cleveland 
George Cleveland 
Jim Clough 
Kristy Clougherty 
Devlon Clouser 
Judy Cobb 
Robert Cochrane 
Tonya Cockrell 
Shiela Cockshott 
Barbara Cody 
Singne Coe 
H. Coetzee 
Dinah Coffman 
Karly Cogswell 
Eileen Cohen 
Myrna Cohen 
Richard Cohen 
Thea Cohen 
Ellen Cohler 
Amber Cohn 
Barbara Cohn 
Debra Cohn 
Nancy Cohn 
Tina Colafranceschi 
Gina Colangelo 
Paula Colby 
Bradley Colden 
Diana Cole 
Lee Cole 
Paul Cole 
Emily Coleman 
Jane Coleman 
Lissa Coleman 
Mary Coleman 
Matthew Coleman 
Ray Coleman 
Judith Collas 
Judith Collins 
Kelly Collins 
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Nicole Collins 
Susan Colosimo 
Laurie Colton 
Lara Colvert 
Jean Colvin 
Camilla Comanich 
Joan Combes 
James Comeau 
Linda Comstock 
Deb Conant 
Elizabeth Congo 
Elizabeth Conlan 
Suzanne J. Conlon 
Jean O. Connell 
Kristen Conner 
Patti Conner 
Robert Conner 
James Connolly 
Arthur Connor 
Jamie Conrad 
Niki Conrad 
Barbara Consbruck 
Jorge Contreras 
Charlotte Cook 
Craig Cook 
Deaunna Cook 
Katherine Cook 
Steven Cook 
Anita Coolidge 
Gretchen Cooper 
Kim Cooper 
Mike Cooper 
R.J. Cooper 
Sandra Cope 
Alicia Copeland 
Damon Copeland 
Kris Cordoca 
Teresa Cordova 
Julian Corley 
James Cormier 
Carey Corr 
Carlos Corral 
Manuel Correa 
Mary Correro 
Jennifer Corrigan 
Sean Corrigan 
Madeleine Corson 
Lisa Cossettini 
Susan Cossins 
Demelza Costa 
Sandra Costa 
Arlen Costaine 
Mary Costello 
Paige Costello 

Rebecca Cote 
Leslee Cotlow 
Marc Couacaud 
Lynne Coulson 
David Councilman 
Linda S. Courter 
Ian Courts 
John J. Covas 
Sandi Covell 
Susan Covey 
Laurel Covington 
Deborah Cox 
Stacie Cox 
Susan Cox 
Douglas Coy 
Aris Cozart 
Justin Cozart 
Phillip J Crabill 
Ella Craig 
Lori Crain 
Mary Ann Cramer 
Julia Cranmer 
Jessica Craven 
Katherine Crawford 
Leah Creatura 
Jeff Creech 
Sheilagh Creighton 
Jennifer Cressman 
Daren Cribley 
Whitney Crist 
William Crist 
Tobey Crockett 
Christopher Cronin 
Sheri Cronin 
Charley Cross 
Melanie Cross 
Donna Crossman 
Dup Crosson 
Virginia Croswhite 
John Crotty 
Carolyn Crow 
Alana Crow Esq 
Michelle Crowe 
Lawrence Crowley 
Terry Crownover 
Cathy Crum 
Ruth Crump 
Martha Crutchfield 
John Cruz 
Marian Cruz 
Melanie Cruz 
Tami & James 

Culbreath 
Mike Culver 

Georgann Cunney 
Alan Cunningham 
Debra Cunningham 
Lesley Cunningham 
Genghis Curameng 
Jim Curland 
Connie Curnow 
Danielle Curry 
Sean Curtice 
Penelope Curtis 
Larry Cutler 
Sandra Cutuli 
Scott Cuyjet 
Laura Czinski 
Sheila D. 
Michael D’Adamo 
Patricia D’Angelo 
Dr. Rosamani D’Souza 
Joseph Dadgari 
Eudora Dadpagouh 
San Dafaeeboini 
Lisa Dahill 
Eileen Dailey 
Ryan Dale 
Sonja Dale 
Jason Dallmann 
Dory Dallugge 
John Daly 
Sharon Damiata 
Emily Damm 
Jerry Daniel 
Marinell Daniel 
Sheryl Daniel 
Dannie Daniels 
Jane Daniels 
Elizabeth Daniels-

Currey 
Lori Danko 
Casey Coates Danson 
Justine Dantzer 
Jessica Dardarian 
Carrie Darling 
Michael Darling 
Lyn Darnall 
Eka Darville 
Sandip Dasgupta 
Amitav Dash 
Julia Dashe 
Rita Davenport 
Susan Davenport 
Barbara Davidson 
Carrie Davidson 
Kelly Davidson 
Margaret Davidson 

Dorothy L. Davies 
Merrily Davies 
Abigail Davis 
Chris Davis 
Gail Davis 
Julie Davis 
Karen Davis 
Melissa Davis 
Peter Franklin Davis 
Alexandra Davison 
Iris Davison 
Kelly Dawn 
Chris Dawson 
Connie Day 
Chris Dayani 
John de Forest 
Stephanie de los Rios 
Dana De Nault 
Jessica De Ruiter 
Brenda De Tomaso 
Dolores De Vries 
Luz de Wit 
Rayline Dean 
Robin Dean 
Vic DeAngelo 
Glen Deardorff 
Jerome Deaver 
Therese DeBing 
Sharon DeCelle 
Christie Deddens 
Mary Dederer 
Robert M. Deems 
Robert Deering 
Suzanne Deerlyjohnson 
Malia DeFelice 
Megan Deitz 
Francesco Deiure 
Zanne deJanvier 
Tina deKwaadsteniet 
Laila Del Monte 
Paloma Cuello del Pozo 
Javier Del Valle 
David Delagarza 
Mary Delany 
John Delgado 
Karen Deli 
D. Dell 
Robert DeLucca 
Shirley DeMarco 
Susan Dembowski 
Pam Den Hartog 
Jack & Margarita 

Denman 
Alison Denning 

Brett Dennison 
Patricia Depew 
Genevieve Deppong 
David DeRemus 
Ray Derrickson 
Charlotte Derstine 
Donna DeSalvo 
Richard DeSantis 
Sheila Desmond 
Mark Dettling 
Patricia Deuter 
Kathleen Devaney 
Deva Devillers 
Joey Devine 
Nancy Devine 
Kathleen DeVries 
Jeff DeVuono 
Joanna Dewey 
Laurie DeWitt 
Rachael DeWitt 
David Dexter 
Nancy Deyarmie 
Annette Deyhle 
Danyell DeYoung 
Kathy Di Meglio 
Jim Diamond 
Mitchell Diamond 
Tina Diamond 
Ann Diani 
Cristina Dias 
Jim Diaz 
Nicole Diaz-Ordaz 
Lori Dick 
Nancy Dick 
Helen Dickey 
Emily Dickinson-Adams 
Agnes Dickson 
Jennifer Didier 
Diane Diernbach 
Jessica Dietrich 
Amy Differding 
Kevin Diggs 
Marisa DiGiovanni 
Elizabeth Dill 
Howard Dillon 
Michele DiMaggio 
Richard DiMatteo 
Carla Dimondstein 
Barbara Dincau 
David Dingell 
Sean Diviny 
Sandra Dobbratz 
David Doering 
Ian Dogole 
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Helen Doherty 
Pat Doherty 
Michelle Dohrn 
Allen Dollberg 
Paula Dolliver-Marshall 
Bonita Dombrowski 
Ronald Domin 
Mari Dominguez 
Douglas Donehoo 
Eileen Donnelly 
Teresa Donovan 
Tim Donovan 
Dawna Dorcas 
Kim Dorsey 
Mercedes Dotter 
Thea Doty 
Billy Douglas 
Dianne Douglas 
L. Douglas 
Deanna Doull 
Lenore Dowling 
Steve Downing 
Wena Dows 
Toni Dragon 
Mynka Draper 
Deanna Draudt 
Tim Dressel 
Carolyn Drewes 
Richard Drossler 
Yvette Dube’ 
Maria Duber 
Nancy Dubuc 
Monica DuClaud 
Siobhan Duff 
Tim Dufks 
Charlie Faye Duggan 
Susan Dumas 
Grace Duncan 
Marjorie Dunham 
Barbara Dunlap 
Diana Dunlap 
Irene Dunlap 
Connie Dunn 
Sherry Dunn 
Diane Dunne 
Nic Duon 
Michele Dupratt 
Dani/Donna Duran 
Eve Duran 
Janet Duran 
Kira Durbin 
Carla Durkin 
M. Dürrenberg 
Naomi Dutch 

Judy Dutil 
John Dutton 
Laura Dutton 
Douglas Dyakon 
Barb Dyck 
Jym Dyer 
Sharon Earhart 
Julia Earl 
Bonnie Earls-Solari 
Faye Easley 
Gail Eastwood 
Linda Eaton 
Laurie Eavey 
Isabel Ebert 
Maryanne Ebner 
Nicole Echave 
John Ector 
Pastor Lyda Eddington 
Sus Ede 
Taylor Edelhart 
Jonathan Eden 
Megan Eding 
Elizabeth Edinger 
Iris Edinger 
Lorrie Edmonson 
Debora Edmunds 
Estella Edwards 
Jane Edwards 
Jolene Edwards 
Phyllis Edwards 
Nancy Egelko 
Rebecca Egger 
Shirley Eglington 
Jennifer Ehman 
Annette Ehrlich 
Olivia Eielson 
Karen Eikeland 
Michael Eisenscher 
Gregg Eisman 
Carol Ekeland 
Steve Eklund 
Christine Elbel 
Melody Elek 
Arynne Elfenbein 
Kristen Elgen 
Anaundda Elijah 
Carol Elkins 
Lupe Elkins 
Michael Elkins 
D. L. Ellenburg 
Tracy Elliott 
Clare Ellis 
Norm Ellis 
Paticia Ellison-Overholt 

Elizabeth Ellwanger 
Lola Elmo 
Dennis Ely 
Glenn Embrey 
C. Emerson 
Sky Emerson 
Susan Emerson 
Rebecca Jean Emigh 
Bayle Emlein 
Linda Emme 
Charles Enders 
David Enevoldsen 
Russell Eng 
Bruce England 
Dixie English 
Elena Ennouri 
Mariel Eplboim 
M.S. Epstein 
Walter Erhorn 
Kelle Erwin 
Nancy Esajian 
Christopher Escarcega 
Susan Eschbach 
Grecia Esparza 
Art Espinola 
Nicholas Esser 
Michael Essex 
Joshua Essoe 
Michael Esten 
Carl Estes 
George Estonactoc 
Elizabeth Eszterhas 
Tami Etziony 
Albert Eurs 
Alana Evans 
Ellen Evans 
Holly Evans 
Kersti Evans 
Luci Evanston 
Melissa Evask 
Karla Everett 
Yuri Evfimiou 
Kai Ewert 
Robert Ewing 
Chelsea F. 
Ronald C Faas 
Nancy Faber 
Cindy Fabry 
Heather Fadden 
Peter Faeustle 
Rita Fahrner 
Don Faia 
Jon Charles Falk 
Catherine Falknor 

Tom Falvey 
Dominick Falzone 
Susang-Talamo Family 
Donna Fanning 
Sam Fargnoli 
Bob Farinsky 
Claire Farmer 
Juliet Farmer 
Dan Farquhar 
Amy Farrell 
Mary Farrell 
Kelly Farrow 
Barry Fass-Holmes 
Mir Faugno 
Moira Fay 
Alex Faydo 
Stephanie Fazzare 
Joy Fedele 
Christine Fedon 
Nathanael Fehrenbach 
James Feichtl 
Marla Feierabend 
Barbara Feild 
Stephanie Feiring 
John Feissel 
Mark Feldman 
Ruth Feldman 
Tom Feldman 
Grace Feldmann 
Helga Fellay 
Kristie Fellows 
Lyn Fenex 
Victor Feodorov 
Carol Ferber 
Cindy Ferguson 
Gene Ferguson 
Virginia Ferguson 
Daniel Fernandes 
Jesse Fernandez 
Kathleen Fernandez 
Sydney Fernandez 
John Ferrante 
Sofia Ferrario 
Concetta Ferrell 
Thomas Ferrito 
Andre Ferro 
Stephen Ferry 
Asano Fertig 
Judy Fessler 
Nancy Fetterman 
Nicole Feuerhelm 
Heidi Fielding 
Robin Fielding 
Carol Fields 

Karen Fiene 
Craig Figtree 
Deborah Filipelli PhD 
Jeffrey Findeis 
Melissa Finder 
Lena Fine 
Richard Finer 
Jane Culp Finkelstein 
Jim Finn 
Elizabeth Finnerty 
Mark J. Fiore 
Bunny Firebaugh 
Susan Firestone 
Donald Fischer 
Lori Fischer 
Phil & Lynn Fischer 
Charles Fishburn 
Juels Fisher 
Milton Fisher 
Pamela Fisher 
Susan Fisher 
Terri Fisher 
Stephen Fitch 
Gregory Fite 
Joel Fithian 
Linda Fitz 
Glennis Fitzgerald 
Mark Fitzgerald 
Sharon Fitzgerald 
John FitzRandolph 
Allan Fix 
Lenore Flanders 
Marcia Flannery 
Dylan Flather 
Kevin Flavia 
Lis Fleming 
Sherry Fleming 
Tova Fleming 
Tracy Fleming 
Richard Flittie 
Monica Floeck 
Laurie Flood 
Susan Elvira Floran-

Bernier 
Gabriel Flores 
Regina Flores 
Brian Florian 
James Floyd 
Joanne Flynn 
Lindsey Foden 
Diana Fogarty 
Hilda Foley 
Karen Follingstad 
Jeri Fonté 
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Ann Jo Foo 
Ida Foo 
Judith Ford 
Sharon Ford 
Elaine Forester 
Jennifer Formoso 
Patricia Forrest 
Donna Forst 
Suzanne Forsyth 
Sarah Fortney 
Suzy Forwood 
Matthew Foss 
Charles Foster 
Marcy Foster 
Margie Fourie 
John Fowler 
Kathleen Fox 
Aranye Fradenburg 
Wendy Frado 
Jeremy France 
Karla Frandson 
Le Frank 
Norman Frank 
Pat Frankenfield 
Constance Franklin 
Justin Fransila 
Candy Frantz-Crafton 
David Franzetta 
Phyllis Frasher 
Tom Fray 
Carol Fred 
Nancy Freedland 
Rea Freedom 
Myrna Freeman 
Richard Freeman 
Yvonne Freeman 
Andrew Frey 
Michael Frey 
Julia Frick 
Sarah Friedenberg 
Honey Friedman 
Irwin Friedman 
Leanne Friedman 
Leslie Friedman 
Denyse & Robert 

Frischmuth 
Dennis Fritzinger 
Joyce Frohn 
Raymond Fronczak 
Elly Fry 
Martin Fryc 
Nathan Frye 
Cassie Fuertez 
Deborah Fugate 

John Fuhrer 
Jed Fuhrman 
Shirley Fukuhara 
Rebecca Fuller 
Fran Fulwiler 
Melissa Funk 
David Fura 
Carol Fusco 
Gilda Fusilier 
Sherrill Futrell 
M. G. 
Tamara G. 
Querido Galdo 
Beverly Gale 
Geoffrey Gallegos 
Julie Long Gallegos 
Mark Gallegos 
Jim Galsterer 
Corrie Galvan 
Laura Galvan 
Ruben Galvez 
Jacqueline Gamble 
Jacque Gamboa 
Mary Ann Gamma 
Sarah Gao 
Sharma Gaponoff 
Barbara Garcia 
Bas Garcia 
Christine Garcia 
Evette Garcia 
Felipe Garcia 
Fernando Garcia 
Isabel Garcia 
Velia Garcia 
Vinella Garcia 
Henry Garcia-Alvarez 
Jessica Garcia-Blenio 
Gardenia Gardener 
Kathe Gardenias 
Mary Ann Gardner 
Nicholas Gardner 
Michael Garitty 
Leah Garland 
Helen Garner 
Peter Garner 
Lynn Garnica 
Jamila Garrecht 
Alisa Garrison 
Chris Gartland 
Dorene Garvin 
Kurt Gary 
Renate Gase 
Heidi Gatcia 
Tamara Gates 

Carole Gathman 
Dana Gatto 
Jill Gaughan 
Cynthia Gaya 
Liz Gayle 
B. Sheryl Geddes 
Lauren Gedlinske 
Gretchen Gehres 
Jennifer Gehrich 
Elaine Genasci 
George Georgalis 
Laurence George 
Nancy Georgini 
Madeleine Gepner 
Mark Geraghty 
Claudia Gerber 
Glee Gerde 
Jennifer Gerding 
Nancy Gerdt 
Greg German 
Carol Germenis 
Karen Gerst 
Beverly Geuting 
Monica Geyer 
Sandra Geyer 
Sue Ghilotti 
Ana Ghosh 
Karen Gibb 
Pamela Gibberman 
Debbie Gibson 
Gale Gibson 
Janet Sue Gibson 
Kenneth Gibson 
Phoenix Giffen 
Ed Giguere 
Pat Gilbert 
Wendy Gilbert 
Sonya Gilbreath 
Jes Gildea 
Margaret Giles 
Rich Gililland 
Thomas Gillespie 
Cheryl Gillette 
Erin Gilligan-Morin 
Ken Gilliland 
Skylar Gilmore 
Timothy Gilmore 
Joe Ginsburg 
Linda Gioia 
Arturo Giraldez 
Karen Gitter 
Carrie Givens 
Mark Glace 
Andrea Glass 

Leslie Glass 
Toni Glass 
Sue Glasscock 
MaryAnne Glazar 
Barbara Glaze 
Leslie Gleason 
Constance Glenn 
Cassandra Glickman 
Janice Gloe 
Sandra Glover 
Ronald Glusac 
Nancy Gneiting 
Megan Gnekow 
M. Goddard 
Su Godwin 
Tracy Goestenkors 
N. Goettler 
Marie Goewert 
Frances Goff 
Ernest Goitein 
Carol Gold 
Jennifer Gold 
Rick Gold 
Vicki Gold 
Dan Goldberg 
Devorah Goldberg 
Gene Golden 
Thomas Goldenberg 
Georgia Goldfarb 
Martha Goldin 
Jill Goldman 
Lauren Goldman 
Ron Goldman 
Sergi Goldman-Hull 
Jane/Rob Goldman-

Macdonald 
Chip Goldstein 
Juliet Goldstein 
Susan Goldstein 
Armando Gomez 
Kathleen Gonnoud 
James Gonsman 
Bernie Gonzales 
Daniel Gonzales 
Tara Gonzales 
Autumn Gonzalez 
Cecilia Gonzalez 
Gerardo Lobo Gonzalez 
Rachell Gonzalez 
Susan Gonzalez 
Watson Gooch 
Beth Goode 
Luna Gooding 
Cathy Goodrich 

David Goodrich 
Bradford Goodwin 
Jan Goodwin 
Martha Goodwin 
Shaun Goodwin 
Carol Gordon 
Jane Gordon 
Kathleen Gordon 
Mary Gordon 
Steve Gorman 
Susan Gorner 
Carolyn Gorny 
Dan Gotch 
Jane Gothold 
Judith Gottesman 
B. J. Gould 
Elaine Gould 
Mary Govaars 
Nancy Gowani 
Erik Grabow 
Elizabeth Grace 
George Grace 
Pema Grace 
Kay Graetz 
Gail Graff 
Jacqueline Graham 
Christine Granados 
Domenico Graniello 
Larry Grant 
F.S. Grassia 
Caryn Graves 
Charlotte Gray 
Elisabeth Gray 
Lisa Gray 
Lynn Gray 
Darlene Grech 
Jamie Green 
Nye Green 
Carol Greenberg 
Judyth Greenburgh 
Chris Greene 
Ford Greene 
Jeanne Greene 
Judy Greenough 
Evelyn Greenwald 
Green Greenwald 
Belisa Grefe 
Arnold Gregorian 
Phil Grenetz 
Carolyn Gribben 
Beverly Griffin 
Erica Griffin 
Pam Griffin 
Susan Griffin 
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Glenda Griffith 
Mason Griffith 
Melody Grigg 
Heather Grigsby 
Antonio Grijalva 
Kathleen Grisso 
Bruce Grobman 
Helen Grohman-Collins 
Malcolm Groome 
Anne Gross 
Chris Gross 
Steve Gross 
Kathleen Groux 
Shannon Gruber 
Karenina Grun-Louie 
Gretchen Grunt 
Horacio Guajardo 
Sylvia Guerra 
Ma. Elena Guillermo 
Alan Gullette 
Katharine Gullotta 
Melanie Gunderson 
Stella Gunther 
Thayne Gunther 
J. Barry Gurdin 
Carol Gurunathan 
April Gustafsen 
Dr. Ricky Gutierrez 
Todd Gutmann 
Carla Guyard 
Nathalie Guyonvarch 
Eryan Gwin 
Perry Gx 
Samara H V 
Maria Haanpää 
Dorothygayle Haas 
Aaron Haase 
Nicholas Habben 
Brian Haberly 
Linda Habuda 
Marc Hachey 
Anthony Hackett 
William Hackett 
Nadia Haddad 
Christine Haden 
Jer Haelen 
Marcy Hagen 
Sherrill Hagenson 
Alan Haggard 
Jennifer Haglund 
Bradford Hague 
George Hague 
Robert Hahn 
Barbara Haire 

Shady Hakim 
Teni Hakopian 
Bonnie Hale 
Ben Hall 
Gayle Hall 
Holly Hall 
Karen Hall 
Maryann Haller 
Cathy Halley 
Michele Halligan 
Laurie Hallihan 
Carol Hallmeyer 
Trisha Hamera 
Ellen Hamilton 
Robin Hamlin 
Esther Hamm 
F. Hammer 
Lisa Hammermeister 
Celeste Hammond 
James Hampson 
Anna Hamre 
Eric Hamre 
Alice Hamrick 
Quentin Hancock 
David Hand 
George Handler 
Sherry Handy 
Gary Hanks 
Sarah Hanley 
Yvonne Hanlon 
Sean Hanns 
Diana Hansen 
Julie Hansen 
Paul Hansen 
Phillip Hansen 
Wendy Hansen 
Cynthia Hanson 
Nancy Hanson 
Tim Hanson 
Charlotte Harbeson 
John Hardesty 
Mary Joan Hardie 
Joseph Hardin 
Kelly Harding 
Sharon Harding 
Barbara Hardwick 
Leah Hardy 
D. J. Hargin 
John Hargrove 
Lynne Harkins 
Sheila Harkrider 
Gabrielle Harlan 
Susan Harman 
Rebecca Harper 

Tom Harper 
Silva Harr 
Lene Harries 
Michael Harrington 
David Harris 
Freya Harris 
Jeanie Harris 
Jennifer Harris 
Leila Harris 
Nina Harris 
Jennifer Harrison 
Laura Harrison 
Marty Harrison 
Roger Hart 
Allen Harthorn 
Michael Hartley 
Randall Hartman 
Linda Hartmann 
Valerie Hartwell 
Heather Hartwig 
Vanessa Harvell 
Anne Harvey 
Sarah Harvey 
Edward Harwood 
Jordan Hashemi-Briskin 
Karen Hastings 
Melissa Haswell 
Christina Hatfield 
Cassie Hauck 
Stephanie Hausle 
Nancy Havassy 
Gary Haven 
John Hawkins 
Linda Hawkins 
Paula Hawkins 
Christine Hayes 
Donna Hayes 
Janet Hayes 
Kathryn Hayes 
Sara Hayes 
Suzy Hayes-Tripp 
Lucie Hazen 
Yuriko Hazlett 
Carol Head 
Kris Head 
Laura Head 
Shannon Healey 
Chuck Heard 
Kevin Hearle Ph.D. 
Sarah (Sally) Hearon 
Allene Hebert 
Sally Heckethorn 
Ken Hedges 
Shawna Hedley 

Carol Heermance 
Brooks Heiken 
Shelby Heimbach 
Christine Hein 
Bridgett Heinly 
M. Hempel 
Clive Henderson 
Michael Henderson 
Rose Henderson 
Steven Henderson 
Kelly Hendricks 
Trevor Heneveld 
Marie Henley 
Debbie Hennessey 
Heide-Marie Henniger 
Steve Henry 
Rocio Herbert 
Teri Herbst 
Elizabeth Herman 
Gene Herman 
Jack Herman 
Wendy Hermosillo 
Carolyn Hernandez 
Eloy Hernandez 
Heather Hernandez 
Martha Hernandez 
Rebecca Hernandez 
Steve Hernandez 
Tonie Hernandez 
Laura Herndon 
Joan Heron 
Robert Herrera 
Christiane Herrmann 
April Herron 
Barbara Herron 
Justin Herschel 
Randall Herz 
Shirley Hesche 
Gary Hesler 
Rilla Heslin 
Allan Hessenflow 
Avi Hesterman 
John Hewett 
Carol Hewitt 
Judy Hewitt 
Roger Hewitt 
Marni Heydt 
Cynthia Hiatt 
Cynthia Hicks 
Richard Hieber 
Gabi Hiemann 
RIchard Hiersch 
Carol Hiestand 
Bruce Higgins 

Susi Higgins 
Terrence Higgins 
Howard Higson 
Gene Hikel 
Karen Hildebrand 
C. Hildreth 
Deborah Hill 
Eugene Hill 
Kenneth Hill 
Misako Hill 
Pamela Hill 
Ramona Hillier-O’Hara 
Ryan Hills 
Eve Himmelheber 
Phil Hinkle 
S.R. Hinrichs 
Eugene Hinton 
Bruce Hirayama 
Kathy Hirsch 
Jeanne Hirshfield 
Leslie Hixson 
Annette Hobday 
Charles Hochberg 
Zora Hocking 
Christina Hodge 
Bengie Hodges 
Suzanne Hodges 
Julianne Hoehn 
Janet Hoey-Klick 
Ricardo Hofer 
Florence Hoffert 
Jeff Hoffman 
Candace Hogan 
Judith Hogan 
Lisa Hoivik 
Deborah Holcomb 
Lonner Holden 
Lisel Holdenried 
Tori Holder 
Erika Holderith 
Brett Holland 
Roger Hollander 
Lynne Holley 
Saundra Holloway 
Lisa Holm 
Larry Holme 
Magnus Holmen 
Christine Holmes 
Kirsten Holmquist 
Armelle Holt 
Lisa Holtzman 
Jessica Honza 
Suzanne Hoofnagle 
Jennifer Hooson 
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Ben Hoover 
Jeff Hopkins 
Julie Anne Hopkins 
Sylvia Hopkins 
Nicholas Horne 
Jerry Horner 
Anna Hornick 
Julie Hornung 
Yutaka Houlette 
April House 
Michael House 
Michael Houston 
Roseanne Hovey 
Jeanne Howard 
Lynn Howard 
Tracy Hoyt 
Ian Hua 
Edward Huang 
Leilani Hubbard 
Anne Huber 
Joyce Huber 
Caryn Huberman 
Molly Huddleston 
Jerry Hudgins 
Adam Huggins 
Brendan Hughes 
Gary Hughes 
John Hughes 
Kevin Hughes 
Kim Hughes 
Vicki Hughes 
Virginia Hughes 
Mike Hughey 
David Hukari 
Sharon Hull 
Erica Hummel 
Jay Hummel 
Jennifer Humphreys 
Tim Humphreys 
Aidan Humrich 
Michael Hundt 
Jill Marie Hungerford 
Joan Hunnicutt 
Paul Hunrichs 
Daniel Hunt 
Donna Hunt 
Eileen Hunt 
Josh Hunt 
Otto Hunt 
D. M. Hunter 
Jacki Hunter 
Janice Hunter 
Michael Hunter 
Kirsten Huntley 

Mark Hurst 
Robert Husbands 
Steven Huskey 
Erik Husoe 
Charles Husome 
Suzanne Hutchinson 
Graciela Huth 
Rick Huyett 
Yvonne Hyatt 
David Hyde 
Andrea Iaderosa 
Vonnie Iams 
Jeri Idso 
Wallace Iimura 
Chris Illes 
William Imhoff 
Kajsa Ingelsson 
Debra Ingle 
Anne Ingraham 
Francesca Innocenti 
Judy Irving 
Samantha Irwin 
Joel Isaacson 
Mary L. Ishii 
Rika Ishii-Price 
Anna Isis-Brown 
Tasha Isolani 
Jan Ivanoff 
Dana Ivey 
Laurie Izzo 
Sandra Jackdon 
Joan Jacks 
Victoria Jacks 
Christina Jackson 
Donna Jackson 
Elizabeth Jackson 
Grace Jackson 
Harold Jackson 
Jan Jackson 
Jenice Jackson 
Leroy Jackson 
Melanie Jackson 
Dori Jacob 
Ron Jacob 
Jill Jacobs 
JoAnne Jacobs 
Vernon Jacobs 
Brynna Jacobson 
Gretchen Jacobson 
Jenna Jacobson 
Lisa Jacobson 
Karen Jacques 
Nicola Jaeger 
Molly Jaffe 

Rebecca Jaffe 
Mark Jajeh 
Tom Jakaby 
Brown James 
Josephine James 
Philip Jamtaas 
Miranda Janeschild 
Nora Jansen 
Hillie Janssen 
Andrea Jaquette 
Susan Alcott Jardine 
Sue Jarrard 
Sherrie Jarrett 
Elizabeth Jarvis 
Jerri Jarvis 
Gosia Jarzembowska 
Donna Jefferson 
Esther Jenkins 
K. Jenkins 
Paula Jenkins 
Angela Jensen 
Connie Jensen 
Donna Jensen 
Gerry Jensen 
Lawrence Jensen 
Melanie Jensen 
S. Jensen 
Lee Jesmain 
Geoffrey Jewel 
Rosemary Jewkes 
Jerry Jezowski 
Vanessa Jimenez 
Patricia Jing 
C.J. Johansen 
Mike Johles 
Brian Johnson 
Chad Johnson 
Christine Johnson 
Cliff Johnson 
Gregg Johnson 
Jennie Johnson 
Jennifer Johnson 
Joan K. Johnson 
Joel Johnson 
Joyce Johnson 
Kristin Johnson 
Lisa Johnson 
Renata Johnson 
Sage Johnson 
Shawn Johnson 
Tamara Johnson 
Bonnie Johnstone 
Rena Johnston-

Farrington 

Frederique Joly 
Amelia Jones 
Annamarie Jones 
Barbara Jones 
Christopher Jones 
Claire Jones 
Edmund Jones 
Jackie Jones 
Jamie Jones 
Jan Jones 
Jeri Jones 
Kathy Jones 
Keith Jones 
Kenneth Jones 
Linda Jones 
Melanie Jones 
Truman Jones 
Laura Jones-Bedel 
Sirry Jonsdottir 
James Jordan 
Joanne Jordan 
Lance Jordan 
Rebecca Jordan 
Wendy Jordan 
Kersten Jordanmaree 
Nancy Josefosky 
Jill Joseph 
Jessica Joson 
Robert Joy 
Martin Joye 
Walter Juchert 
Barbara Judd 
Lil Judd 
Mary Junek 
Scott Jung 
Debra Jurey 
Kay Justad-Saffon 
Charlie K. 
John K. 
SharonLee K. 
Valerie Kadium 
Max Kaehn 
David Kajtaniak 
Carole Kalous 
Scott Kaminski 
Cindy Kamler 
Jan Kampa 
Benita Kamstock 
Cat Kane 
Edward Kane 
Tami Kannenberg 
Michele Kappel-Stone 
Judy Karas 
Kellie Karkanen 

Klinta Karklina 
Chuck Karp 
Cassandra Kashanski 
Sandy Kasper 
Peggy Kass 
Michael Kast 
Lise Kastigar 
Vicki & Rod Kastlie 
M. Katz 
Sara Katz 
Sherry Katz 
Andrea Kaufman 
Barry Kaufman 
Denise Kautter 
Felicia Kautz 
David Kavanaugh 
K. Kawecki 
Linda Kay 
Barbara Kaye 
Steve Kaye 
Edie Keating 
Shauna C. Keddy 
John M. Keefe 
Michael Keene 
Dana Kegaries 
Lori Kegler 
Meghan Keil 
Cheri Keisner 
Sandi Keist 
Kathy Kelehan 
Kathleen Keller 
Lucinda Keller 
Alice Kelly 
Diane Kelly 
Janet Kelly 
Marie Kelly 
Lisa Ann Kelly & Family 
Michael Kemper 
Lavonne Kendall 
Vieva Kendig 
Aaron A. Kenna 
Arthur Kennedy 
Barbara Kennedy 
Clare Kennedy 
Ian Kent 
Katherine Kent 
Barbara Kenton 
Nancy Kenyon 
Paul Keough 
Charlene Kerchevall 
Miki Kern 
Roselyn Kern 
Genevieve Hahn Kerr 
J. Kerr 
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Linda Kerr 
Anna Kerruish 
Sara Kert 
I. Kessler 
Kathleen Kestelyn 
Aaron Kester 
Heather Kettmann 
Dr Mha Atma S. Khalsa 
Rubi Khilnani 
John Kidd 
Elizabeth Kiely 
Paul Kienitz 
Cassie Kifer 
Bill Kilbourne 
Elli Kimbauer 
Catherine Kimbrough 
Kathryn Kind 
Gay King 
Jean King 
Laurel King 
Michelle King 
Tracey King 
Wilder Kingsley 
Allysyn Kiplinger 
John Kirk 
Judith Kirk 
Sue Kirk 
Perry Kirkland 
Saran Kirschbaum 
Kathleen Kite-Powell 
Jo Ann Kiva 
Pat Klaasen 
Cheryl Klatt 
Joel Klayman 
Bill Klein 
Diane Klein 
Joseph Klein 
Marilyn Klein 
Jamie Klem 
Lois Klepin 
Diana Kliche 
Sue Klick 
Lauren Klingman 
Michael Kloby 
Elizabeth Kloepfer 
Lorrie Klosterman 
Frank Klug 
Paul Klunder 
Charles Kluz 
Julie Kmetzko 
Harry Knapp 
Brooke Knight 
Joan Knipe 
Kristeene Knopp 

Cybele Knowles 
Elena Knox 
Lisa Knox 
Mayumi Knox 
Julie Knutson 
Caroline Ko 
Denise Kobylarz 
Kristin Koch 
Walter Koch 
Sharon Kocher 
Kristie Koehler 
Karl Koessel 
Patti Koger 
Ellen Koivisto 
Joyce Kolasa 
Marcia Kolb 
Luann Koller 
Diana Kommer 
Carol Kommerstad-

Reiche 
Henrietta Komras 
Margaret Koopowitz 
Gloria Kopp 
Greg Korelich 
Raleigh Koritz 
Dennis Kortheuer 
Kristen Koster 
Brian Koukol 
Betty Kowall 
Patricia Kowalski 
Julie Kramer 
Anna Kraus 
Cathy Kraus 
Doug Krause 
Lisa Krausz 
Rebel Kreklow 
Jennifer Krenzin 
Teresa Krest 
Caroline Krewson 
Evan Jane Kriss 
Sherry Kritzer 
Zachary Kronkright 
K. Kropp 
Renee Krueger 
Ted Krug 
Henry Kruger 
K. Krupinski 
Michelle Krupkin 
Wendy Krupnick 
Virginia Krutilek 
Kevin Krywko 
Alfredo Kuba 
Marita Kubersky 
Kathleen Kuczynski 

Gary Kuehn 
Elizabeth Kuelbs 
Carol Kuelper 
Donna Kuge 
Doris Kuhns 
Xakan Kukulcan 
Jen Kumar 
Janet Kuncl 
Giar-Ann Kung 
Sarah Kupferberg 
Jamie Kurnik 
Lloyd Kurzweil 
Susan Kusano 
Lesley Kushner 
Edith Kvale 
Maria Kydonieus 
Jamie L. 
L. L. 
Molly L. 
Stephanie L. 
Nancy La Bash 
Rochelle La Frinere 
Isabella La Rocca 
Georgia Labey 
Cathie LaBrecque 
Caitlin Lacey 
Janet Lacey 
Sharon Lacoste 
Sharon Lacy 
Linda Lagace 
Phyllis Lager 
Denice LaGrassa 
Frank Lahorgue 
Allen Lam 
Irina Lamadrid 
Ronda Lamagna 
Alexandra Lamb 
Beverly Lambert 
Carol Lambert 
Janet Lambert 
Jerome Lambert 
Rene Lambert 
Susan Lambert 
Tracy Lambert 
Paul & Kathleen Lanctot 
Martha Land 
Robin Lande 
Margaret Lander 
Karine Landers 
Miriam Landman 
A. Lane 
Carol Lane 
Priscilla Lane 
Maureen Laney 

Serena Laney 
Diane Lang 
Johanna Lang 
Karin Langer 
Darlene Langston 
Michael LaNoue 
Sandy Lansdale 
Renee Lanser 
Michelle Lanting 
Ellen Lanzone 
Roshanee Lappe 
Larry Lapuyade 
Erin Lareau 
Adrienne Larimer 
Chris Larimer 
Kathryn LaRiviere 
Neil Lark 
Lulu LaRocca 
Lucy Larom 
Brent Larsen 
Marilyn Larsen 
Frances Larson 
Karen Larson 
Randy Larson 
Francine Larstein 
J. Lasahn 
Lisa Lashaway 
Jody Last 
Nancy Lathan 
Lesley Lathrop 
Pat Launer 
Janet Laur 
Leann Laurich 
Inger Marie Laursen 
Vance Lausmann 
Ashley Lauth 
Amanda Law 
Michael Lawler 
Ken Lawson 
William Lawson 
David Lay 
Wendy Le Master 
Katherine Leahy 
Karin Lease 
Mario Lecce 
John LeConte 
Dennis Ledden 
Audrey Ledesma 
Barbara Lee 
Claudia Lee 
Emily Lee 
Janice Lee 
Jean Lee 
Jon Lee 

Peter Lee 
Sandra Lee 
Sherrie Lee 
Thomas Lee 
Nancy Leech 
Dennis & Kathleen Lees 
Jacque Lefler 
Kyra Legaroff 
Vicki Leidner 
Lynda Leigh 
Mindy Leighton-Toth 
Bill Leikam 
Linda Lemerise 
Denise Lemmon 
Florence Lemoine 
Nicholas Lenchner 
Kevin Lenhart 
Giovani Leon 
Lauren Leonarduzzi 
Rita Leone 
Nadine Leonova 
Robin Lerios 
B. Lerner 
Talia Lesser 
Chris Lester 
Stephen Lester 
Pamela Letourneau 
Jon Leupp 
Margaret M. Leusch 
Horst Leuschner 
David Levenson 
Jeff Levicke 
Adam Levin 
Amanda Levin 
Larry Levin 
Callie LeVina 
Aaron Levine 
Chuck Levine 
Deedee Levine 
Marilyn Levine 
Sandy Levine 
Sharon Levine 
Beth Levinson 
Lacey Levitt 
Albert Levy 
David Levy 
Stacy Dever Levy 
Catherine Lewis 
Cynthia Lewis 
Laraine Lewis 
Rena Lewis 
Valerie Lewis 
William Lewis 
Kimberly Leyden 
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Sharon Lieberman 
Diedra Liepelt 
Cynthia Lieurance 
E. Light 
Carol Lilleberg 
Ken Lim 
Sonti Lim 
Lauren Linda 
George Lindelof 
Dianna Linden 
Patty Linder 
Robert Lindey 
Jean Lindgren 
Bill Lindner 
Katie Lindsay 
Ron Lindsay 
Colin Lindsly 
Norma Liner 
Charlotte Liniger 
Betty Lininger 
Marylen Lininger 
Walter Linsley 
Ilene Linssen 
Earl Lippold 
Margaret Lirones 
Melissa Liscomb 
Julia Litaker 
Elizabeth Littell 
Shannon Littrell 
Ann Livingston 
Brandon Llamas-Siddiqi 
Colleen Lobel 
Ro LoBianco 
Edith Lobrot 
Santo Locascio 
Peggy Loe 
Margot Loerky 
Sarah Fernald Loft 
Frances Logan 
Louise Logan 
Pam Logan 
Dana Logston 
Nicole Loh 
Wendy Lohman 
Laura Lois 
Francesca Long 
Glenn Long 
Kit Long 
Larisa Long 
Loretta Long 
Jeannette Longtin 
Debra Lono 
Chris Loo 
Ernie Looney 

Jaime Lopez 
Jonel Lopez 
Lori R. Lopez 
Peggy Lopez 
Ralph Lopez 
Victor Lopez 
Carolyn Lord 
Robert Lorentzen 
Thomas Lorioux 
Janet Lott 
Jude Lotz 
O’Neill Louchard 
Catherine Loudis 
V. Louie 
Alanna Louin 
Scott Love 
Valerie Love 
George Loveday 
Todd Loveless 
Margot Lowe 
Martha Lowe 
Jim Lowery 
Avila Lowrance 
Lorraine Lowry 
Marsha Lowry 
Rebecca Lowry 
Adam Lozier 
Diana Lubin 
Andrea Lucas 
Janie Lucas 
Ken Lucas 
Ruby Lyn Lucin 
Aileen Ludlow 
Marlene Ludlow 
Brian Luenow 
Mariana Lukacova 
Jeanna Lum 
Quenby Lum 
Kirk Lumpkin 
Jules Luna 
Alexandria Luostari 
Gilberte Luron 
Steve Lustgarden 
Irene Lutz 
Robert Luvisi 
Sheryl Luxon 
Dennis Lynch 
Michael Lynch 
Susan Lynch 
Barbara Lyon 
Connie Lyons 
Ronald Lyons 
Claudia Lyons-Yerion 
Keiko M. 

Megan M. 
Catherine Macan 
Edward Macan 
Alison MacArthur 
Colin Macaulay 
Alex MacCollom 
Karin Machusic 
Sherry Macias 
Ingeborg MacKay 
Marta MacKenzie 
Michelle MacKenzie 
Susan MacKenzie 
AnaKristina Alexandra 

Mackey 
Alan Mackillop 
Marina Mackin 
Mel Mackler 
Andrew MacLaggan 
Katherine MacMillan 
Bonnie MacRaith 
Claire Maddlone 
Tim Madison 
Benjamin Madley 
Pamela Magathan 
Lisa Magee 
Beverly Magid 
Serafina Magnussen 
Pat Magrath 
Becky Maguire 
David Maher 
Mary Maher 
Lee Mahler 
Cathy Mahoney 
Jack Mahrt 
Dineo Maine 
Eugene Majerowicz 
Janet Maker 
Sayeeda Malachi 
Maria Carmen 

Maldonado Urie 
Susan Maletsky 
Parvin Malik 
Annie Malone 
Marsha Malone 
Maureen Maloney 
Jan Maltzan 
Robert Mammon 
Patrick Manalio 
Jace Mande 
Peter Mandell 
William Manewal 
Donna Mangel 
Luz Mangurian 
Joseph Mankawich 

Garrett Mann 
Harold Mann 
Helen Manning-Brown 
Arthur & Jean 

Manoogian 
Jone Manoogian 
Shirley Mantyla 
Marilyn Marco 
Chris Marcus 
Hayley Marcus 
Jewels Marcus 
Karen Marcus 
Mel Marcus 
Pam Marden 
Sandra Mardigian 
Devan Mardyks 
Siri Margerin 
Kirk Margo 
Natalie Mari 
Angela Marie 
Marilyn Marilyn 
J. Marin 
Antonella Marinelli 
Heidi Markel 
Linda Markese 
Clea Markman 
Goran Markovic 
Jeremy Nathan Marks 
Patricia Marlatt 
Jennifer Marler 
Judith Marlin 
Derek Marotta 
Carolyn Marsden 
Craig Marshall 
Ian Marshall 
Jack Preston Marshall 
Katherine Marshall 
Kathy Marshall 
Nancy Marshall 
Pattie Marshall 
Raymond Marshall 
Stephen Marshall 
Leslie Martensen 
Jamey Marth 
Angela Martin 
Carol Martin 
Diane Martin 
Frank Martin 
Jay Martin 
Jayne Martin 
Jerry & Mary Lee Martin 
Kea Martin 
Robin Ansley Martin 
Staci Martin 

Sue Martin 
Antonio Martinez 
Daniela Martinez 
Henry Martinez 
Sheila Martinez 
Dyllon Martini 
Ana-Paula Martins-

Fernandes 
A. Marts 
Jaime Marx 
M. Masek 
James Masi 
Francesco Masiello 
Dawn Mason 
Evelyn Mason 
Sally Mason 
Joy Massa 
Mike Massari 
Joel Masser 
Jenifer Massey 
Jim Massey ND 
Wendy Mastroianni 
Karine Matevossian 
Debra Matlock 
Sarah Mattern 
Alexa Matthews 
Nan Matthews 
Georgia Mattingly 
Judith Mattsson 
Shirley Matulich 
Tamara Matz 
Barbara Mauk 
Margaret S. Maurin 
Barbara Mauz 
David Maxim 
James Maxwell 
Michele Maxwell 
Dorian May 
Karen Mayer 
Richard Mayer 
Carol Mazerall 
Michael Mazzarella 
Kevin Mazzocco 
Lisa Mazzola 
Kevin McAlister 
Luisa McAneny 
Marcine McBride 
Beverly McCallister 
Aislinn McCarthy 
Anne McCarthy 
Jonna McCarthy 
Teri McCartney 
Kevin McCaskill 
Karen McChrystal 
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May 2019 I-15 Proposed RMPA/Final EIS 

Anne McClain 
Lyn McClure 
Sudi McCollum 
Douglas McCombs 
Arthur McConn 
Teal McConn 
Julie McCord 
C. Gene McCormick 
Douglas Mccormick 
Novalee McCowatt 
Linda McCracken 
Tamara McCready 
Erin McCreless 
Laurel McCrink 
Lissa McCullough 
Nancy McCune 
Tracy McDermott 
Robert Mcdonnell 
Patrick McDowell 
Molly McEnerney 
Thomas Mcfarlan 
Julia McFarland 
Tanya McGee 
Kerri McGoldrick 
Dennis McGonagle 
Jimmy Mcgowan 
Joanne McGrath 
Bruce McGraw 
Dennis McGuire 
Will McGuire 
Krista McKee 
Lou Anne McKeefery 
Caephren McKenna 
Kathleen McKeon 
Channing McKindra 
Laura McKinney 
Marshal McKitrick 
Melissa Mcknight 
Lynette McLamb 
Michael McLaughlin 
John McLaurin 
Todd McLay 
Jo McLean 
Carol McMahon 
Gillian McManus 
Susan McMullen 
Linda McNair 
Lianne McNeal 
Shirley McNeal 
Susan McNulty 
Jim & Leslee 

McPherson 
Nancy McQueen 
Alicia McQuillen 

Kadie McShirley 
David Meade 
Pattie Meade 
Alexandra Meador 
Shelley Meals 
D & M Means 
Deborah Meckler 
Mark Medina 
Debra Medley 
Eric Meece 
Don Meehan 
Simone Meeker 
Tobias Meeker 
Helene Carol Meeks 
Linda Meeks 
Gail Meese 
Courtney Mehrlich 
Adil Mehta 
Alexis Meir 
Lisa Meisinger 
Barbara Meislin 
Jeff Melin 
Ron Melin 
Dan Melius 
Linda Mellen 
Annette Mello 
Julio Mendez 
Sara MengeMartin 
Ric Mer 
Shirley Mercado 
George Merilatt 
Alison Merkel 
Karynn Merkel 
Lisa Merrill 
Sheila Messer 
Nikita Metelica 
Evi Meuris 
Eric Meyer 
Ian Meyer 
Lesley Meyer 
Michael Meyer 
Patricia Meyer 
Robert Meyer 
Valerie Meyer 
Candace Meyers 
Cheri Mezzapelle 
Marcus Miceli 
Veronica Michael 
Oliya Michaela 
Marina Michel 
Susan Michetti 
Kristi Michiels 
Monique Mierlot 
Shira Miess 

Elizabeth Milenkovic 
Yvonne Miles 
Jose Milian 
A. Miller 
Blair Miller 
Christian Miller 
David Miller 
Dianne Miller 
Jerre Miller 
Jessie Miller 
John Miller 
Kelly Miller 
Lynn Miller 
M.E. Miller 
Melissa Miller 
Nancy Miller 
Pamela Miller 
Rachelle Miller 
Robert Miller 
Ruth Anne Miller 
Scott Miller 
Stephanie Miller 
Elizabeth Milliken 
Erin Millikin 
Aileen Milliman 
Paula Millman 
Christina Mills 
Marlene Mills 
Randy Mills 
Jack Milton 
Mary Minagro 
Kent Minault 
Ariana Mindelzun 
Queenelle Minet 
Danielle Mingo 
Rita Minjares 
Doug Minkler 
Karen Minkowski 
Barbara Mintz 
David Miotke 
Michelle Miranda 
Myriam Misrach 
C.J. Mitchell 
Dorothy Mitchell 
Greg Mitchell 
Julia Mitchell 
Marilynn Mitchell 
Martha Mitchell 
Robin Mitchell 
Ruby Mitchell 
Sylvia Mitchell 
Kazuko Mitose 
Ken Mitsch 
Michael Mitsuda 

Julie Miyasaki 
Robert Mize 
Marietta Mnatsakanian 
Neal Mock 
Anne Moeller 
Lorna Moffat 
Karen Moffitt 
Jake Mogan 
Elizabeth Molenkamp 
Nelson Molina 
Diana Moll 
Carly Molstad 
Dina Monaghan 
Cecelia Mondoc 
Janet Monfredini 
Dana Monroe 
James R. Monroe 
Kristen Monsell 
Álida Montañez-Salas 
Anthony Montapert 
Debby Montero 
Ian & Janeane Moody 
Rachel Moody 
Loba Moon 
Terri Moon 
Andrea Moore 
J.D. Moore 
Katlyn Moore 
Kerry Moore 
Malcolm Moore 
Onisha Moore 
Pam Moore 
Ryan Moore 
Sasha Moore 
Daniel Morales 
Rosy Morales 
Tony Morales 
Emily Moran 
Huguette Moran 
John Moreau 
Carol S Morgan 
Dan Morgan 
Lilian Alecia Morgan 
Mary Anne Morgan 
Steven Morgan 
William Morgan 
Michael Morganstern 
Leigha Morginn 
Louis Morin 
Larry Morningstar 
Larisa Moroney-Irving 
Melinda Moros 
Celia Morr 
Sharon Morris 

Maria Morrow 
Eugenia Morzenti 
Joyce/Henry Moser 
Rich Moser 
Anna Mosqueda 
Joanne Moss 
John Moss 
Steven Most 
John Moszyk 
Phyllis Mottola 
Carolyn Moy 
Soultana Mpoulkoura 
Anita Mueller 
Kerstin Mueller 
Sarah Mueller 
Kathleen Mugele 
Christina Muhlbach 
Timur Mukminov 
Monica Mulanax-

Crawford 
James Mulcare 
Sharon Mulkey 
Terri Mullen 
Joan Mulligan 
Glenn Mullins 
Linda Mulvey 
Robert Mumm 
Sarah Mundal 
Lynne Mundon 
Randy Mundt 
Charles Mundy 
Bon Marie Munier 
Xan Munzer 
Lauren Murdock 
Carolyn M Murphey 
Garrett Murphy 
James Murphy 
Jeannine Murphy 
Joanie Murphy 
Mare Murphy 
Melissa Murphy 
Stephanie Murphy 
Raven Murrah 
Joan Murray 
Margaret Murray 
Charlotte Muse 
Pip Muser 
Cyndi Myatt 
Adele Myers 
Dolores Myers 
James Myers 
Ronald Myers 
Sulvia Myrvold 
Sami Mzali 
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Jeff Nadler 
Nikki Nafziger 
Dalia Nagel 
Barbara Nagy 
Jaime Nahman 
Laura Naismith 
Mary Naples 
Jerry Napombhejara 
Anna Narbutovskih 
Lynn Nardella 
Ilona Nason 
Elaine Nations 
Lana Navejas 
Ren Navez 
Charles Navigante 
Carla Neal 
Charles Neal 
J. Neal 
Traelynn Neal 
Carol Nealy 
E. Ann Neel 
Nancy Neely 
Cindy Neeper 
Melvyn Nefsky 
Julie Neidich 
Lisa Neidich 
Clary Neil 
Cherri Nelson 
Christian Nelson 
Dorothy Nelson 
Ian Nelson 
Paul Nelson 
Sandra Nelson 
Cipra Nemeth 
Diane Neophytou 
Kim Nero 
Gregory Nerpouni 
Julie Nesnansky 
James Nessheim 
Lisa Neste 
Steven Netkin 
Alice Neuhauser 
Janine Newell 
KayLynn Newhart 
Roberta E. Newman 
Laura Newton 
Keefe Nghe 
Auralynn Nguyen 
Guy Nguyen 
Joy Nguyen 
Candy Niccolson 
Linda Nicholes 
Randy Nichols 
Martina Nicholson 

Paige Nickle 
Sharon Nicodemus 
Michael Nicoletti 
Jami Nielsen 
Kate Nielsen 
Lynn Nielsen 
Mimi Niesen 
Fjaere Nilssen-Mooney 
Matthew Nishiguchi 
Bonnie Nishioka 
Mallory Nissen 
Ann Nixon 
Judith Noll 
Katie Noonan 
Merle Norman 
George Norris 
Claudia North 
Ellen North 
Debbie Notkin 
Karen Novak 
William Nowell 
Deb Nudelman 
David Nugent 
Paolo Nugent 
José Rafael Cuerva 

Nunes 
Carlos Nunez 
Tanya Nuter 
Vicki Nygren 
Kate Nyne 
Brigid O’Brien 
Eileen O’Brien 
Floyd O’Brien 
Miranda O’Brien 
Monica O’Brien 
Tarin O’Brien 
Elizabeth O’Connor 
Polly O’Malley 
Terry O’Neal-O’Rourke 
Julie O’Rielly 
Shawn O’Shea 
Wendy O’Terry 
Stori Oates 
Julie Oatfield 
Gale Obler 
Kathleen Obre 
Cecille OBrien 
Jacqueline OBrien 
Kathy OBrien 
Rick Obryan 
Joan Ochoa 
Mary Odegaard 
Bruce Odelberg 
Rollin Odell 

P.K. Odle 
Gregg Oelker 
Edith Ogella 
Mark Ogonowski 
Melissa OHara 
Jean Okamura 
Larry Okamura 
Laura Okazaki 
Alice Okeefe 
Peggy Oki 
Audrey OKubo 
Naomi Okuyama 
Sarah Oldfield 
Delmy Oliva 
John Oliver 
Simone Oliver 
William Olkowski 
Donna Olsen 
Janessa Olsen 
Kari Olsen 
Maedie Olsen 
Allen Olson 
Cyndi Olson 
D. Olson 
Elizabeth Ondyak 
Steve Ongerth 
Doug Oostdyk 
Ruth Oroshnik 
Julian Orr 
Rhian Orris 
Gina Ortiz 
Josefina Ortiz 
Robert Ortiz 
Jessie Osborne 
Bob Oslie 
Okiyo Ososaka 
Aminy Ostfeld 
Julie Ostoich 
Ann Oswald 
Cyndi Otero 
Kristin Otwell 
Jean Ouellette 
John Scott Owen 
Julie Owen 
Gail Owensmith 
Steve Ozoa 
Annie P. 
S. P. 
Sergio P. 
Michele Pacheco 
Paulette Packard 
Abbie Padgett 
R.J. Padiernos 
Michael Pagano 

Sandy Paganucci 
Nancy Page 
Janie Painter 
S. Pais 
Tami Palacky 
Cathy Palamara 
Rania Pallad 
Michelle Palladine 
Rocio Palma 
Allie Palmer 
David Palmer 
Sharon Paltin 
Christopher Panayi 
Drew Panico 
Robert Pann 
Bonnie Pannell 
Marie Pappas 
Patrizio Paratelli 
Linda Parena 
Rachel Parham 
Jude Parise 
Laural Park 
Ruth Park 
Dianne Parker 
Janice Parker 
Jennifer Parker 
Marie Parker 
Cheryl Parkins 
Rebecca Parks 
Karen Parlette 
Anthony Parr 
Rosemarie Parris 
Caryl Parrish 
L. Parrish 
Ern Parrott 
Lauren Parrott 
Christopher Parsons 
Ron Parsons 
Stephen Parsons 
Stacy Pasetta 
Pamela Patek 
Richard Patenaude 
Colleen Patetta 
Margaret Patino 
Dixie Patterson 
Jay Patterson 
Katherine Patterson 
Thomas Patterson 
Arielle Patton 
Gary Patton 
James Patton 
Robert Patton 
Shannon Patty 
Tanya Paul 

Virgil Pauls 
Nicolette Pavlovics 
Donna Peabody 
Heather Peacock 
Diane Pearl 
Ed Pearl 
Juliet Pearson 
Richard Pecha 
Karin Peck 
Yvonne Peck 
Cheryl Pedde 
Donna Pedroza 
David Pedvin 
Elin Pelland 
Natalie Pellolio 
Laura Pendel 
Jacob Pendlebury 
Susan Pennington 
Allen Perada 
Michael Percy 
Carmela Perez 
Holly Perez 
Louis Perez 
Rich Perez 
Yecenia Perez 
Jana Perinchief 
J.P. Perino 
Lee Perkins 
David Perry 
Jim Perry 
Katherine Perry 
Ronnie Perry 
S.J. Perry 
Susan Perry 
Theresa Perry 
Suzann Pershing 
Giancarlo Pertile 
Janet Petermann 
Barbara Peters 
Heather Peters 
Susan Peters 
Garrine Petersen 
Kathy Petersen 
Betty Peterson 
Carol Ann Peterson 
Celia Peterson 
Davin Peterson 
Eric Peterson 
Linda Peterson 
Nancy Peterson 
Suzanne Peterson 
Thomas Peterson 
Xavier Petit 
Denis Petitt 
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Jim Petkiewicz 
Margaret T.M. 

Petkiewicz 
John Petroni 
Renee Petropoulos 
Kelsey Petruk 
Sue Petteway 
Marvin Pettey 
Jamaka Petzak 
Van & Joyce Pewthers 
Victoria Peyser 
Peter Pfeiffer 
Julie Phalen 
John Pham 
S. Phenicie 
David Philleo 
Alma Phillips 
Barbara Phillips 
Bob Phillips 
Chip Phillips 
Danielle Phillips 
Gerry Phillips 
Janet Phillips 
Tim Phillips 
Andrew Philpot 
Beth Piburn 
Laureen Picciani 
Seth Picker 
Margaret Pierce 
Amy Pierre 
Gatha Pierucki 
Jenny Pierucki 
Barbara Pietrowiak 
Ruth Piker 
Mike Pincus 
René Pineda 
Susan Pinkerton 
L. Piquett 
Charlotte Pirch 
Mike Pirich 
Sheldon & Shirl Pitesky 
Tom Pitman 
Chetna Pittea 
Karen Pitts 
J. Pizzo 
Brian Plaskett 
Sandra Plate 
Mary F. Platter-Rieger 
Fran Pletschet 
Corey Ploutz 
Mary Frances Poh 
Cathy Pohlman 
Barbara Poland 
Mark Poland 

Nancy Polito 
T.J. Politzer 
Jeannie Pollak 
Jeri Pollock 
Joan Pool 
Wendy Popiel 
Lyra Porcasi 
Nancy Porter-Steele 
Gosia Porwit 
Julie Posner 
Marianne Post 
Rick Posten 
Penny Potter 
Chelsea Potts 
Aaron Poulos 
Jon Povill 
Dale Powell 
Elizabeth Powell 
Jim Powell 
Kathleen Powell 
Meredith Powell 
Miyuki Powell 
Jeri Powers 
Linda Prandi 
Susan Prang 
Mikayla Pratt 
Madeline Preisner 
Jerami Prendiville 
Kim Preston 
Gwen Preszler 
Jeremy Price 
Marilyn Price 
Matthew Priebe 
Katherine Prince 
Steven J. Prince 
Fiona Priskich 
Karen Profet 
James Provenzano 
Lauren Prust 
Lois Pryor 
Laurel Przybylski 
Gregory Ptucha 
Richard Puaoi 
Felena Puentes 
Andrew Pulcheon 
Liz Pulcini 
Alicia Puppione 
Heather Purchase 
Carolyn Putcha 
Melinda Pyle 
Bonny Quackenbush 
Pamela Qualley 
Robert Quarrick 
Barbara Quick 

Loretta Quick 
Mary Quimby 
Patricia Quimby 
Carrie Quinn 
Dan Quinn 
Deanne Quinn 
America Quintana 
Lynn Quirolo 
Kevin Quitt 
Jack Quon 
K. R. 
Marion R. 
Anna Ragland 
Dorrit Ragosine 
Annette Raible 
Maria Rainho 
Susan Raja-Rao 
Jennifer Raju 
Sandra Rakestraw 
Jeannette Ralston 
Jannet Valdes Ramirez 
Jessica Ramirez 
James Rammel 
Melodie Rammer 
Anne Ramsey 
Elizabeth Ramsey 
Jeff Ramsey 
Sherry Rand 
Phillip Randall 
Ned Randolph 
Sheri Randolph 
Louise Rangel 
Valerie Ranne 
Fran Ransom 
Kanchana Rao-Soni 
Camille Rapaport 
Shana Rapoport 
Hernando Rasay 
Laura Rasmussen 
Megan Rathfon 
Karen Ratzlaff 
Maria Rausis 
Kate Ravenstein 
Suzanne Rawlings 
Cindy Ray 
Susan Ray 
Veronica Ray 
Margaret Raynor 
Marla Reagle 
Casey Ream 
Chance Rearden 
Stephen Rebello 
Denise Redden 
Janice Reding 

Jennifer Reding 
Antonio García-Palao 

Redondo 
Catherine Reed 
Mary Reed 
Robert Reed 
Roberta Reed 
Sally Reed 
Joseph Reel 
Beth Rees 
Drew Reese 
Lenore Reeves 
Geoff Regalado 
Rhea Rehark-Griffith 
Karen Reibel 
Karen Reid 
Misti Reif 
Mary K. Reinhart 
Robin Reinhart 
Erica Reinheimer 
Jerrie Reining 
Casey Jo Remy 
Marijeanne Rende 
Branham Rendlen 
Ann Rennacker 
Pam Rensch 
Walt A. Rentsch 
Matt Reola 
Jan Repp 
Jeff Resnik 
F Carlene Reuscher 
Debra L. Reuter 
Amanda Rewinkel 
Ibrahim Rexhepi 
Jennifer Reynes 
Pierre Reynes 
Jen Reynolds 
Mary Reynolds 
Nancy Rhee 
Joseph Rhoades 
Sandra Rhoades 
Kirk Rhoads 
Janet Rhodes 
Stanley Rhodes 
Barb Riberts 
Bonnie Ricca 
Michelle Rice 
Judy Rich 
Denny Richard 
Sally & Frank Richards 
Bob Richardson 
Kathryn Richardson 
Tracey Richardson 
Geoff Richcreek 

Charles Richey 
Beth Richman 
Bruce Richman 
Charles Richmond 
Lonna Richmond 
Charles Riddle 
Nelson Ridgway 
Dale Riehart 
Josh Riembauer 
Rebecca Rifkin 
Michael Rifkind 
Kristin Riggs 
Lee Riggs 
George Riley 
Heather Riley 
Nancy Riley 
Laurie Rilling 
Paul Ripley 
Robert Rippetoe 
Alisa Risso 
Esmeralda Rivera 
Zurisadai Rivera 
Faustino Riveron Jr. 
Annamaria Rizzo 
Kellie Roach 
Adam Robbins 
Deborah Robbins 
Sallie Robbins-Druian 
Kimberly Roberson 
J. Roberto 
Francis Roberts 
Gail Roberts 
James Roberts 
Janet M. Roberts 
Jeff Roberts 
John Roberts 
Laura Roberts 
Les Roberts 
Nancy Roberts 
Suzanne Roberts 
Wendy Roberts 
C. Alton Robertson 
Jana Robertson 
Jim Robertson 
Steve Robey 
Lois Robin 
Caroline Robinson 
Delinda Robinson 
Gale Robinson 
Kate Robinson 
Lee Robinson 
Michael Robinson 
Nancy Robinson 
Candace Rocha 
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Carol Roche 
Maureen Roche 
Piper Rochester 
Laura Rockow 
Nick Rodin 
Lennie Rodoff 
Stefanie Rodriguez 
Wil Rodriguez 
Steve Roescher 
Matthew Rogers 
Diane Rohn 
Linda Rolf 
Nancy L. Roll 
Richard Rollins 
Sharon Rollins 
Sheri Rollison 
Michele Roma 
Mercedes Roman 
Gwen Romani 
Maria Teresa Romani 
Pilar Romero 
Raluca Romero 
Valerie Romero 
Roberto Romo 
Linda Ronberg 
Chad Rooney 
Jessie Root 
Chris Rose 
Desiree Rose 
Sharon Rose 
Sheryl Rose 
Laura Rose-Fortmueller 
Shary Rosenbaum 
Alycia Rosenberg 
Larry Rosenberg 
Roy Rosenblatt 
Holly Rosenblum 
Stephen Rosenblum 
Marcy Rosendale 
D. Rosengrant 
Resa Rosenstein 
Julie Rosenthal 
Steve Rosin 
Lizbeth Rosner 
Glenn Ross 
JoAnn Ross 
Kathleen Ross 
Kathy Ross 
Shelly Ross 
Susan Ross 
Jim Rosvall 
Kathie Rosvall 
Kristy Rotermund 
Stephen Roth 

Lisa Rothman 
Janice Roudebush 
Amy Rouillard 
Rebecca Rouse 
Stacy Rouse 
Dr. Paul & Roberta 

Rovner 
Cathy Rowbottom 
D. Rowe 
Erin Rowe 
Suellen Rowlison RN 
Carol Rozier 
Claire Rubach 
Angelic Rubalcava 
Scott Rubel 
Renee Rubin 
Jacki Fox Ruby 
Valerie Rudd 
Susan Rudnicki 
Judith Rudolph 
Laurel Rudy 
Suzi Rugg 
Sylvia Ruiz 
Luz Rule 
Syd Rumford 
Tom Rummel 
Karen Rusiniak 
Angela Russell 
Elaine Russell 
Jennifer Russell 
Kat Russell 
John Russett 
Carl Russo 
Gia Russo 
Robert Russo 
Samantha Russo 
Katharine Ruthroff 
Ben Ruwe 
Indira Ryan 
Susan Ryan 
Susan Schell Ryan 
Therese Ryan 
Tim Ryan 
Matthew Rydzik 
Alex S. 
C. S. 
Ron S. 
Terry S.C. 
Darl Sabraw 
Judy Sachter 
Scott Safechuck 
Rachel Sage 
Chantal Sagouspe 
Roland Saher 

Jennife Sahn 
Martin Saitta 
Miyoko Sakashita 
Maryam Ali Salamah 
Cezar Salas 
Alicia Salazar 
Isaac Salazar 
Lisa Salazar 
Maria Salazar 
Natasha Salgado 
Andrea Salinas 
Georgia Salmon 
Tony Salome 
Erin Salter 
Rosalie Salvato 
Dennis Salvo 
Allen Salyer 
Helen Salyers 
Antoinette Samardzic 
Barbara Samii 
Max Sampson 
Johana Sanabria 
Ariahna Sanchez 
Eddie Sanchez 
Kaitlynn Sanchez 
Ralph Sanchez, L.Ac., 

CNS, D.Hom 
Jan Sanderlin 
Robert Sanders 
Judith Sandoval 
Thekla Sanford 
V. R. Sansone MD 
Kathryn Santana 
Deirdre Santaniello 
Deborah & Joe Santone 
Michele Santoro 
Jane Santorumn 
Terry Santos 
Walter Santucci 
Bill Saponaro 
Dawn Sare 
Susan Sargis 
Arbi Sarkissian 
Audrey Sarn 
Fiona Sarn 
Unnikrishnan 

Sasidharan 
John Satchell 
Judi Satchell 
Roslyn Satten 
Patricia Savage 
Elke Savala 
Carol Savary 
Jillian Saxty 

Loralei Saylor 
Lynda Sayre 
Sharon Scarborough 
Rodolfo Scarpati 
Marylou Scavarda 
Isha Schaap 
Tina Schaare 
Susan Schacher 
Sandra Schachter 
Sherry Schafer 
Raymond Schamel 
Cynthia Scheinberg 
Barbara Scheinman 
Lee Schelin 
Alan Schenck 
Janice Schenfisch 
Nancy Schenk 
Teresa Scherzer 
Karen Scheuermann 
Susie Schlesinger 
Nadya Schmeder 
Joyce Schmidt 
Shannon Schmidt 
Richard Schmitt 
Brian Schmoldt 
Kathryn Schneider 
Lisa Schneider 
Michelle Schneider 
Arlene Schneir 
Uschi Schnell 
Karlee Schnyder 
Arnie Schoenberg 
Marc Schoenberg 
Susan Schoenung 
Anna Schofield 
Sidney Scholl 
Vera Scholl 
Emily Schoof 
Sara Schoorl 
Linda Schoppert 
Heather Schraeder 
Beatrix Schramm 
Stewart Schrauger 
Bryna Schreier 
Mary Schriver 
Marie Schroeder 
Sarah Schuerhoff 
Judy Schultz 
Lesley Schultz 
Ed Schulz 
Kevin Schuster 
Marcia Schuth 
Greg & Laurie Schwaller 
Barry Schwartz 

Greg Schwartz 
Louise Schwartz 
Pam Schwartz 
Randy Schwartz 
Susan Schwartz 
Axel Schwarz 
Diana Schweickart 
Richard Scobey 
Catherine Scott 
Celia Scott 
David Scott 
Gregory Scott 
Janis Scott 
John Scott 
L.D. Scott 
Laurel Scott 
Marcia Scott 
Pamela Scott 
Peter Scott 
Shannon Scott 
O. Bisogno Scotti 
Julie Scribner 
Lawreence Scrima 
T. Scruggs 
Pauline Seales 
Al Sears 
Chris Seaton 
Guy Seaton 
Winston Secrest 
Tina Sedonne 
Oliver Seely 
Cindy Segal 
Avis Segedy 
Serena Seidner 
Fredrick Seil 
Kanwaldeep Sekhon 
Suzanne Selby 
Jodi Selene 
Frank Selig 
Louise Sellon 
Mary Ann Seltzer 
Rob Seltzer 
Richard Semel 
Aaron Senegal 
George Senko 
Ellen Sennewald 
Jon Senour 
Lynn Sentenn 
Christine Sepulveda 
Hector Serrano 
Kinsey Service 
Angela Serviss 
Sara Sexton 
Danae Shadburn 
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Linda Shadle 
Amelie Shadout 
Koorosh Shahidzadeh 
Gerald Shaia 
Teresa Shajirat 
Steve Shaker 
Vicki Shandera 
Gopal Shanker 
Christine Shannon 
Pam Shaouy 
Susan Shapira 
Donna Sharee 
Delia Shargel 
Nancy Sharmer 
Lynn Shauinger 
Connelee Shaw 
Katie Shaw 
Phyllis Shaw 
S.S. Shaw 
Mike Shea 
F. J. Sheffield 
Jerry Sheffield 
Sarah Shelley 
Carole Shelton 
Justine Shelton 
Bea Shemberg 
Miles Shephard 
Marilyn Shepherd 
Mike Sheppard 
Marcia Sherman 
Robyn Sherrill 
Neela Sheth 
Heather Shields 
Theresa Shiels 
Nina Shilling 
Yuko Shima 
Yael Shimshon 
Carolyn Shine 
Donna Shine 
Rosemarie Shishkin 
Mary Shisler 
Judy Shively 
Martha Shogren 
P. Shontz 
Brian Short 
Tami Shotts 
Tina Shull 
Joseph Shulman 
Marguerite Shuster 
John Shutt 
Laura Rasay Siasoco 
Kay Sibary 
Judith Sibert 
Cindy Sidaris 

Joleen Siebert 
Martha Siegel 
Connie Siegenthaler 
Eric Siegmann 
Nancy Siepel 
M. Sievers 
Teri Sigler 
Virginia Signorelli 
Stephanie Silen 
Susan Silver 
Joan Silverman 
Dana Silvernale 
Kathy Silvey 
Johanna Simmons 
M. Simmons 
Susan Simmons 
Tracey Simmons 
Violet Simmons 
Jill Simon 
Leslie Simon 
Patricia Simone 
Tom Simonian 
Claire Simonich 
Jesse Simons 
Margaret Simonsen 
Suzanne Simpson 
Tom Simpson 
Becky Sims 
Scott Sinclair 
Ruth Sinfuego 
Gidon Singer 
Nan Singh-Bowman 
Christina Singleton 
Mrinal Sinha 
Theresa Siskind 
Rico Sisney 
Kenneth Sisson 
Kathy Skaggs 
Steve Sketo 
Lawrence Skidmore 
Kelly Skrimstad 
Nick Slater 
Pam Slater-Price 
Nicole Slaton 
Crissy Slaughter 
Kevin Slauson 
Marsha Sleeth 
Holly Sletteland 
Cathy Sleva 
Georgia Sliker 
Susan Sloan 
Marsha Slosburg 
Amanda Sloss 
Terry Slotnick 

Diane Smader 
Laura Small 
Judy Smario-Johnson 
Janet Smarr 
Anneret Smit 
Christian Smit 
Anna Smith 
Bradley Smith 
Candace Smith 
Deborah Smith 
Doina Smith 
Dorea Smith 
E. Smith 
George Smith 
Gerald Smith 
Jessica Smith 
Jm Smith 
Joan Smith 
Joy Smith 
Judith Smith 
Kate Smith 
Larry Smith 
Linda Smith 
Lori Smith 
Nancy Smith 
Sandra Smith 
Susan Smith 
Velda Smith 
Eleanor Smithwick 
Michele Smolen 
Mark Smollin 
P. Smouse 
Susan Smyth 
Trina Snow 
Cynthia Snyder 
Hon. Tiffany Snyder 
Joanne Snyder 
Keith Snyder 
Patricia Snyder 
Sara Snyder 
Susan Snyder 
Irwin Sobel 
Naomi Sobo 
Richard Solomon 
Dorina Solymar 
Martha Somers-

Sekander 
Carolyn Sorensen 
Jason Soriano 
Susanna Sorin 
Eliza Sosa 
Gabriela Sosa 
David Soto 
Leticia Soto 

Monica Soto 
P.P. Soucek 
Mike Souza 
Stan Souza 
Margaret Spak 
Jewell Spalding 
Juliet Spalding 
Dena Spat 
Ann Spaulding 
Jack Spector 
Susan Speier 
Nancy Spejcher 
James Spellman 
D.R. Spencer 
Jennifer Spencer 
Jeremy Spencer 
Sarah Spengeman 
Constance Spenger 
Mary Ellen Sperling 
Marnie Sperry 
Mark Spevak 
stephanie Spiers 
Zoe Spiropoulou 
Nancy Spittler 
Jon Spitz 
Sandra Spiwak-Wallin 
Richard Spotts 
Cindy Sprecher 
Sharon Sprouse DVM 
Andrew Spurgin 
Katie Spurlock 
Arthur Squillante 
Julie Squire 
Suneet Srivastava 
Lesley Sstansfield 
Elizabeth St. Aubin 
Art St. Clair 
Lynne St. John 
Rick Stack 
V. Stack 
Dale Staley 
Gail Staley 
Jan Staley 
Jerre Stallcup 
Andrea Stanley 
Robin Stano 
Erica Stanojevic 
Lesley Stansfield 
Neil Stanton 
Rhonda Starr 
Judi Stauffer 
Karen Steele 
Mary Steele 
Charleen Steeves 

Bonnie Steiger 
Amy Stein 
Claudia Stein 
Julie Stein 
Ken Stein 
M.A. Steinberger 
Lorenz Steininger 
Kate Stenberg 
Elise Stengle 
Marti Stephen 
Chandra Stephens 
Kelli Sterling 
Herb Stern 
Kim Stevens 
Mark Stevens 
Elizabeth Stevenson 
Martin Stevenson 
Bob Stewart 
Christine Stewart 
Jim Stewart 
John Stewart 
Katie Stewart 
Dr. John D. Stickle, D.C. 
Monica Stigliano-

Stormo 
Sarah Stiles 
Linda Stock 
Caitlin Stocker 
Ari Stocking 
R. Stockstill 
Stuart Stoddard 
Laurie Stoker 
Denese Stokes 
Nelson Stoll 
Connie Stomper 
Erin Stone 
Jeffrey Stone 
Mika Stonehawk 
Colleen Stoyas 
Faith Strailey 
Katlyn Stranger 
Eileen Straus 
Faye Straus 
Dan Streeter Jr. 
Louise Streiff 
Kerstin Strobl 
Grace Strong 
Vladimir Strugatsky 
Sue Struthers 
Toni Stuart 
Jeremy Stuckwisch 
Sandy Stuhaan 
Virginia Sturken 
J. Stutzman 



Central Coast Oil and Gas Leasing and Development 
Appendix I. Comments and Responses to Comments 

 

Table I-2. Draft RMPA/EIS Form Letter Comments 
 

Proposed RMPA/Final EIS I-20 May 2019 

Glory Styles 
Brittany SU6 
Jessica Suess 
P. Sugarman 
Steve Sugarman 
Kirsten Sullivan 
Kristin Sullivan 
Mary Sullivan 
Noreen Sullivan 
Rebecca M. Summer 
Patricia Summers 
Susan Summers 
Jeanne Sumner 
L.D. Sumner 
Amber Coverdale 

Sumrall 
Susan Suntree 
Penny Sur 
Catherine D. Susman 
Austin Sutta 
Devon Sutton 
Malinda Svorny-Moore 
Kay Swalm 
Sharon Swan 
Shirley Swan 
Karen Swanepoel 
Rebecca Swanson 
Carolyn Sweeney 
Mary Sweeney 
Kelly Swenson 
Kent Swenson 
Patrick Swift 
Steve Swihart 
Sophie Swirczynski 
David Swire 
William Swisher 
Cary Syamken 
Mandi T. 
Kenneth Tabachnick 
Lisa Tadmor 
Jayne Taggart 
Kathleen Taggart 
Ann Tait 
Bianca Tak 
Mark Takaro 
Naomi Takasu 
Joy Takemoto 
Junko Takeya 
Margaret Talbot 
Michael Talbot 
Roman Talkowski 
Betty Tallarida 
Sharon Ryals Tamm 
Linda Tanenbaum 

Noach Tangeras 
Karen Tanner 
Paulette Tansey 
Carol Tao 
Alec Taratula 
Sheila Tarbet 
Fred Tashima 
Miriam Tasini 
Leslie Tate 
Suzanne Tate 
Kathy Tawa 
Ellen Taylor 
Gregory Taylor 
J. Holley Taylor 
Jamie Taylor 
Jennifer Taylor 
Jeremy Taylor 
Llew Taylor 
Nancy Taylor 
R. Taylor 
Robert Taylor 
Romney Taylor 
Timothy Taylor 
Elizabeth Taylor-Schott 
Kimberly Tays 
Diane Tegtmeier 
Laura Tegtmeyer 
Sara Templeton 
Teri TencerCutler 
Joanne Tenney 
Vakila ter Veld 
Kimiko Teramoto 
Joan Terry 
Lynetta Terry 
Michael Terry 
Elizabeth Tessier 
Tiffany Theden 
Leasa Thernes 
Maureen Theunissen 
Janet & Mark Thew 
Joanne Thielen 
John Thies 
Donna Thomas 
Eleanor Thomas 
Eva Thomas 
Holly Thomas 
Jason Thomas 
Jeff Thomas 
Mort Thomas 
Valerie Thomas 
Carol Thompson 
Katherine Thompson 
Kathleen Thompson 
Lawrence Thompson 

Pat Thompson 
Paula Thompson 
Roberta Thompson 
Stacy Thompson 
Stephanie Thompson 
T.J. Thompson 
Sheila Thorne 
Mary Thornton 
Nancy Thorwaldson 
Barbara Thrasher 
Ann Thryft 
Marilyn Tiaven 
Paula Tice 
Nadya Tichman 
Bonnie Tillotson 
Judith Tillson 
Dana Timms 
Virginia Tincher 
Lisa Titus 
Elaine Todd 
Jude Todd 
Kalita Todd 
Zachary Todd 
Margaret Tollner 
Tatiana Tomacelli 
Michael Tomczyszyn 
Caitlin Tomelden 
Michael Tomlinson 
Rose Tomlinson 
Marina Tonkonogy 
Manmeet Toor 
joan topp-ek 
Mauro Torelli 
Frank Toriello 
Michele Tornabene 
Sigfrido Torreiro 
Elsetta Torres 
Reli Tote 
Jennifer Toth 
Lana Touchstone 
Susan Tova 
Dan Tovell 
Alan Townsend 
Marilyn Townsend 
Ryan Trahan 
Theresa Trahan 
Ben Trainer 
Jackie Tran 
June Trask 
Christine Tratnyek 
Adam Trauger 
Beti Webb Trauth 
Jacob Travers 
L.J. Travers 

Philip Traynor MPA 
Christine Trela 
Dennis Trembly 
Tovah Trimming 
Wendy Tripp 
Susan Trivisonno 
Mary Ann Trombadore 
Darrell Trombley 
Rebecca Troon 
Michelle Trosper 
Kayla Trotter 
James True 
Hal Trufan 
Diana Trujillo 
Brad Trusso 
Laura Tryon 
Anita Tsang-Ling 
Roy Tuckman 
Lynette Tudorache 
Paul Tuff 
Tera Tukey 
Steven Tupper 
Gabriella Turek 
Dee Turner 
Susan Turner 
Ari Turrentine 
Jana Tuschman 
Cynthia Tuthill 
Glen A Twombly 
Steve Tyler 
Daniel Tyson 
Canan Tzelil 
Catherine Uchiyama 
Bayne Ullrich 
Linda Ullrich 
Erik Ulman 
Doreen Uphouse 
A. Urbach 
Shauna Urban 
Kelley Urry 
Martha Utz 
A. Utzman 
M. V. 
Judie V.L. 
Paloma Vachon 
Marcy Vaj 
Medi Valaji 
Dorothy Valdez 
Karen Valentine 
Jenny Valenzuela 
Pat Valian 
Elaina Valzania 
Reba Van Andel 
Christine Van Dewark 

Kathleen Van Every 
Shannon Van Kuren 
James Van Scoyoc 
John Van Straalen 
Betty J. Van Wicklen 
Ali Van Zee 
Martin Vandamme 
Aliz Vanilia 
Laurie Vann 
Sandi Vare 
Cheryl Varella 
John Varga 
Pia Vartabedian 
Bill Vartnaw 
Crystal Vassil 
Pamela Vaughn 
Ayesha Vavrek 
Patricia Vazquez 
Julie Vazquez-Souza 
Louis Vega 
Marcia Vega 
Bathsheba Veghte 
Myrna Velasco 
Ana Velazquez 
Tina Velissartos 
Julie Veney 
Monica Ventrice 
Martha Vest 
Marc Vezian 
Myrna Vickery 
K.C. Victor 
Barbara Vieira 
Barbara Vienneau 
Joanie Vigh 
Radha Vignola 
Kelsey Villarino 
Stephanie Villasenor 
Brad Villemagne 
Saul Villicana 
Anna Vinogradoff 
Joanne Vinton 
Mikhail Vizel 
Andreas Vlasiadis 
Pascale Vlemincx 
Janny Vogel 
Lara Volkman 
Kalila Volkov 
Alex Vollmer 
Ivan Volschenk 
Marsha Vomastic 
Melitta von Abele 
Margaret Von Schulze 
Nathaniel Vose 
Ricarda Voss 



Central Coast Oil and Gas Leasing and Development 
Appendix I. Comments and Responses to Comments 

 

Table I-2. Draft RMPA/EIS Form Letter Comments 
 

May 2019 I-21 Proposed RMPA/Final EIS 

Citizen Voter 
Tamara Voyles 
Richard Vreeland 
Libby W. 
Christine Waddell 
Jeanie Waddell 
Julie Waddell 
Donna Wade 
Tracy Wade 
Victoria Wade 
Herman Waetjen 
D.J. Wagner 
Donna J Wagner 
Inge Wagner 
Marinna Wagner 
Teresa Wagner 
Krista Waite 
Ruth Waldhauer 
Steven Waldrip 
Lin Waldron 
Stephanie Waldroup 
Constance Walker 
David Walker 
James Walker 
Joan Walker 
Kaitlin Walker 
Lisa Walker 
Lori Walker 
Stephanie Walker 
Verla D. Walker 
Willie Walker 
Melanie Wallace 
Susan Wallace 
Leland Walmsley 
Ken Walsh 
Patricia Walsh 
Nancy Walter 
Donna Walters 
Ernie Walters 
Ivonne Walters 
Kari Walters 
Betsy Walton 
John Walton 
Abby Wanamaker 
Li-hsia Wang 
Lydia Wang 
Nancy Wang 
Jennifer Wanslow 
Linda Ward 
Lisa Warden 
Tessa Wardle 
Bret Warner 
Katherine Warner 
Carol Warren 

Caroline Warren 
Jennifer Warren 
John & Sandra Warren 
Nancy Warren 
Rahima Warren 
Ronald Warren 
Donna Warshaw 
Ann Wasgatt 
Martin Washington 
Glenna Waterman 
Maria Watkins 
Warren/Janis Watkins 
William Watkins 
Claire Watson 
Courtney Watson 
Crystal Watson 
Elaine Watson 
Lori Watson 
M. Watson 
Virginia Watson 
Julie Watt 
Elizabeth Watzke 
Sandra Wawrytko 
Sean Wayland 
Carole Wayne 
Donna Weatherall 
Kathy Weaver 
Kerrie Weaver 
William Weaver 
Bethany Webb 
Glenn Webb 
Sally & Don Webb 
Catherine Webb DDS 

(ret) 
Jana Lynne 

Webb Muhar 
Andrea Weber 
Shoshana Wechsler 
Annie Wei 
Annemarie Weibel 
Cheryl Weiden 
Wendy Weikel 
James Weil 
Janet Weil 
Kate Weil 
Beth Weinberger 
Mark S. Weinberger 
Rodney Weiner 
Garrett Weinstein 
Joe Weis 
Heidi Weisbaum 
Charlotte Weiser 
Lynne Weiske 
Jeffrey Weiss 

Kenny Weiss 
Roberta Weissglass 
Jean Weitensteiner 
Stephen Weitz 
Dana Welch 
Dawn Welden 
Jeannette Welling 
Susan Wells 
Tom Wendel 
Kara Wenrich 
Joseph Wenzel 
Klara Werle 
Julie Werthman 
Tim Wescott 
Margaret Wessels 
April West 
Brandi West 
Jeffrey West 
Lori West 
Thomas R West 
Peter Wetmore 
Marly Wexler 
Chris Whalley 
Amber Wheat 
Leslie Wheaton 
Keith Wheldon 
Thamar Wherrit 
Dave Whipple 
Gretchen Whisenand 
Howard Whitaker 
Carrie White 
Guy White 
Lori White 
Mark White 
Matthew White 
Angelica Whitefeather 
Meghan Whitfield 
Linda Whitley 
Lizanne Whitlow 
Adam Whitney 
Sue Whitney 
Helene Whitson 
Erika Whitton 
Elaine Whooley 
Nicole Wichert 
Marlene Widmann 
Chuck Wieland 
Elaine Wieland 
Katherine Wiese 
Kevin Wightman 
Kayla Wilburn 
Ingrid Wilcox 
Wandis Wilcox 
Joy Wilder 

Carol Wiley 
Kimberly Wiley 
Gail Wilke 
Wendy Wilke 
Sara Wilken 
Gillian Wilkerson 
Teresa Wilkie 
Angie Williams 
Bethany Williams 
Carolyn Williams 
Cassandra Williams 
Cheryl Williams 
Connie Williams 
Denis Williams 
Glen Williams 
Judi Williams 
Judy Williams 
Margery Williams 
Martin Williams 
R.Terra Williams 
Sandy Williams 
Sheila Williams 
Sunny Williams 
Bruce Williamson 
Sherry Williamson 
Tessa Williamson 
Karen Willner 
Alan Willson 
Cameron Wilson 
Deborah Wilson 
Debra Wilson 
Derek Wilson 
Jason Wilson 
Jennifer Wilson 
Jim Wilson 
Joy Wilson 
Juliet Wilson 
Kat Wilson 
Laura Wilson 
Paul Wilson 
Shawn Wilson 
Wynne Wilson 
Lori Wilson-Hopkins 
William Winburn 
Janet Windesheim 
Marjorie Wing 
Cami Winikoff 
Joie Winnick 
Tiffany Winslow 
Theresa Winters 
Bill Wiseman 
Kim Wiseman 
Chris Withrow 
Linda Withrow 

Marcia Witrogen 
Barbara Witt 
Kenna Witt 
Wendy Wittl 
Susan Wizer 
Elizabeth “Betsy” 

Wobus 
David Wodhams 
Johanna Woestijne 
Rachel Wohlander 
Heather Wokusch 
Susan Wold 
Anne Wolf 
Lori Wolf 
Nathan Wolf 
Amy Wolfberg 
Carol Wolfe 
Jessica Wolfe 
Penny Wolfsohn 
Roberta Wombacher 
Manuel Wong 
Christine Wood 
Elizabeth Wood 
Mary Wood 
Charlene Woodcock 
William E. Woodcock 
Elaine Woodriff 
JoAnn Woodring 
Kathy Anne Woodruff 
Amanda Woods 
Enel Woods 
Kate Woods 
Chris Worcester 
Mindy Worel 
Scott Workinger 
Gerrit Woudstra 
Dale Wright 
Danna Wright 
Edmund Wright 
Gregory Wright 
Holly Wright 
Jerilyn Wright 
Judith Wright 
Pam Wright 
Lara Wright, MD 
Blake Wu 
Connie Wulf 
Christina Wyle 
Andrew Wysotski 
Ivona Xiezopolski 
Ruth A. Yacko 
L. Yaco 
Joanne Yadao 
Michi Yamamoto 



Central Coast Oil and Gas Leasing and Development 
Appendix I. Comments and Responses to Comments 

 

Table I-2. Draft RMPA/EIS Form Letter Comments 
 

Proposed RMPA/Final EIS I-22 May 2019 

R. Yamauchi 
Steviann Yanowitz 
Anthony Yates 
Heather Yates 
Teri Yazdi 
Aja Yee 
Danny Yee 
Daphne Yee 
Shane Yellin 
Kathy Yeomans 
Alexander Yeung 
Patricia Yoder 

Holly Yokoyama 
Kari Yorkey 
Candace Yoshida 
Elwood Youman 
Jo Young 
Michele Young 
Ria Young 
Noah Youngelson 
Sandra Younger 
Louise Yount 
J. Yudell 
Lois Yuen 

Jean Yun 
David Yusem 
Christine Zack 
Cindy Zacks 
Leila Zaharopoulos 
J.A. Zaitlin 
Jacqueline Zaleski 
Fera Zalt 
Rachel Zanetti 
Diane Zastovnik 
Rebeca Zavaleta 
Joan Zawaski 

Christine Zazueta 
Ingrid Ze 
Julian Zener 
Elizabeth Zenker 
Cheryl Zepp 
Pete Zerbato 
Cathy Zernhelt 
Paula Zerzan 
Clara Zhang 
Sherry Ziadeh 
Herbert C. Ziegler 
Katherine Ziegler 

Louise Zimmer 
Tricia Zimmerman 
Sue Zipp 
Karin Zirk 
Jeff Zittrain 
Richard Zoah-

Henderson 
Judie Zoerhof 
Ken Zontek 
Bonnie Zotos 
Arlene Zuckerman 

 

 

I.2 Responses to Comments – General Responses 

Several comments received on the Draft RMPA/EIS addressed topics with common themes. To facilitate 

the responses to comments process, the following section presents answers to these comments, referred to as 

general comments and responses. The general responses to comments address the following topics: 

 GR-1: Local Bans on Well Stimulation Treatments and Oil and Gas Development 

 GR-2: Alternatives Considered But Not Analyzed in Detail 

 GR-3: Development of the Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario 

 GR-4: Water Supply and Contamination 

 GR-5: Induced Seismicity  

 GR-6: Renewable Energy Development on Federal Lands 

General Response GR-1 – Local Bans on Well Stimulation Treatments and Oil and 
Gas Development 

A number of commenters requested an update on the status of local measures prohibiting well stimulation 

treatments within the Planning Area, how these measures were considered in the development of 

alternatives, and/or whether they have been found to warrant any modifications to the Preferred Alternative.  

Background on the bans in four counties within the Planning Area is provided as follows:  

 San Benito County.  In November 2014, San Benito County passed a ban (Measure J) on hydraulic 

fracturing and related gas and oil extraction activities, as well as other "high-intensity petroleum 

operations" including acid well stimulation and cyclic steam injection within the County.  A lawsuit 

against San Benito County to overturn the ban was filed with the County’s Superior Court by Citadel 

Exploration on February 27, 2015, but was dropped April 3, 2015.  

 Monterey County. In November 2016, Monterey County passed a ban (Measure Z) on hydraulic 

fracturing and related activities, acid well stimulation, and other well treatments within the County. 

Measure Z also banned new oil and gas operations and called for phasing out operational oil and gas 

wells. Two separate lawsuits against Monterey County to overturn the ban were filed by Chevron and 

Aera in December 2016. In addition, a group of South County mineral rights owners filed a lawsuit on 

March 3, 2017 and Eagle Petroleum filed a lawsuit on March 17, 2017. A community outreach meeting 

was held by the Monterey County Resource Management Agency on March 8, 2017 to start the process 

of developing procedures to implement Measure Z.  
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On November 16, 2017, legal arguments concluded and the Monterey County Superior Court Judge 

Thomas Wills issued his ruling on December 21, 2017. The judge did not lift the ban on hydraulic 

fracturing but found that state and federal laws pre-empt county laws regarding the regulation of injecting 

underground oil wells with water and steam and the prohibition of new oil wells.  Both sides in the case 

have an opportunity to file judgments and writs with the court before the judge’s decision becomes final1.  

In response, Protect Monterey County, which backed Measure Z, filed an appeal against the ruling in 

March 2018, and Monterey County filed a notice of intent to appeal around the same time in a stated 

effort to preserve its legal right the challenge the ruling. However, on May 15, 2018, the Monterey 

County Board of Supervisors unanimously approved a settlement agreement with a number of oil 

industry interests who challenged the initiative. The settlement promised that Monterey County would 

not appeal the judge’s ruling provided the plaintiffs would not seek from the county payment of attorney’s 

fees and legal costs associated with the case.  Therefore, Protect Monterey County and its legal 

representation with the Center for Biological Diversity are the only remaining challengers of the judge’s 

ruling on the initiative, but plaintiffs have opined that they believe the judge erred on the fracking ban 

issue and may seek an appeal. 2 

 Santa Cruz County. On May 20, 2014, Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors voted to change its 

General Plan, building on the existing referendum and banning oil development facilities in the County.  

 Alameda County. On July 19, 2016, Alameda County passed an ordinance banning hydraulic fracturing 

and other "extreme oil and gas extraction" measures in the County.  

Within the CCFO Planning Area, acreages of Federal mineral estate within existing oil and gas fields in 

each county with aforementioned regulations are shown in the table below. Appendix B (Reasonably 

Foreseeable Development [RFD] Scenario) in the Draft RMPA/EIS describes the existing oil and gas 

activity and the RFD Scenario for oil and gas in the four counties.   

Federal Mineral Estate within Active Oil and Gas fields by County 

County 
BLM-Administered Surface 

Estate BLM Split Estate 
Federal Mineral Estate within 

Active Oil and Gas Fields 

San Benito 75,225 145,446 12,254 

Monterey 30,478 203,643 343 

Santa Cruz 6 300 0 

Alameda 0 3,591 0 

CCFO Planning Area 231,050 561,380 12,597 

The BLM's guidance for resource management plans says they “shall be consistent with officially approved 

and adopted plans of other Federal agencies, State and local governments, and Indian tribes to the maximum 

extent the BLM finds consistent with the purposes of FLPMA and other Federal laws and regulations 

applicable to public lands, and the purposes, policies, and programs implementing such laws and 

regulations." (43 CFR 1610.3-3).  The RMPA/EIS cannot anticipate what other local measures regarding 

oil and gas drilling may be developed or litigated during the planning process because they are subject to 

change.  However, local ordinances were reviewed during the process of drafting the RMPA/EIS and would 

be implemented to the extent they are consistent with FLPMA and other federal law and regulations. For 

these reasons the alternatives did not warrant modifications to address the bans.  

                                                      
1  Leyde, Tom. 2018. Judge Issues Ruling on Measure Z. The Californian. January 2. [online]: http://www.thecalifornian.

com/story/news/2018/01/02/judge-issues-ruling-measure-z/998276001/. 

2  Johnson, Jim. 2018. Monterey County settles with oil industry, won’t appeal Measure Z ruling.  Monterey Herald. 

May 15. [online]: http://www.montereyherald.com/government-and-politics/20180515/monterey-county-settles-

with-oil-industry-wont-appeal-measure-z-ruling.  

http://www.thecalifornian.com/story/news/2018/01/02/judge-issues-ruling-measure-z/998276001/
http://www.thecalifornian.com/story/news/2018/01/02/judge-issues-ruling-measure-z/998276001/
http://www.thecalifornian.com/story/news/2018/01/02/judge-issues-ruling-measure-z/998276001/
http://www.thecalifornian.com/story/news/2018/01/02/judge-issues-ruling-measure-z/998276001/
http://www.montereyherald.com/government-and-politics/20180515/monterey-county-settles-with-oil-industry-wont-appeal-measure-z-ruling
http://www.montereyherald.com/government-and-politics/20180515/monterey-county-settles-with-oil-industry-wont-appeal-measure-z-ruling
http://www.montereyherald.com/government-and-politics/20180515/monterey-county-settles-with-oil-industry-wont-appeal-measure-z-ruling
http://www.montereyherald.com/government-and-politics/20180515/monterey-county-settles-with-oil-industry-wont-appeal-measure-z-ruling


Central Coast Oil and Gas Leasing and Development 
Appendix I. Comments and Responses to Comments 

Proposed RMPA/Final EIS I-24 May 2019 

Note that Alternative B, which is analyzed in the RMPA/EIS, would meet the intent of some local measures 

that restrict oil and gas development (to the extent feasible), because there would be no reasonably 

foreseeable development under this alternative in Monterey, Santa Cruz, or Alameda Counties.  

General Response GR-2 – Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail 

A number of commenters propose to halt oil and gas development or ban well stimulation treatments. Land 

management options to achieve these aims were considered in Section 2.12 (Alternatives Considered but 

Not Analyzed In Detail) of the Draft RMPA/EIS.  Specifically, Section 2.12.4 (Close All Lands Except 

Existing Leases) of the Draft RMPA/EIS considers an alternative where all lands would be closed to oil 

and gas leasing and development except for existing leases and Section 2.12.5 (Close All Lands to Oil and 

Gas Leasing) discusses an alternative that would close all federal mineral estate to oil and gas leasing and 

development. Section 2.12.3 (Ban Well Stimulation Technologies) considers an alternative where the use 

of well stimulation treatments would not be allowed on federal mineral estate lands open to oil and gas 

leasing and development. As described in the Draft RMPA/EIS, all three of these alternatives would be 

contrary to BLM’s mission and policies, which dictate management of public lands for multiple-uses and 

encourage energy development. 

BLM Land Use Planning Handbook H-1601-1 states that, for oil and gas decisions, “[w]hen applying 

leasing restrictions, the least restrictive constraint to meet the resource protection objective should be used.” 

An alternative banning well stimulation technologies in the Planning Area would be inconsistent with the 

basic policy objectives for management of oil and gas resources in BLM, because it is not the least 

restrictive constraint to meet the resource protection objectives.  Other alternatives or stipulations serve to 

protect the resources and the public interest.  

Section 1.2.2 (Planning Approach) of the Draft RMPA/EIS explains that oil and gas leasing and 

development on Federal mineral estate requires multiple stages of BLM environmental analysis and 

authorization. Environmental review under NEPA is required at each phase under which the site-specific 

analysis would consider protection to resources and potential alternatives. 

Ban Well Stimulation Technologies. As described in Section 2.12.3 (Ban Well Stimulation Technologies) 

of the Draft RMPA/EIS, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration because while BLM has 

the authority to deny individual permits, it does not have authority to deny all future well stimulation 

technologies as this would not be the least restrictive constraint to meet the resource protection objective. 

Rather, BLM has a responsibility under the FLPMA to act as a steward for the development, conservation, 

and protection of Federal lands, by implementing multiple use principles and recognizing, among other 

values, the Nation’s need for domestic sources of energy from the public lands. The BLM achieves this 

responsibility by implementing appropriate stipulations and ensure compliance with State or local laws and 

regulations that are consistent with FLPMA, such as SB4.  A ban or moratorium would not satisfy the 

BLM’s multiple-use responsibilities under the FLPMA. Therefore, an alternative that would eliminate well 

stimulation treatments was eliminated from further consideration in the Draft RMPA/EIS  

Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing. Furthermore, as described in Section 2.12.5 (Close All Lands to 

Oil and Gas Leasing) of the Draft RMPA/EIS, the BLM considered an alternative that would close all 

Federal mineral estate to oil and gas leasing and development. For the same reasons discussed above 

regarding a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies alternative within the Draft RMPA/EIS, this alternative 

(Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing) would be contrary to BLM’s mission and policies, which dictate 

management of public lands for multiple-uses and encourage energy development. Therefore, an alternative 

that would close all lands to oil and gas leasing was eliminated from further consideration in the Draft 

RMPA/EIS.  
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General Response GR-3 – Development of the Reasonably Foreseeable 
Development Scenario 

BLM developed the Reasonably Foreseeable Development (RFD) Scenario in 2015 in accordance with 

BLM Handbook 1624-1, paying great attention to the current and future use of well stimulation 

technologies, including hydraulic fracturing, acid matrix stimulation, and acid fracturing, as well as future 

uses of enhanced oil recovery. BLM Handbook 1624-1 (Planning for Fluid Minerals Management) 

prescribes a sequence of steps by which mineral occurrence potential or development potential is applied 

to make oil and gas lease stipulation planning and allocation decisions, and dictates the requirements for 

development of the RFD Scenario and its analysis for each alternative (BLM Handbook 1624-1, Chapter 

III). Furthermore, BLM Instructional Memorandum (IM) 2004-89 requires that the RFD Scenario project 

a baseline scenario of activity assuming all potentially productive areas are open to leasing under standard 

terms and conditions with the exception of those areas closing to leasing by law. Therefore, the RFD 

Scenario is a reasonable, technical, and scientific estimate of anticipated oil and gas activity based on 

current information and data available.   

As explained in Section 2.3 (Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario) in the Draft RMPA/EIS, the 

2015 RFD Scenario, which assumes 3 to 5 exploratory wildcat wells and between zero and 32 development 

wells on Federal mineral estate in the Planning Area, is a planning tool to help the BLM project the 

reasonably foreseeable impacts of oil and gas development within the Planning Area.  “Reasonably 

foreseeable development” does not include scenarios that are merely speculative or only have a remote 

possibility of occurring. Therefore, the 2015 RFD Scenario assumes that the current development trends in 

this region are likely to continue for the next 15 to 20 years.   

Given the limited extent of area of Federal mineral estate within the entire Planning Area, it is unlikely that 

more than a total of 37 new exploratory and/or development wells will be drilled on new or existing Federal 

oil and gas leases over the next 15 to 20 years.  Even if there are advances in science and technology that 

resolve some of the uncertainty associated with the Monterey Formation source rock, these advances are 

not likely to alter the RFD Scenario for federal minerals in the planning area for the next 15 to 20 years due 

to the geology of the region. Therefore, all available scientific, industry, and government information 

indicates that absent currently unforeseen changes in oilfield technology, future oil and gas development 

within the Planning Area will continue as it has over the last 10 or 20 years.  As a worst-case scenario, well 

stimulation technologies and enhanced oil recovery techniques are assumed to be used on any or all of these 

wells. Therefore, the assumptions in the 2015 RFD Scenario are likely to occur, and thus are reasonable to 

be used to analyze the impacts of each alternative in this RMPA/EIS. 

As discussed above, the 2015 RFD Scenario is a planning tool to help the BLM project the reasonably 

foreseeable impacts of oil and gas development within the Planning Area under each alternative.  It does 

not, in and of itself, represent a decision to authorize oil and gas development, nor is it a goal or target for 

oil and gas development in the Planning Area.  However, because the 2015 RFD Scenario forecasts a greater 

amount of development as compared to the RFD Scenario developed for the 2007 RMP, there is a need to 

consider whether the land use plan decisions in the 2007 RMP should be adjusted. This consideration has 

resulted in preparation of this RMPA/EIS.  Similarly, if the level of oil and gas development forecasted in 

the 2015 RFD Scenario becomes outdated or warrants revisions then BLM would consider whether a 

RMPA would be warranted as well. As explained in Section 1.2.3 (Monitoring, Evaluation and Adaptive 

Management), as part of the implementation of the oil and gas decisions in this amendment, and standard 

land use planning monitoring and evaluation, the BLM will periodically consider whether planning 

decisions remain relevant or if the BLM should consider new planning decisions in light of changed 

circumstances or new information. 

Furthermore, Section 1.2.2 (Planning Approach) of the Draft RMPA/EIS explains that oil and gas leasing 

and development on Federal mineral estate requires multiple stages of BLM environmental analysis and 



Central Coast Oil and Gas Leasing and Development 
Appendix I. Comments and Responses to Comments 

Proposed RMPA/Final EIS I-26 May 2019 

authorization.  Environmental review under NEPA is required at each phase. Thus, over the course of the 

planning period and as future oil and gas development may occur on Federal mineral estate, BLM will 

continue to consider the applicability of the 2015 RFD Scenario and whether an amendment, such has been 

completed herein, may be warranted.   

General Response GR-4 – Water Supply and Contamination  

Several comments reflect concerns related to groundwater quality and the quantity of water used during 

well stimulation treatments, and some comments reference a recent U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) report on these issues.3 This response summarizes and clarifies the impacts assessment for 

groundwater resources as presented in Draft RMPA/EIS Section 4.7 (Groundwater Resources). 

As stated in Section 4.7.2 (Impacts Common to All Alternatives) of the Draft RMPA/EIS, well stimulation 

treatment regulations were adopted by the California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas and 

Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) in July 2015 in compliance with Senate Bill (SB) 4, which contain 

numerous protective measures for groundwater.  In June 2015, the DOGGR completed the Final 

Environmental Impact Report for the Analysis of Oil and Gas Well Stimulation Treatments in California 

(Final EIR).  A summary of the key protective measures in the DOGGR regulations was provided in the 

Final EIR (DOC, 2015, see Section 10.14.5, Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures for Groundwater 

Resources).4  Also included in the DOGGR Final EIR were mitigation measures to work in combination 

with DOGGR regulations to avoid potential impacts to both groundwater quantity and groundwater quality 

on a programmatic basis.   

BLM has a 2012 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with DOGGR, in which the two agencies lay out 

their respective roles for regulating oilfield operations on BLM-administered lands. The MOU provides 

that, on BLM-administered lands, DOGGR is responsible for regulating well operations and appropriate 

surface facilities, for the protection of hydrocarbon reservoirs, groundwater, and health and safety. 

Therefore, DOGGR’s SB 4 regulations and the mitigation measures in the Final EIR that are described 

herein would be implemented on Federal mineral estate. 

Eight mitigation measures were developed in the DOGGR Final EIR to directly address the identified 

impacts on groundwater: two mitigation measures (MMs GW-1a and MM GW-1b) were developed for 

groundwater quantity and six mitigation measures (MM GW-4a, MM GW-4b, MM GW-4c, MM GW-5a, 

MM GW-6a and MM GW-7a) for groundwater quality. Descriptions of the final mitigation measures for 

groundwater impacts are provided in DOGGR Final EIR, and are summarized in the following table 

(Section 10.14.5 and Table 10.14-20 from DOC, 2015). 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures – Groundwater Resources 

Impact GW-1. Cause or contribute to overdraft conditions  

Mitigation Measure(s) GW-1a: Use Alternative Water Sources to the Extent Feasible 
GW-1b: Minimize Groundwater Impacts  

Impact GW-2. Lower groundwater levels through pumping, resulting in significant and unreasonable inelastic land 
subsidence or significant and unreasonable impacts to nearby water wells or interconnected surface water 

Mitigation Measure(s) GW-1a: Use Alternative Water Sources to the Extent Feasible 
GW-1b: Minimize Groundwater Impacts 

                                                      
3  A final report by the US EPA (December 2016) describes how activities in the hydraulic fracturing water cycle 

can impact and have impacted drinking water resources and the factors that influence the frequency and severity 

of those impacts. “Assessment of the Potential Impacts of Hydraulic Fracturing for Oil and Gas on Drinking Water 

Resources,” (available at https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/hfstudy/recordisplay.cfm?deid=332990).   

4  The DOGGR Final EIR (2015) is available at: http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_

TOC.aspx  

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures – Groundwater Resources 

Impact GW-3. Adversely impact groundwater quality through surface spills or leaks during well stimulation  

Mitigation Measure(s) HAZ-1a: Ensure that Spill Contingency Plan Provides Adequate Protection Against Leaks or 
Discharges of Dangerous Fluids and Other Potentially Dangerous Materials 

Impact GW-4. Migration of well stimulation fluids or formation fluids including gas to protected groundwater through 
non-existent or ineffective annular well seals 

Mitigation Measure(s) GW-4a: Demonstrate that Wells within the ADSA Have Effective Cement Well Seals and 
Monitor Wells during Well Stimulation Treatment 
GW-4b: Install a Well Seal across Protected Groundwater for New Wells Subject to Well 
Stimulation Treatments 
GW-4c: Install Methane Sensors on Wells Subject to Well Stimulation Treatments 

Impact GW-5. Migration of well stimulation fluids or formation fluids including gas to protected groundwater through 
damaged or improperly abandoned wells  

Mitigation Measure(s) GW-5a: Conduct Surface Geophysical Surveys or Apply Other Field Methods to Locate 
Improperly Abandoned Wells and Mitigate 

Impact GW-6. Improper disposal of flowback in injection wells could potentially impact groundwater quality  

Mitigation Measure(s) GW-6a: Require Wastewater Disposal Wells to Inject Only into Exempted Aquifers to Protect 
Groundwater  

Impact GW-7. Inability to identify specific impacts to groundwater quality from well stimulation activities 

Mitigation Measure(s) GW-7a: Add a Tracer to Well Stimulation Fluids or Develop a Reasonable Method to 
Distinguish Well Stimulation Fluids in the Environment 

Source: DOC, 2015; available at: http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx.  

The regulatory framework, regional setting and current conditions for groundwater resources are described 

in Section 3.7 (Groundwater Resources) of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS. The regulatory setting includes 

relevant groundwater and oil and gas regulations that focus on groundwater protection. The regional setting 

identifies the groundwater basins within the CCFO Planning Area that contain Federal mineral estate.  The 

current conditions describe these groundwater basins and subbasins with an emphasis on the overlap 

between oil and gas fields and groundwater subbasins. 

Section 4.7 of the RMPA/EIS presents an impacts analysis common to all alternatives, including water 

quantity and quality.  For all alternatives, the RFD Scenario is assumed, which includes up to 37 new oil 

and gas wells to be drilled and undergo well stimulation in the CCFO Planning area in the next 15 to 20 

years. The impacts analysis is based primarily on the impacts identified in CCST’s 2014 report on well 

stimulation technologies, prepared to provide BLM with information to be used for “future planning, 

leasing, development decisions regarding oil and gas issues on the Federal mineral estate in California” 

(CCST, 2014).  For purposes of the impact analysis for groundwater, 10,000 mg/L TDS is the water quality 

threshold for evaluating potential impacts on groundwater resources.   

The impacts analysis in the RMPA/EIS for groundwater quantity focuses on the water use estimates for the 

RFD Scenario.  The analysis documents ranges of water use for conventional and water-intensive well 

stimulation treatments and estimated water use for each RFD Scenario.  The analysis found that the 

maximum amount of groundwater use would be 1,110 AF (approximately 360 million gallons) for the 37 

wells over the 15 to 20 year period.  Compared to the resources present in any of the groundwater basins, 

this small amount would not likely result in any discernable impact.  Nonetheless, any increase in 

groundwater use in a basin or subbasin in overdraft would contribute to overdraft conditions.   

Two mitigation measures were identified in the DOGGR Final EIR under SB 4 to avoid the impact of 

overdraft: GW-1a and GW-1b.  Mitigation Measure GW-1a requires an applicant to use alternative water 

sources to the extent feasible. To determine whether a well stimulation treatment is contributing or causing 

overdraft, mitigation measure GW-1b requires an independent assessment by a Certified Hydrogeologist; 

the review considers ongoing groundwater management in the project-specific groundwater basin or 

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
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subbasin. Mitigation Measure GW-1b also requires DOGGR to ensure that groundwater use does not cause 

or substantially contribute to undesirable results.  Undesirable results include lowering of groundwater 

levels, reduction of groundwater storage, degraded water quality, inelastic land subsidence, and depletions 

of interconnected surface water.   

The impacts analysis for groundwater quality identifies both surface and subsurface pathways for well 

stimulation fluids/flowback to potentially reach usable groundwater. The analysis includes a discussion of 

the chemical mixtures used for hydraulic fracturing in California and the potential chemical composition 

of flowback and produced water.  Both potential surface and subsurface release pathways are examined, 

including surface spills, storage and disposal of flowback and produced water, fractures that may connect 

to abandoned wells, geologic faults, and the well.  The pathway via wells discusses mitigation measure 

GW-4b, which requires a 500 foot well seal across the base of usable water if the hydraulic fracturing zone 

is below the base of usable water.     

As stated in Section 4.7 of the RMPA/EIS, the mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR along with 

the permanent DOGGR regulations would reduce potential impacts to groundwater from well stimulation 

treatments. In addition, oil and gas leasing and development on Federal mineral estate requires multiple 

stages of environmental analysis prior to BLM authorization.  Environmental review under NEPA for the 

development of leased parcels (including well stimulation techniques) would include a site-specific analysis 

of potential impacts and conditions of approval to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to groundwater 

resources.  
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General Response GR-5 – Induced Seismicity 

Numerous comments expressed concerns about induced seismicity from oil and gas development and well 

stimulation technologies, citing increased seismic activity in Oklahoma as an example.  

Background and Recent Literature Review 

Induced seismicity, or earthquakes along existing faults caused by fluid injection, has surged in oil 

producing regions of the midcontinent United States since about 2008 (Keranen, 2014). The induced 

seismicity has been linked with oil field waste water disposal, and in some cases to hydraulic fracturing. In 

Oklahoma, a region of historic low seismicity, a sharp rise of seismicity began in 2009; in 2015 

approximately 900 earthquakes of Magnitude (M) greater than 3 were widely felt in north-central Oklahoma 

(Langenbruch and Zoback, 2016). The increase in seismicity and related earthquake damage led Oklahoma 

regulators to require a 40 percent reduction of waste water injection volumes during 2016 compared to 2014 

levels, over two large areas of north-central Oklahoma. The areas of reduced injection volume were 

expanded following M 4 earthquakes in late 2016 (Jacobs, 2016b). The overall rate of earthquakes has 

reduced since the injection volume reduction was enforced. Damaging earthquakes of M 5.0 and M 4.6 

occurred in November 2016, indicating that although earthquake frequency had been reduced, the potential 

for large earthquake magnitudes has not diminished (Jacobs, 2016b). Oklahoma regulators are estimating 

that 18 months of injection volume reduction will be required before a significant reduction in earthquakes 

is achieved (Jacobs, 2016b). Another Oklahoma example identified hydraulic fracturing as triggering a 

sequence of 86 earthquakes ranging from M 0.6 to M 2.9 (16 earthquakes greater than M 2.0) in 2011 

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
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(Holland, 2013). These relatively small earthquakes are larger than the typical microseismicity (M 0.0 or 

less) traditionally associated with hydraulic fracturing (Holland, 2013). These small earthquakes occurred 

in a densely faulted area, at depths of 2 to 3 km (6,500 to 9,800 feet), and extended to 2.5 km (1.6 miles) 

from the one source well. The earthquake sequence spanned 7 days, beginning 24 hours after the start of 

hydraulic fracturing and ended 11 hours after the hydraulic fracturing ceased.  

Hydraulic fracturing of oil wells in western Canada was also linked to induced seismicity (Atkinson, et al., 

2016). Although more than half of the M 3 or greater earthquakes occurred in close proximity (time and 

space) to hydraulic fracturing operations, only 0.3 percent of hydraulic fracturing can be linked to associated 

seismicity (Atkinson, et al., 2016).  Based on the increased frequency of seismicity proximate to hydraulic 

fracturing operations, Atkins, et al. (2016) conclude that more of the induced seismicity in western Canada 

is a result of hydraulic fracturing than waste water disposal injection, and that multiple hydraulic fracturing 

operations may compound the hazard.  

Study of petroleum-related induced seismicity in the Los Angeles basin is complicated by the co-location 

of many oil fields along major faults that are responsible for tectonic earthquakes that are deeper than the 

sediments where oil is produced and fluids disposed (Hauksson, et al., 2015). Oil fields cover approximately 

17 percent of the Los Angeles basin where nearly 100 years of petroleum production has occurred.  Large 

historic earthquakes in the basin occurred near major oil fields: 2014 M 5.1 La Habra sequence near several 

oil fields; 1933 M 6.4 Long Beach earthquake near Long Beach oil field; and 1987 M 5.9 Whittier Narrows 

earthquake near the Montebello oil field. These earthquakes occurred more than 5 km below the oil field 

reservoirs and are not linked to oil field activities (Hauksson, et al., 2015). Petroleum operations, including 

oil extraction and waste water injection, were analyzed and compared to the instrument record (1935 to 

2014) of seismic activity inside and outside the oil fields. No significant difference in the seismic character 

was identified, and Hauksson, et al. (2015) conclude that the practice of balanced oil production and fluid 

injection appears to reduce the risk of induced seismicity in the oil fields. A separate study by Hough and 

Page (2016) evaluated earthquakes prior to 1935 and petroleum production in the Los Angeles basin. Hough 

and Page (2016) identified a link between the initial Los Angles oil boom and earthquakes between 1915 

and 1932 based on felt reports (no earthquake instrument catalog). The June 1920 Inglewood earthquake 

and the July 1929 Whittier earthquake might have been associated with oil field practices at that time (oil 

production without reinjection) (Hough and Page, 2016).  

A California case study identified an earthquake swarm began 150 days after the start of waste water 

injection at the southern end of the Central Valley (Goebel, et al., 2014). The injection triggering involved 

multiple mechanisms, including injection into a permeable fault zone, a large increase in injection rate, and 

diffusion pressure migration to deeper seismogenic levels where the injected fault intersects the active 

White Wolf fault. This geologic setting resulted in relatively large earthquakes: one M 4.5 earthquake on 

September 22, 2005, followed by three large earthquakes the same day (two at M 4.7 and one M 4.3) 

(Goebel, et al., 2014). Goebel et al (2014) conclude that more detailed assessments of the geologic setting 

close to injection wells is required to explain the lack of large scale injection induced earthquake activity 

in California hydrocarbon basins.   

Discussion 

Section 4.3 (Geology) of the Draft RMPA/EIS addresses the occurrence of induced seismicity in the 

Planning Area based on a literature review and the limited association of earthquakes and oil field practices 

in the literature. As new studies identify site-specific geologic settings or oil field practices that may cause 

induced seismicity, the assessment of the hazard may progress. However, in general, the recent data and 

studies identified induced seismicity occurs near injection wells, result from high volume injection, are 

associated with changes in injection rates and volumes, larger earthquakes may occur in complex geologic 

settings, and generally have low to moderate magnitude compared to tectonic earthquakes that occur along 

major active faults of California. Van der Elst, et al. (2016) statistically tests induced earthwork data and 
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concludes that large earthquake magnitudes are possible, the largest induced earthquakes occur randomly 

rather than linked to injection volume or duration, and the number of induced earthquakes (not magnitude) 

are proportional to the injection volume. Consequently, van der Elst, et al. (2016) concludes, the hazard of 

induced seismicity should be treated the same as the probabilistic hazard assessment currently applied to 

tectonic earthquakes, and the hazard assessment would benefit from increased access to injection data (van 

der Elst et al., 2016).  

As described in Section 4.3 (Geology) of the Draft RMPA/EIS, oil and gas developers would be required 

to comply with DOGGR’s Well Stimulation Treatment Regulations, Section 1785.1, to monitor and cease 

hydraulic fracturing activities if an earthquake of Magnitude 2.7 or greater occurs within a radius of five 

times the maximum axial dimensional stimulation area. In addition, individual oil production and injection 

plans (that identify the local geologic setting, proximity to known faults, active faults, injection zones, etc.) 

would be submitted to DOGGR prior to the development of new drilling, extraction, and injection projects 

in each oil field or exploration area within the Planning Area.  

Likewise, any risks of induced seismicity would be evaluated by BLM through the project-level NEPA 

analysis, including analysis of the proposed drilling and fracturing operations. Section 4.3 of the Draft 

RMPA/EIS includes Mitigation Measures GEO-1 (Avoid Active Fault Zones), GEO-2 (Prepare an 

Earthquake Response Plan) and GEO-3 (Prepare a Geotechnical/Geologic Report), which would be 

required to be implemented before granting a lease or would be included as a lease stipulation to reduce 

any induced-seismic effects. 

Mitigation Measures GEO-1, GEO-2 and GEO-3 in the RMPA/EIS along with Section 1785.1 of the 

permanent regulations for well stimulation provide for an adequate level of earthquake monitoring, and 

DOGGR’s existing requirements for injection of wastewater and flowback protect against the potential for 

induced seismicity to occur. 
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General Response GR-6 – Renewable Energy Development on Federal Lands 

Many comments support the development of renewable energy resources as an alternative to oil and gas 

facilities leasing. As discussed in Section 1.6 (Related Federal, State, and Local Laws and Plans) of the 

Draft RMPA/EIS, the FLPMA of 1976 establishes the authority and provides guidance for how public lands 

are to be managed by the BLM.  It defines BLM’s mission to manage public lands on the basis of multiple 

use and sustained yield.  BLM has a responsibility under the FLPMA to act as a steward for the 

development, conservation, and protection of Federal lands, by implementing multiple use principles and 

recognizing, among other values, the Nation’s need for both domestic sources of minerals and energy, 

including renewable energy, generation from the public lands.  

With regard to solar energy development on public land, BLM’s Western Solar Plan established an initial 

set of 17 Solar Energy Zones (SEZ) in 2012.  These zones, which total about 285,000 acres of public lands, 

define areas with access to transmission corridors and high solar potential.  Two SEZs were designated in 

2013 in California and Arizona. If fully built out, projects in the designated areas could produce as much 

as 27,000 MW of solar energy. The BLM anticipates a continued interest in the use of public lands for 

renewable energy development alongside the potential for oil and gas exploration and development.  

However, the Central Coast Field Office is outside the BLM’s designated Solar Energy Zones so this scale 

of renewable energy development is not likely to occur on public lands in the Planning Area.  

In addition to solar energy development, BLM also manages more than 20 million acres of public lands 

with wind energy potential in 11 Western states. Since completing a comprehensive wind-energy focused 

programmatic environmental review of wind energy on public lands, the BLM has amended 52 regional 

RMPs and crafted policy guidance on the administration of wind energy authorizations and best 

management practices (BMPs) to mitigate potential impacts on birds, wildlife habitat, and other resource 

values. However, none of the Central Coast Field Office Planning Area is mapped as having good wind 

resource potential so wind energy development is unlikely to occur on public lands. 
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I.4 Responses to All Comments 

Responses to Comment Set A1 – California Coastal Commission 

A1-1 The commenter describes the California Coastal Commission’s regulatory authority.  

The commenter further states that the RMPA is unlikely to result in effects to coastal 

resources and a federal consistency review of the RMPA is not required at this time.  

BLM acknowledges the commenters statement that if future changes to the RMP result 

in new leasing or development with the potential to affect the coastal zone, a consis-

tency determination may need to be submitted to the California Coastal Commission. 

Responses to Comment Set A2 – Division of Oil, Gas & Geothermal Resources 

A2-1 The commenter states that BLM needs to continue to manage well stimulation technol-

ogies (WST) operations on BLM leases to be at least consistent with or exceed Cali-

fornia’s requirements for WST operations. 

BLM agrees with the commenter, as is stated in Section 2.4.4 (BLM Final Rule on 

Hydraulic Fracturing) of the Draft RMPA/EIS which says, “[o]n public lands, including 

those covered by the RMPA, oil and gas operators must comply with both Federal and 

State statutes and regulations to the extent that State regulations do not contradict Fed-

eral law or interfere with Federal lease rights.  In California, the relevant State law 

includes hydraulic fracturing regulations promulgated under California’s Senate Bill 4 

(SB 4).” 

Note that in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, reference to the BLM Hydraulic Fracturing 

Final Rule has been removed, because the 2015 Rule has been rescinded.  On Decem-

ber 29, 2017, the Federal Register (Vol. 82, No. 249, p. 61924) issued a Final Rule 

announcing that BLM officially rescinds the 2015 Rule, because BLM believes that it 

imposes administrative burdens and compliance costs that are not justified.  Affected 

sections of the Code for Federal Regulations (CFR) were returned to the language that 

existed immediately before the published effective date of the 2015 Rule (June 24, 

2015), except for changes to those regulations that were made by other rules published 

between the date of publication of the 2015 Rule and now and that the phrase ‘‘perform 

nonroutine fracturing jobs,’’ was not restored to the list of subsequent operations 

requiring prior approval.1  Therefore, Section 2.4.4 in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS 

is now titled “DOGGR Senate Bill 4 Regulations.” 

A2-2 The commenter states that the Draft RMPA/EIS mischaracterizes the 0.5-mile buffer 

used in DOGGR’s 2015 EIR.  BLM incorporated DOGGR’s 0.5-mile buffer into the 

Draft RMPA/EIS to allow for a consistent buffer area that may potentially be subject 

                                                           
1  This is because the phrase “perform nonroutine fracturing jobs” had not been previously defined and in the last 20 

years, hydraulic fracturing practices that would have been considered ‘‘nonroutine’’ when the BLM originally 

issued the regulations requiring prior approval for ‘‘nonroutine fracturing jobs’’ are now commonly utilized and 

considered ‘‘routine.’’ The combination of advances in oil and gas development technology and the BLM’s 

existing authority to mitigate the potential risks of hydraulic fracturing operations through site-specific protective 

measures that are applied as a part of the environmental review and approval process at the APD stage has made 

post-APD approvals for ‘‘nonroutine fracturing jobs’’ at most a very rare occurrence. See the Oil and Gas; 

Hydraulic Fracturing on Federal and Indian Lands; Rescission of a 2015 Rule for more details.  
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to future oil and gas development.  To address the commenter’s concerns, the footnote 

under Alternative B in Section 2.7 of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has been clarified 

to explain that DOGGR’s buffer was developed to factor in potential development or 

new finds that could be brought into production for DOGGR’s EIR impact analysis 

based on industry production estimates, and that it is not used for DOGGR’s oilfield 

management. 

Please refer to Responses to Comments A2-3 through A2-42 for responses to the com-

menter’s detailed comments. 

A2-3 The commenter’s request for one copy of the Final EIS is noted. 

Section 1 (Introduction) has been revised as suggested in the comment to state that 

unconventional wells require the use of technology to increase hydrocarbon flow rates, 

rather than that well stimulation is required. 

A2-4 Section 1.2 (Planning Area Description) describes the lands under BLM’s jurisdiction 

within the Planning Area and does not explain approvals required for oil and gas devel-

opment.  Therefore, the commenter’s suggested text has instead been added under the 

Development discussion in Section 1.2.2 (Planning Approach) of the Proposed RMPA/

Final EIS to state that depending on the activity, applications to conduct oil and gas 

activities on BLM leases in the CCFO Planning Area would also likely require approval 

from DOGGR in accordance with Title 14 California Code of Regulations (14 CCR) 

Sections 1712 and 1714, among others. 

BLM has a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with DOGGR, in which the two 

agencies lay out their respective roles for regulating oilfield operations on BLM lands.  

The stated purposes of the MOU “are to delineate procedures for regulating oilfield 

operations where both the BLM and the Division have jurisdictional authority, to 

streamline operations, and to minimize duplication.”  (See October 16, 2012, MOU 

between BLM and DOGGR.)  As the MOU recounts, the BLM has statutory authority 

for regulation of all oilfield operations on BLM-administered land, including down-

hole operations.  The MOU provides that, on BLM-administered lands, DOGGR is 

responsible for regulating well operations and for appropriate surface facilities, includ-

ing protection of hydrocarbon reservoirs, groundwater, and health and safety. 

A2-5 The commenter requests that the RMPA/EIS state that DOGGR regulations and poli-

cies apply to oil and gas well developments in California.  Text has been added to 

Section 1.2.2 (Planning Approach) in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS to describe that 

oil and gas operators must comply with both Federal and State statutes and regulations.  

See also Response to Comment A2-4. 

A2-6 The commenter suggested adding text describing the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA).  BLM would coordinate with DOGGR and State agencies on environ-

mental review, but BLM is not subject to CEQA, so no text revisions are necessary.  

Note that the Regulatory Framework discussion has been moved from Section 1.6 

(Related Federal, State, and Local Laws and Plans) to Appendix J of the Proposed 

RMPA/Final EIS.  
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A2-7 The commenter requests that the RMPA/EIS state that the Draft RMPA/EIS alterna-

tives should be consistent with current California laws and regulations.  The text in 

Section 2.1 (Introduction) of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has been clarified to add 

“Federal and State” to the description of the current laws and regulations. 

A2-8 As requested, the last sentence in the description of Covered Operations under the Cali-

fornia SB 4 Regulations in Table 2-1 of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has been revised 

to state that data collected regarding all uses of acid and bottomhole pressures are 

applied to the formation above pore pressure. 

As also requested, the description of Permit Grouping has been revised to change “per-

mits” to “applications” in Table 2-1 of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS. 

Please refer to Response to Comment A2-1 regarding the rescission of the BLM 2015 

Final Rule.  Therefore, Table 2-1 is no longer a comparison of BLM’s Hydraulic Frac-

turing Rule and Senate Bill 4, and it is now titled “Summary of Senate Bill 4 Regula-

tions” in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS. 

A2-9 As requested, the description of the pressure change under the row “Monitoring during 

treatment” in Table 2-1 of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has been revised as 

suggested. 

As requested, “five times” has been added to the description of the area of treatment 

under the row “Monitoring for seismic activity” in Table 2-1 of the Proposed 

RMPA/Final EIS. 

The text under the row “Management of recovered fluids” has been revised as sug-

gested to describe recovered and produced fluids in Table 2-1 of the Proposed 

RMPA/Final EIS. 

The text in Table 2-1 of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS under the row “Public 

disclosure” has been revised as suggested to describe the concentration information 

that the operator must disclose to the public on each and every constituent in the fluid 

after treatment. 

Please refer to Response to Comment A2-1 regarding the rescission of the BLM 2015 

Final Rule.  Therefore, Table 2-1 is no longer a comparison of BLM’s Hydraulic Frac-

turing Rule and Senate Bill 4, and it is now titled “Summary of Senate Bill 4 Regula-

tions” in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS. 

A2-10 The commenter requests that the RMPA/EIS clarify DOGGR’s regulatory authority.  

The text under “State Regulations” in Section 3.2.2 (Regulatory Framework) of the 

Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has been revised to “DOGGR’s regulatory authority is not 

limited to private lands.  DOGGR regulates all onshore and offshore oil, gas, and geo-

thermal resources within the State of California on federal, state, and private lands.” 

A2-11 As requested, the text in Section 3.2.2 (Regulatory Framework) of the Proposed 

RMPA/Final EIS has been revised to clarify that the DOGGR regulations discussed 

under “State Regulations” are the DOGGR “well” regulations. 
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The commenter requests that the RMPA/EIS use the definition of idle wells consistent 

with the new DOGGR regulation, which would change the definition of an “idle well” 

according to AB 2729 as of January 1, 2018.  The text under “State Regulations” in 

Section 3.2.2 (Regulatory Framework) of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has been 

revised to clarify references to “abandoned wells” as “idle wells” and the suggested 

text defining idle wells has been added. 

A2-12 The commenter states that the Draft RMPA/EIS text in Section 3.3.1 (Introduction) 

suggests DOGGR’s requirements to reduce the potential seismic hazard impacts of well 

stimulation activities or fluid disposal in injection wells are less stringent than the BLM 

Final Rule.  To address the commenter’s concerns, the text in Section 3.3.1 (Introduc-

tion) of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has been revised to explain that DOGGR 

“requires operators to disclose geologic features, including known faults, in applica-

tions for evaluation.” 

Please refer to Response to Comment A2-1 regarding the rescission of the BLM 2015 

Final Rule.  As a result, discussion of the BLM Final Rule has been removed from the 

Proposed RMPA/Final EIS.  In June 2015, the California Department of Conservation 

(DOC) completed the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Analysis of Oil and 

Gas Well Stimulation Treatments in California (Final EIR) (DOC, 2015).  Although 

the BLM 2015 Final Rule provided protective measures, the DOGGR regulations and 

the mitigation measures provided in the DOGGR Final EIR (DOC, 2015) under SB 4 

and this RMPA/EIS mitigate potential impacts to seismic hazards from well stimulation 

treatments. 

A2-13 As requested, the acronym for “Underground Injection Program” has been revised from 

“URIC” to “UIC” in Section 3.3.1 (Introduction) of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS. 

A2-14 As requested, the description of Senate Bill 4 as related to well stimulation, stimulation 

fluid constituents, and anticipated recovered fluid disposal has been revised under “Cal-

ifornia Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources” in Section 3.3.2 (Regulatory 

Framework) of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS.  The text in this section of the Proposed 

RMPA/Final EIS has also been revised to clarify that DOGGR is currently not “regu-

lating chemicals used in stimulation fluids.” 

The commenter states that seismic monitoring is based on the area of five times the 

maximum axial dimension stimulation area and not at “each point of fracture” as stated 

in the Draft RMPA/EIS.  The text under “California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geo-

thermal Resources” in Section 3.3.2 (Regulatory Framework) of the Proposed 

RMPA/Final EIS has been revised as suggested. 

A2-15 The commenter states that Material Safety Sheets (MSDS) are now referred to as 

“Safety Data Sheets (SDS)” per OSHA’s 2012 revised HazCom Standard.  The text 

under “Overview of State Regulations” in Section 3.4.2 (Regulatory Framework) of the 

Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has been revised as suggested. 

A2-16 As requested, text has been added under “California Regulations for Well Stimulation 

Treatments (Senate Bill 4)” in Section 3.3.2 (Regulatory Framework) of the Proposed 
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RMPA/Final EIS to clarify that DOGGR also regulates geothermal resources in 

California. 

As also requested, the text under “California Regulations for Well Stimulation Treat-

ments (Senate Bill 4)” in Section 3.3.2 (Regulatory Framework) of the Proposed 

RMPA/Final EIS has been revised as suggested to describe actions that the State Oil 

and Gas Supervisor oversees. 

A2-17 The commenter repeated the comment twice verbatim.  Please refer to Response to 

Comment A2-16. 

A2-18 The commenter states that air injection is an outdated technique and is no longer used 

in oil and gas fields.  As requested, the reference to air injection under “Well Stimula-

tion Techniques and Enhanced Oil Recovery” in Section 3.4.3 (Regional Setting) in the 

Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has been deleted. 

A2-19 The commenter states that there have not been any chemicals used as stimulation con-

stituents that have been reported as proprietary.  As requested, “proprietary chemicals” 

has been revised to “chemicals” under “Well Stimulation Techniques and Enhanced 

Oil Recovery” in Section 3.4.3 (Regional Setting) in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS. 

The commenter also states that the lack of carbonate rock in California is also a reason 

why the HCL step of hydraulic fracturing is not typically used in California.  Text has 

been added under “Well Stimulation Techniques and Enhanced Oil Recovery” in Sec-

tion 3.4.3 (Regional Setting) in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS as suggested by the 

commenter. 

A2-20 The discussion in Section 3.6.2 (Regulatory Framework) of the Proposed RMPA/Final 

EIS has been revised.  The BLM will coordinate with DOGGR to meet standards to 

reduce wasteful venting, flaring, and leaks of natural gas. 

A2-21 The commenter states that the U.S. EPA, not DOGGR, has the authority to designate 

exempt aquifers or change exemption status.  Section 3.7.2 (Regulatory Framework) of 

the Draft RMPA/EIS has been revised accordingly.  In addition, an update on the 

review of exempt aquifers by DOGGR and the State Water Resources Control Board 

has been provided in Section 3.7.2.  As of May 2017, no aquifer exemptions have been 

approved by the EPA within the CCFO Planning Area.  Review is underway for 

aquifers beneath four oil and gas fields within the CCFO Planning Area. 

A2-22 As requested, Section 3.7.2 (Regulatory Framework) of the Draft RMPA/EIS has been 

revised to include DOGGR well construction regulations 14 CCR 1722.2 and 1723.2. 

A2-23 As requested, Section 3.7.2 (Regulatory Framework) of the Draft RMPA/EIS has been 

revised to include DOGGR regulations for casing strings and cement plugs for the 

plugging and abandonment of a well: 14 CCR 1723.2 through 1723.8. 

A2-24 The commenter states that 962 well stimulation treatments occurred between 1/2/2014 

and 6/22/2015 instead of 903, with an average water use of 110,000 AFY.  The public 

disclosure downloaded from the DOGGR website in August 2015 has records for 903 

well stimulation treatments during this time.  However, a footnote has been added to 

Section 3.7.4 (Current Conditions and Trends) of the RMPA/EIS indicating that 
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DOGGR recorded 962 well stimulation treatments during this time.  A second footnote 

was added to the same section of the RMPA/EIS indicating that the average water use 

for these 962 well stimulation treatments is 110,000 AFY. 

The commenter also states that hydraulic fracturing is not a common operation in the 

BLM RMPA/EIS project area because it has not been proven to be productive.  In 

response, a statement was added to Section 3.7.2 (Current Conditions and Trends) of 

the RMPA/EIS indicating that according to DOGGR, hydraulic fracturing has not yet 

proven effective in oil fields within the CCFO Planning Area. 

A2-25 The commenter states that the EPA released the final Assessment of the Potential 

Impacts of Hydraulic Fracturing for Oil and Gas on Drinking Water Resources (EPA, 

2016).  Section 3.7.5 (Recent Well Stimulation Studies) of the RMPA/EIS has been 

updated to reference EPA’s final document and Section 4.7 (Groundwater Resources) 

has been updated to include findings of EPA’s final document. 

A2-26 The commenter states that DOGGR regulates “the wise development of oil and gas to 

prevent, as far as possible, damage to life, health, property and natural resources”.  The 

commenter references page 3.7-4, Paragraph 4, of the Draft RMPA/EIS, which is the 

Federal subsection of Section 3.7.2 (Regulatory Framework).  Because the Section 

highlighted by DOGGR discusses Federal regulations, specifically the Clean Water 

Act, not State regulations, no change was made in response to this comment. 

A2-27 The commenter states that the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 

Administration’s regulatory oversight of pipelines typically applies to those that con-

tain oil and gas prior to the products being metered or sold.  Text has been added under 

“Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration” in Section 3.20.2 (Regula-

tory Framework) to clarify the regulatory oversight of the agency. 

A2-28 The commenter states that seismic monitoring is based on the area of five times the 

maximum axial dimension stimulation area and not at “each point of fracture” as stated 

in the Draft RMPA/EIS.  The text in Section 4.3.2 (Impacts Common to All Alterna-

tives) of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has been revised as suggested. 

A2-29 Text has been added under “Public Exposure to Hazards of Oil and Gas Operations” in 

Section 4.4.2 (Impacts Common to All Alternatives) of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS 

as suggested by the commenter to clarify how the fluid level in a well is to be measured 

when a fluid survey is performed. 

A2-30 The commenter states that DOGGR uses the term “Fluid Level Tests” and not “Fluid 

Survey” as used in the Draft RMPA/EIS.  The description of fluid levels under “Public 

Exposure to Hazards of Oil and Gas Operations” in Section 4.4.2 (Impacts Common to 

All Alternatives) of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has been revised to reflect the term 

DOGGR uses and the suggested text explaining fluid level tests has been added. 

A2-31 As requested, the description of SB 4 requirements under “Surface Water Contamina-

tion” in Section 4.4.2 (Impacts Common to All Alternatives) of the Proposed 

RMPA/Final EIS has been revised to reflect that the operator is required to a “include” 

a Spill Contingency Plan and not “prepare” this plan as stated in the Draft RMPA/EIS. 
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A2-32 The commenter states that the description of regulations under SB 4 (14 CCR Section 

1787) related to cemented casing is incorrect under “Subsurface Contamination” in 

Section 4.4.2 (Impacts Common to All Alternatives) of the Draft RMPA/EIS.  The text 

has been corrected under “Subsurface Contamination” in Section 4.4.2 (Impacts 

Common to All Alternatives) of the Proposed RMPA/EIS as suggested. 

A2-33 The commenter states that the intent of the phrase “if available, the State-approved 

SB 4 permit” in Section 4.4.4 (Impacts of Alternative B) of the Draft RMPA/EIS is 

unclear.  Section 4.4.4 has been revised to eliminate the use of the term “State-approved 

SB 4 permit” and use the term “State-approved (stimulation) permit”. 

A2-34 As requested, text in Section 4.7.2 (Impacts Common to All Alternatives) of the Draft 

RMPA/EIS has been revised to indicate that pre-1976 records are only available in hard 

copy.  In addition, the text in the same section has been revised to indicate that DOGGR 

has the discretion to deny a well stimulation permit if there is a high risk to nearby 

abandoned wells. 

A2-35 Please refer to Response to Comment A2-1 regarding the rescission of the BLM 2015 

Final Rule.  As a result, discussion of the BLM 2015 Final Rule has been removed from 

the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS.  In June 2015, the California Department of Conserva-

tion (DOC) completed the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Analysis of Oil 

and Gas Well Stimulation Treatments in California (Final EIR) (DOC, 2015).  The 

DOGGR regulations and the mitigation measures provided in the DOGGR Final EIR 

(DOC, 2015) under SB 4 mitigate potential impacts to groundwater from well stimula-

tion treatments. 

A2-36 The commenter states that there are fewer than five reported spills in the two counties 

(Monterey and San Benito) for 2013.  The comment is correct.  There are four spills.  

This has been corrected in the paragraph referred to in the comment (Section 4.8.2). 

A2-37 The commenter points out certain DOGGR surface water protections.  The text of Sec-

tion 4.8.2 in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has been modified to add the information 

requested in this comment. 

A2-38 The commenter points out that the regulation citation for definition of projects subject 

to well stimulation is incorrect.  The citation referred to in the comment has been 

changed in Section 4.8.2 of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS. 

A2-39 Please refer to Response to Comment A2-1 to discuss the status of the BLM 2015 Final 

Rule. 

A2-40 The commenter would like “flow back” to be changed to “recovered” in Section 4.8.2 

(Impacts Common to All Alternatives).  The requested word change has been made. 

A2-41 The commenter would like “flow back” to be changed to “recovered” in Section 4.8.2 

(Impacts Common to All Alternatives).  The requested word change has been made. 

A2-42 The commenter states that air injection is an outdated technique and is no longer used 

in oil and gas fields.  As requested, the reference to air injection in Section 6.2 

(Enhanced Oil Recovery) of Appendix B (Reasonably Foreseeable Development Sce-

nario for Oil and Gas) in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has been deleted. 
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Responses to Comment Set A3 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

A3-1 The commenter expresses concerns regarding air quality and surface and groundwater 

use and quality, which are discussed in detail in the comment letter.  Please see 

Responses to Comments A3-2 through A3-57 for detailed responses to each issue 

raised. 

A3-2 The commenter asks BLM to confirm during future NEPA analyses at the Application 

for Permit to Drill (APD) phase that the Reasonably Foreseeable Development (RFD) 

Scenario assumptions still hold, including the maximum number of 37 new wells over 

the 20-year planning horizon, and otherwise an amendment to the RMP may be 

warranted. 

Section 1 (Introduction) of the RMPA/EIS states that over time, decisions on how the 

land is managed need to be revised or amended to respond to new, intensified, or 

changed uses on public land, prompting an RMP revision or amendment.  The planning 

process also allows for continuous adjustments to respond to new issues and changed 

circumstances.  The BLM will make decisions using the best information available.  

These decisions may be modified as the BLM acquires new information and knowledge 

of new circumstances relevant to land and resource values, uses, and environmental 

concerns.  Modifying land use plans through maintenance and amendment on a regular 

basis reduces the need for major revisions of land use plans. 

Please refer to General Response GR-3 regarding the 2015 RFD Scenario. 

A3-3 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

A3-4 The commenter’s request for one hardcopy and one CD-ROM of the Proposed 

RMPA/Final EIS, as well as notice of future NEPA analyses at the APD phase of devel-

opment is noted. 

A3-5 The Summary of EPA Rating Definitions provided by the commenter is noted. 

A3-6 The BLM initiated an Air Quality Technical Working Group for this RMPA as 

described in the Air Quality Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding air 

quality analyses and mitigation for federal oil and gas decisions.  The MOU (2011) is 

presently undergoing revision.  Through its collaboration on this project under the 

MOU, the BLM prepared a Technical Support Document (TSD) to analyze the effects 

to air quality of the alternative management approaches.  The Air Quality TSD appears 

as Appendix K of this Proposed RMPA/Final EIS. The Air Quality TSD reflects the 

interagency review and comments received from the Air Quality Technical Working 

Group (BLM, 2019).2  As recommended in MOU Section V.D.1, the EIS (Section 

4.5.2) includes a description of the air quality issues and a commitment to complete the 

air quality impacts and air quality related values (AQRVs) analyses, if necessary.  The 

TSD indicates that BLM will notify agencies whose lands may be affected by future 

                                                           
2  BLM (Bureau of Land Management). 2019. Bureau of Land Management Central Coast Field Office Resource 

Management Plan Amendment, Technical Support Document, Air Quality. Prepared by: National Operations 

Center, California State Office, Bakersfield Field Office and Central Coast Field Office. January. 
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oil and gas activities on federal mineral estate to address potential adverse impacts to 

air quality related values.  

A3-7 Paragraph V.E.3 of the MOU states that “the Lead Agency will conduct modeling to 

assess impacts to air quality and/or AQRVs” if a proposed action would meet certain 

criteria.  The EIS includes a generalized emissions inventory for the RFD Scenario to 

consider whether air quality impact modeling would be required.  Emissions would be 

below levels that would contribute substantially to an existing or projected violation, 

or materially contribute to adverse cumulative air quality impacts.  If necessary, BLM 

would require near-field dispersion modeling at the leasing or Application for Permit 

to Drill (APD) phase for oil and gas development activities that may adversely affect 

Class I areas and AQRVs. 

A3-8 Emissions would be below levels that would contribute substantially to an existing or 

projected violation, or materially contribute to adverse cumulative air quality impacts. 

A3-9 The Air Quality TSD concludes that air dispersion modeling is not required for this 

planning effort, and the EIS (Section 4.5.1) indicates that projects would be reviewed 

for potential impacts including impacts to Class I Areas and AQRVs at the leasing or 

APD phase. 

A3-10 The Air Quality TSD indicates that BLM will notify agencies whose lands may be 

affected by future oil and gas activities on federal mineral estate in order to address 

potential adverse impacts to air quality related values, and if necessary, BLM would 

require near-field dispersion modeling at the leasing or APD phase for oil and gas 

development activities that may adversely affect Class I areas and AQRVs.  See 

Response to Comment A3-6. 

A3-11 The basis for the emissions estimates in EIS Tables 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 in Section 4.5.2 

(Impacts Common to All Alternatives) appears in the Air Quality TSD and in the 

administrative record, which shows examples of off-road equipment use factors and 

on-road transportation activity levels, along with the emission factors, for the 

generalized emissions inventory. 

A3-12 The emissions factors used in the estimates in Tables 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 in Section 4.5.2 

(Impacts Common to All Alternatives) are drawn from typical equipment and vehicle 

fleetwide averages within the “OFFROAD” model of 2011 and the “EMFAC2014” 

model, respectively, as published by the California Air Resources Board. 

A3-13 The level of activities for well stimulation are representative to the extent that such 

activities are foreseeable in the Planning Area.  However, as with other assumptions in 

the generalized emissions inventory, these activities could warrant further analysis at 

the leasing or APD phase. 

A3-14 The RFD Scenario forms the basis for the generalized emissions inventory, which 

shows that general conformity does not apply to the proposed action.  Development 

proposals at the leasing or APD phase could require quantitative analysis of air quality 

impacts and impacts to air quality related values, and such analyses would allow the 

opportunity to place a limit on the number of wells to be developed, if necessary to 

address potential adverse impacts. 
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A3-15 The RFD Scenario forms the basis for the generalized emissions inventory, and the 

inventory shows that general conformity does not apply to the proposed action.  Site-

specific development proposals could require a demonstration of conformity, if activ-

ities could generate emissions exceeding the applicable de minimis levels. 

A3-16 The emissions inventory shows that general conformity does not apply to the proposed 

action and demonstrates that development and operation consistent with the RFD Sce-

nario would not be likely to exceed the de minimis levels.  The BLM would confirm 

general conformity requirements for site-specific project development proposals at the 

leasing or APD phase. 

A3-17 Quantitative analysis of near-field air quality impacts, including dispersion modeling, 

would be required by BLM at the leasing or APD phase for activities that may adversely 

affect Class I areas and AQRVs.  As provided in the Air Quality TSD, BLM would 

confer with federal land managers to determine the appropriate level of analysis (BLM, 

2019). 

A3-18 Quantitative analysis of cumulative impacts and long-range transport modeling for air 

quality impacts and impacts to AQRVs, including potentially photochemical grid 

modeling, could be required by BLM at the leasing or APD phase, if necessary.  For 

any project that is anticipated to result in emissions that materially contribute to poten-

tial adverse cumulative air quality impacts BLM would confer with federal land man-

agers to determine the appropriate level of analysis (BLM, 2019). 

A3-19 The comment recommends that BLM consider adopting the most protective mitigation 

measures from AQ-1 and AQ-2 as Conditions of Approval at the APD phase.  This 

would be accomplished by BLM managers during review of project proposals. 

A3-20 The comment recommends updating AQ-2 to require use of Tier 4 diesel engines and 

where appropriate use of drilling rigs powered by the electric grid.  These features are 

identified within the types of measures that could be implemented depending on site-

specific proposals. 

A3-21 The comment recommends making updates to the Best Management Prac-

tices/Standard Operating Procedures for Air Quality (Appendix D) to reflect the avail-

ability of lower-emitting diesel engines.  BMPs include use of Tier 4 diesel engines, 

which are the most-stringent standards for new engines on the market.  Reference to 

2011-2014 (phase-in period) has been removed in Appendix D of the Proposed 

RMPA/Final EIS. 

A3-22 The comment suggests incorporating additional practicable measures to reduce GHG 

emissions, such as using energy efficient machinery and implementing cost-effective 

measures.  The EIS (Section 3.6.2) identifies the U.S. EPA Natural Gas STAR Methane 

Challenge Program and the types of controls available to operators.  Additionally, the 

EIS includes revisions (in Section 3.6.2 and Section 4.6.1) to clarify that, in April 2017, 

the ARB approved new GHG emission standards that will make methane controls 

enforceable. 

A3-23 The comment requests an estimate of weekly or monthly water use if multiple stimu-

lation jobs were to occur at the same time from the same or connected groundwater 
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basins.  As described in the 2015 RFD Scenario, up to 37 oil and gas wells are projected 

to be drilled within the next 15 to 20 years, 32 of which are expected to be within 

existing oil and gas fields and 3 to 5 outside of existing oil and gas fields.  As shown 

on Table 4.7-3 in the Draft RMPA/EIS, there are between 6 (Alternative B) and 20 

(Alternative A and Alternative F) groundwater basins that contain open Federal 

mineral estate and could therefore potentially be used for as a water source for well 

drilling and well stimulation treatments.  Alternative E excludes Federal mineral estate 

within certain groundwater basins.  Well stimulation treatments could be conducted on 

wells in any of these oil and gas fields in the future, so analysis of water use from any 

specific groundwater basin as part of this Draft RMPA/EIS would be highly 

speculative.  Best estimates of water use for drilling and well stimulation treatments 

are provided on Tables 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 of the Draft RMPA/EIS. 

As described in Section 1.2.2 (Planning Approach) in the Draft RMPA/EIS, oil and gas 

leasing and development on Federal mineral estate requires multiple stages of BLM 

environmental analysis and authorization.  Environmental review under NEPA is 

required at each phase.  Section 2 (Alternatives) of the RMPA/EIS describes the range 

of management options to address the scoping issues that are distinguished by the type 

and degree of constraints described as allowable uses under each alternative in this 

RMPA/EIS.  Appendix C of the Draft RMPA/EIS lists the Controlled Surface Use 

(CSU) Oil and Gas Stipulations that would apply as well. 

Once this RMPA dictates which areas would be open to leasing and sets general stipu-

lations, the environmental review for leasing parcels identifies which parcels should be 

offered for leasing and the conditions under which leasing and eventual development 

should occur.  The environmental review for the development of leased parcels (includ-

ing well stimulation techniques) is a site-specific analysis of potential impacts from the 

proposed project and includes specific conditions of approval to avoid, minimize, or 

mitigate impacts to sensitive resources.  Therefore, in addition to specifying 

stipulations for areas identified as open in this planning stage, site-specific mitigation 

developed at the leasing and development stages will also ensure the protection of 

natural resources on BLM-administered public lands. 

A3-24 The comment requests an analysis of specific groundwater basins and subbasins to 

ensure groundwater resources are not stressed.  All 20 of the groundwater basins 

overlain by Federal mineral estate in the CCFO Planning Area are summarized in Sec-

tion 3.7.4 of the Draft RMPA/EIS.  The DOGGR Final EIR (DOC, 2015) prepared in 

compliance with Senate Bill (SB) 4 contains mitigation measures to prevent well stim-

ulation treatments from causing or contributing to overdraft conditions (DOGGR Mit-

igation Measures GW-1a and GW-1b).  Mitigation Measure GW-1a (Use Alternative 

Water Sources to the Extent Feasible) requires an applicant to determine the quantity 

of water to be used and to conduct a feasibility study to determine if recycled water or 

alternative water sources (including produced water, flowback water, or saline ground-

water) may be used for well stimulation.  Mitigation Measure GW-1b (Minimize 

Groundwater Impacts) states that if groundwater is used for well stimulation treat-

ments, then DOGGR shall ensure that the use of groundwater does not contribute to an 

“undesirable result,” including significant and unreasonable chronic lowering of water 
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levels and depletion of groundwater in storage.  These mitigation measures are 

described in detail in the DOGGR Final EIR.3 

See Responses to Comments A2-4 and A2-5, which discuss the roles of BLM and 

DOGGR and specify that that oil and gas operators must comply with both Federal and 

State statutes and regulations. 

As described in Response to Comment A3-23, oil and gas leasing on Federal mineral 

estate requires multiple stages of BLM environmental analysis and authorization.  The 

environmental review for the development of leased parcels is a site-specific analysis 

that will be required in subsequent phases. 

A3-25 The comment requests closing acreages overlying critically overdrafted basins for well 

stimulation and prohibiting groundwater withdrawal from critically overdrafted basins.  

As noted in the Draft RMPA/EIS, any increase in groundwater use in a basin/subbasin 

in overdraft would contribute to overdraft conditions, a process considered to be a sub-

stantial impact if not mitigated.  However, as described in Response to Comment 

A3-24, the DOGGR Final EIR contains mitigation measures to prevent well stimulation 

treatments from causing or contributing to overdraft conditions (Mitigation Measures 

GW-1a and GW-1b).  These mitigation measures are described further in Response to 

Comment A3-24 and in the DOGGR Final EIR. 

A3-26 The commenter suggests that wells within the radius of influence of a proposed well 

stimulation treatment should be reviewed before well stimulation treatment begins, to 

ensure that the wells do not provide a pathway for potential contamination from well 

stimulation.  DOGGR regulations in 14 CCR, Chapter 4, Section 1784 (Well Stimula-

tion Treatment Area and Design) require, as part of an application for a permit to con-

duct well stimulation, a “well stimulation treatment area analysis to ensure the geologic 

and hydrologic isolation of the oil and gas formation during and following well stimu-

lation treatment.”  As described in Section 10.14.5 of the DOGGR Final EIR, and 

referred to in Section 4.7.2 (Impacts Common to All Alternatives) of the RMPA/EIS, 

Section 1784 requires the following: 

o Conduct an axial dimensional stimulation area (ADSA) analysis to ensure the geo-

logic and hydrologic isolation of the oil and gas formation during and following 

well stimulation treatment. 

o Provide detailed well construction information for all wellbores within an area 

equal to twice the ADSA including casing diagrams, cement plugs, perforated 

intervals, type and weight of fluid between plugs, cementing information including 

yield, volume, and density of the cement slurry and other requirements. 

o Conduct a geologic evaluation to identify potential migration pathways for well 

stimulation or formation fluids. 

                                                           
3  The DOGGR Final EIR (2015) regarding Analysis of Oil and Gas Well Stimulation Treatments in California is 

available at: http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx. 

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
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In addition to the DOGGR regulations, there are two mitigation measures in the 

DOGGR Final EIR which focus on wells within the radius of influence of a well stim-

ulation treatment: 

o Mitigation Measure GW-4a: Demonstrate that Wells within the ADSA Have Effec-

tive Cement Well Seals and Monitor Wells During Well Stimulation Treatment 

o Mitigation Measure GW-5a: Conduct Geophysical Surveys or Apply Other Field 

Methods to Locate Improperly Abandoned Wells and Mitigate. 

See General Response GR-4 for additional information. 

A3-27 The commenter suggests sealing wells no longer in use to reduce the potential for fluid 

movement between the production zone(s) and aquifer(s).  As noted in Section 3.7.2 of 

the RMPA/EIS, DOGGR regulations in 14 CCR, Chapter 4, Sections 1723.2 through 

1723.8 provide requirements for casing strings and cement plugs for well plugging and 

abandonment.  These requirements as well as mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final 

EIR (in particular Mitigation Measure GW-4a) protect groundwater from the transport 

of well stimulation fluids through abandoned wells.  Please also see Response to Com-

ment A3-26. 

A3-28 The commenter requests an update on current research regarding well stimulation fluids 

in flowback and produced water in California.  However, BLM was unable to identify 

any significant new information during the preparation of the preparation of the Pro-

posed RMPA and Final EIS. 

A3-29 The commenter requests providing and discussing results of sampling of produced 

water initially following well stimulation and then again after 30 days of production 

that has been required since July 2015.  As noted in Mitigation Measure GW-7a from 

the DOGGR Final EIR, operators are required to either add a tracer to well stimulation 

fluids or develop a reasonable method to distinguish these fluids in the environment.  

This measure, associated with groundwater monitoring, provides a more direct means 

to track any well stimulation fluids directly that may be released to the environment.  

Produced water is typically produced in large volumes and may not adequately track 

well stimulation fluids.  Implementation of the State program to collect data on flow-

back and produced water in California is ongoing and results will be considered for any 

Project-level evaluation.  Analytical data for recovered fluids are available on 

DOGGR’s Well Stimulation Treatment Disclosure database. 

A3-30 Section 4.7 (Groundwater Resources) of the RMPA/EIS provides an assessment of 

potential impacts to groundwater from activities allowed under the RMPA alternatives.  

The analysis presented in Section 4.7 is based primarily on the impacts identified in 

CCST’s 2014 report on well stimulation technologies, prepared to provide BLM with 

information to be used for “future planning, leasing, development decisions regarding 

oil and gas issues on the Federal mineral estate in California.” 

Section 4.7 and Appendix D of the RMPA/EIS contain proposed mitigation and 

SOPs/BMPs pertaining to reducing potential impacts to groundwater resources.  Addi-

tionally, Section 4.7 discusses numerous recent regulations regarding well stimulation 
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and hydraulic fracturing that address these potential impacts and, at least in part, serve 

to mitigate the impacts discussed within this comment on groundwater quality. 

Regulations under SB 4 have requirements for well seals to prevent the migration of 

gas and fluids from the produced zone to usable groundwater.  The SB 4 regulations 

require cement placement in surface casing from the base of the casing to the surface 

and preferably through the freshwater zone (3,000 mg/L).  DOGGR’s SB 4 Final EIR 

includes a mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure GW-4b) requiring a 500-foot well 

seal across the base of usable water if the hydraulic fracturing zone is below the base 

of the usable water.  If the hydraulic fracturing zone is within usable water, then this 

mitigation measure requires a well seal along the entire casing string, from the bottom 

of the well to the surface.  Therefore, the potential for groundwater impacts from the 

migration of gas or fluids from producing zone to usable water would be mitigated. 

A3-31 The commenter suggests considering several additional mitigation measures in the Pro-

posed RMPA/Final EIS.  The suggested mitigation measures and the responses are 

below: 

Closed loop drilling.  It is understood that closed loop drilling allows an operator to 

drill a well without using a reserve pit.  As discussed in Section 3.7.2 (Regulatory 

Framework), the development, regulation, and conservation of oil and gas resources in 

the State are addressed under 14 CCR, Chapter 4.  As discussed in Section 4.7.2 

(Impacts Common to All Alternatives) of the Draft RMPA/EIS, Section 1786 of the 

DOGGR regulations prohibits the disposal of flowback water to sumps or pits in Cali-

fornia and requires that flowback water be stored in containers. 

Water quality and water level monitoring.  DOGGR regulations require groundwater 

quality monitoring.  Details of both regional and area-specific groundwater quality 

monitoring requirements are provided in the State Water Resources Control Board 

Model Criteria for Groundwater Monitoring in Areas of Oil and Gas Well Stimulation, 

adopted July 7, 2015 (Model Criteria), as discussed in Section 3.7.2 (Regulatory 

Framework) of the RMPA/EIS.  Mitigation Measure GW-1b (Minimize Groundwater 

Impacts) in the DOGGR Final EIR states that if groundwater is used for well stimula-

tion treatments, then DOGGR shall ensure that the use of groundwater does not con-

tribute to an “undesirable result.”  One of the undesirable results is the chronic lowering 

of groundwater levels.  Therefore, groundwater level monitoring is required if ground-

water is used for well stimulation treatments. 

Reserve pit closure and monitoring.  Please see response above for closed loop drilling. 

Evaporation pond lining and monitoring.  Please see response above for closed loop 

drilling. 

Setback stipulations, minimum 500 feet for private wells.  There are no setback require-

ments for private wells, but DOGGR regulations and DOGGR Final EIR mitigation 

measures protect private wells from groundwater quality impacts.  DOGGR regulations 

require groundwater monitoring based on the State Water Board’s Model Criteria.  The 

Model Criteria require area-specific groundwater monitoring plans to identify water 

supply wells (public, private, domestic, irrigation, and industrial).  For any drinking 
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water supply well located within one mile downgradient of the zone of stimulation, a 

sentry monitoring well is required between the stimulated well and the drinking water 

supply well.  In addition, as described in Response to Comment A3-26, DOGGR reg-

ulations require detailed well construction information for all wellbores within twice 

the ADSA.  Mitigation measure GW-4a from the DOGGR Final EIR requires that wells 

within the ADSA have effect cement seals and requires monitoring of these wells dur-

ing well stimulation treatment. 

Remediation mitigation plan.  The Model Criteria requires the operator to submit a 

groundwater monitoring report to the State Water Board.  The report must include an 

identification of impacts.  If impacts are identified, actions necessary to protect water 

quality must be provided in the monitoring report.  The State Water Board will deter-

mine whether corrective actions are necessary. 

Therefore, no additional mitigation measures are necessary in the Proposed 

RMPA/Final EIS in response to this comment. 

A3-32 The comment requests a general oil and gas production well schematic and discussion 

of how the well design would protect groundwater quality.  The RMPA/EIS is a plan-

ning level document, information on well and casing design would be included during 

subsequent NEPA reviews. 

In addition, the DOGGR Final EIR contains a Conceptual Diagram of Wells Used for 

Well Stimulation as Figure 10.14-5 (DOC, 2015).  Discussion of this figure and how 

the well design would protect groundwater quality is presented in the Conceptual Well 

Diagram subsection of Section 10.14.4 (Impact Methodology and Significance Crite-

ria) of the DOGGR Final EIR.  See Response to Comment A2-4 regarding DOGGR’s 

authority. 

A3-33 The comment states that the Draft RMPA/EIS does not discuss whether any specific 

groundwater monitoring measures will be needed before the full implementation of the 

State Water Board’s program or the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 

(SGMA).  The State Water Board’s Model Criteria requires both area-specific and 

regional groundwater monitoring.  As stated in the Draft RMPA/EIS, and in the com-

ment, the regional groundwater monitoring program will be implemented in phases, 

with the first phase taking approximately five years to implement.  According to the 

Model Criteria, this is due to the large scale of the regional monitoring program.  Since 

there is a lack of groundwater data related to oil and gas fields, it will take time for the 

data to be collected and a regional well network to be established.  In the interim, the 

State Water Board has been working with the USGS to analyze water quality data and 

develop baseline water quality information.  Area-specific groundwater monitoring has 

been required since adoption of the Model Criteria in July 2015.  As described in Sec-

tion 3.7.2 (Regulatory Framework) of the Draft RMPA/EIS, area-specific groundwater 

monitoring is required for each well stimulation treatment where protected water (less 

than 10,000 mg/L TDS) is present and outside an exempt aquifer. 

A3-34 The comment requests clarification of BLM’s authority for investigating drinking 

water well contamination.  The BLM has several overlapping authorities for protecting 
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groundwater from contamination, including the FLPMA, the Code of Federal Regula-

tions (CFR), Onshore Orders, and Lease Terms.  The FLMPA states that “public lands 

be managed in a manner that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, 

ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and archaeological 

values.”  CFR Chapter 43, Section 3162.5 states that “[t]he operator shall exercise due 

diligence in taking necessary measures, subject to approval by the authorized officer, 

to control and remove pollutants and to extinguish fires.”  The Onshore Orders require 

proper casing and cementing programs to protect and isolate usable water zones and to 

protect usable water during abandonment.  Lease stipulations requires the Lessee to 

“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.” 

The BLM must also adhere to the State Water Board’s Model Criteria, which requires 

area-specific groundwater monitoring plans and a groundwater monitoring report that 

includes results of water quality sampling.  If water quality impacts are identified, 

actions necessary to protect water quality must be provided in the monitoring report.  

The State Water Board will determine whether actions are necessary. 

A3-35 The comment recommends considering requirements to monitor private wells within a 

mile from the oil and gas activities in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS.  DOGGR regu-

lations include a notice of availability for water testing services and sampling of private 

wells.  Section 1783.2 and 1783.3 of the DOGGR regulations require the operator to 

notify surface property owners within a 1,500-foot radius of the well head, or within 

500 feet of the horizontal projection of the subsurface well, that private property owners 

can have their drinking water wells and irrigation water wells tested at operator’s 

expense.  Groundwater testing is to be conducted by an independent third-party person 

or entity designated by the State Water Board.  Requirements for designated contractor 

sampling and testing are provided in the Model Criteria, which was developed to mon-

itor well stimulation treatments and adopted by the State Water Board.  As provided in 

the Model Criteria, sampling procedures shall be consistent with US EPA Science and 

Ecosystem Support Division Operating Procedure for Groundwater Sampling. 

A3-36 The commenter states that fracture monitoring should be considered.  Existing DOGGR 

regulations provide for fracture analysis and monitoring during treatment as described 

for surface water in Section 3.8.2 (Surface Water, Regulatory Framework) of the 

RMPA/EIS.  As stated in Section 4.7.2 (Impacts Common to All Alternatives) of the 

RMPA/EIS, Section 1784 of the DOGGR regulations requires an analysis of suspected 

faults prior to well stimulation to identify and analyze any potential for hydraulic frac-

turing fluid to migrate outside of the zone being fractured.  DOGGR regulations require 

a review of all geologic features, including known faults that are active or inactive, 

within five times the ADSA.  The operator can use modeling, or other analysis 

approved by DOGGR, to estimate the ADSA.  During well stimulation treatment, Sec-

tion 1785 of the DOGGR regulations require the operator to continually monitor the 

injection pressure.  If a pressure change occurs and the operator suspects a potential 

breach in the geologic or hydrologic isolation of the formation, then the well stimula-

tion treatment will be terminated.  In addition, it is in the best financial interest of the 

operator to keep the well stimulation fluids in the reservoir. 
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A3-37 The commenter states that EPA’s Underground Injection Control permitting guidance 

specific to oil and gas hydraulic fracturing activities using diesel fuels should be used 

including well permitting guidance.  Section 1783 of the DOGGR regulations contain 

detailed well stimulation treatment permitting requirements.  The DOGGR regulations 

are designed to ensure that integrity of wells used for hydraulic fracturing.  

Collectively, the DOGGR regulations and the mitigation measures in the DOGGR 

Final EIR are sufficiently protective of groundwater quality and quantity to reduce the 

impacts.  See Response to Comment A2-4 regarding DOGGR’s authority. 

A3-38 The commenter recommends that a preliminary assessment of the reach and extent of 

Waters of the U.S. be made.  An assessment of the reach and extent of Waters of the 

U.S. for the entire Planning Area is beyond the scope of this analysis and would not 

necessarily provide useful information for the impact analysis under NEPA, because 

specific well locations under the RFD Scenario are not known at this time.  Waters of 

the U.S. will be determined at the project level. 

As stated in Section 2.4.4 of the RMPA/EIS, the effect of any particular well or field 

development would depend on the impact posed by site-specific engineering and oper-

ations within specific geology and upon the area’s other characteristics (such as nearby 

wellbores).  The BLM will analyze these site-specific impacts during the NEPA review 

for a lease or an individual well. 

A3-39 The comment recommends consulting with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regard-

ing jurisdictional status of waters within the project area, and requiring delineations 

during NEPA review of future APDs, as well as marking jurisdictional features on 

maps and on the ground to facilitate avoidance. 

Section 4.10.2 of the RMPA/EIS describes potential impacts to jurisdictional waters, 

and identifies existing state and federal permitting requirements for activities affecting 

jurisdictional waters.  Consistent with the comment above, general mitigation identified 

in that section specifies that “site-specific evaluations of proposed ground disturbing 

activities will include delineations of State or federally jurisdictional hydrologic fea-

tures, including wetlands, to determine whether State or Federal permitting may be 

required.”  Consistent with the recommendation, the jurisdictional areas would be 

mapped in the delineation report and any such areas to be avoided would be outside the 

work area boundaries to be flagged in the field (see Appendix D, Section 1.4.4, General 

Guidelines for Conserving Habitat and Minimizing Project Impacts).  Thus, both map-

ping and on-site marking of these features are incorporated into the Best Management 

Practices and Standard Operating Procedures (BMPs and SOPs) identified for the 

RMPA/EIS. 

The commenter also asks that the RMPA/EIS include a COA in Section 4.8 (Surface 

Water Resources) of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, that jurisdiction will be deter-

mined in future NEPA analyses at the APD phase.  Section 404 of the CWA requires 

delineation of Waters of the U.S. and such a determination would have to be made as 

required by law at the APD stage.  Section 4.8 (Surface Water Resources) and 4.10 

(Biological Resources – Vegetation) in the Draft RMPA/EIS both refer to this regula-

tion.  As this is a matter of law, an additional COA is not needed.  See also Response 

to Comment A3-38. 
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A3-40 The commenter asks that the RMPA/EIS include an estimate, for each alternative of 

the extent to which waters such as wetlands, riparian areas and floodplains could be 

impacted by potential activities.  An estimate of the extent to which waters could be 

affected would require an inventory and mapping of these waters, in addition to specific 

information on development plans, which is beyond the scope of this analysis under 

NEPA.  See Responses to Comments A3-38 and A3-39. 

In addition, the commenter recommends quantification of potential impacts to surface 

waters, including impacts to a series of stream, substrate, and habitat values.  In addi-

tion, it recommends quantification of cumulative effects of increased erosion and 

sedimentation. 

The RMPA is a planning document and cannot anticipate specific locations of future 

APDs.  However, the RMPA/EIS anticipates reasonably foreseeable total surface 

development to be 22.4 to 205.7 acres.  Quantitative measures of site specific impacts, 

including cumulative impacts to surface waters, cannot be estimated, but very little of 

this total surface disturbance acreage is likely to directly or indirectly affect surface 

waters.  Due to the limited extent of surface waters on the landscape, and the facility 

siting requirements identified in the RMPA, most impacts to surface waters would be 

minimized or avoided.  Where direct impacts cannot be avoided (e.g., where access 

routes cross linear surface water features), implementation of the BMPs and SOPs iden-

tified in the RMPA/EIS (see Appendix D) would minimize these impacts for each 

future APD, and compliance with existing state and federal permitting requirements 

would mitigate impacts of each future APD in accordance with “no net loss” policies.  

In addition, BMPs and SOPs include multiple measures to prevent or minimize indirect 

impacts, such as erosion and sedimentation.  Thus, the RMPA/EIS adequately mini-

mizes and mitigates potential impacts to surface waters. 

A3-41 The commenter asks that the EIS Include clarification on the BLM 2015 Final Rule.  

Please refer to Response to Comment A2-1 regarding the rescission of the BLM 2015 

Final Rule.  In the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, reference to the BLM Hydraulic Frac-

turing Final Rule has been removed.  Accordingly, the regulations discussed in Section 

3.8.2 (Regulatory Framework) in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS consist of BLM’s 

existing applicable regulations. 

A3-42 The commenter asks that the RMPA/EIS clarify whether the requirements highlighted 

in Section 3.8 (Surface Water Resources) of the Draft RMPA/EIS stem from BLM's 

Final Rule for well completions or from existing regulations, and to identify State 

requirements that may be more stringent.  The commenter also expresses concern about 

the 300-foot and 500-foot setbacks and protection of surface waters. 

Please refer to Response to Comment A2-1 regarding the rescission of the BLM 2015 

Final Rule.  Although the BLM 2015 Final Rule has been rescinded and its discussion 

removed from the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, with implementation of DOGGR SB 4 

regulations, surface water would still be protected from a surface release of flowback. 

Specifically, SB 4 regulations require that recovered fluids be stored in containers but 

does not specifically require that the containers be enclosed.  SB 4 does not allow the 
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fluids to be stored in sumps or pits.  SB 4 requires secondary containment for any pro-

duction facilities in place for 30 days or more, as well as a Spill Contingency Plan to 

be implemented immediately in the event of an unauthorized release.  See also 

Response to Comment A2-39. 

As described in Section 4.8.2 of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, under the CSU stipu-

lations, BLM may require the operator to move the proposed well more than 200 

meters, modify, or delay the well completion activity to minimize the potential for 

adverse impacts to water resources.  Mitigation in the DOGGR Final EIR (Mitigation 

Measure SWR-1b) may also require a setback to outside of the 100-year or 200-year 

floodplain if necessary as determined by the BLM.  See Response to Comments A3-49 

and A3-51. 

Regarding avoidance of riparian areas, compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water 

Act is a matter of existing law and would require avoidance of waters of the U.S. as the 

primary method of avoiding impacts, followed by minimization and mitigation.  Any 

plan of operation for a project encroaching in a riparian area would necessarily comply 

with Section 404 guidelines. 

A3-43 The commenter asks that an NSO stipulation for new pits in the floodplain be con-

sidered.  Pits are not allowed in the floodplain as described in Section 4.8.3 of the 

RMPA/EIS, and in the 2007 HFO RMP stipulations, therefore, this stipulation is not 

necessary. 

A3-44 The commenter asks that a hydrologic assessment be considered.  A discussion of Mit-

igation Measure SWR-1b from the DOGGR Final EIR has been added to Section 4.8 

(Surface Water Resources) of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS.  Mitigation Measure 

SWR-1b from the DOGGR Final EIR would require a hydrologic analysis and is 

applicable to Federal mineral estate within the Planning Area. 

A3-45 The commenter suggests incorporating the five NSO stipulations proposed under Alter-

native E into the selected alternative.  The commenter’s request has been noted.  The 

BLM may incorporate NSO stipulations analyzed under any of the alternatives in the 

RMPA/EIS into the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. 

As described in Section 4.8.2, under the CSU stipulations, the BLM may require the 

operator to move the proposed well more than 200 meters, modify, or delay the well 

completion activity to minimize the potential for adverse impacts to water resources.  

In addition, mitigation measures that would apply from the DOGGR Final EIR (Miti-

gation Measures SWR-1b and SWR-2a) may also require a setback if necessary as 

determined by the BLM.  See Response to Comments A3-49 and A3-51. 

Section 1.2.2 (Planning Approach) of the RMPA/EIS explains that oil and gas leasing 

and development on Federal mineral estate requires multiple stages of BLM environ-

mental analysis and authorization.  When the BLM receives applications to conduct 

activities on leases (e.g., applications for permits to drill or sundry notices of intent), 

additional NEPA analysis will be required.  During this site-specific, implementation-

level analysis, the BLM may consider additional mitigation measures to address any 

anticipated impacts, including those to protect surface water quality. 
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A3-46 The commenter asks for setbacks from water bodies.  See Response to Comment 

A3-45. 

A3-47 The commenter asks for avoidance of surface water resources.  Avoidance of surface 

water resources is achieved through compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water 

Act, CSU stipulations as described in the Response to Comment A3-45, and mitigation 

measures that would apply from the DOGGR Final EIR (Mitigation Measures SWR-1b 

and SWR-2a).  These rules would apply during exploration, drilling, completion and 

production. 

A3-48 The commenter asks for restoration of damaged water resources.  The issue of restora-

tion of wetlands and riparian areas is addressed more fully under General Mitigation in 

Section 4.10.2 (Biological Resources – Vegetation, Impacts Common to All Alterna-

tives) of the RMPA/EIS.  Compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would 

also require avoidance first, then restoration of any damaged wetland or riparian area 

regardless of whether they would help to abate polluted runoff. 

A3-49 The commenter asks for a development buffer around water resources, compensatory 

mitigation to offset the loss of damaged water resources, and protection of high-value 

wetlands.  As described in Section 4.8.2 of the RMPA/EIS, under the CSU stipulations, 

BLM may require the operator to move the proposed well more than 200 meters to 

minimize the potential for adverse impacts to water resources.  These decisions would 

be made on a project level basis.  In addition, mitigation measures that would apply 

from the DOGGR Final EIR (Mitigation Measures SWR-1b and SWR-2a) may also 

require a setback if necessary as determined by the BLM.  Compensation for damage 

to riparian areas and wetlands would be required under the conditions of a CWA Sec-

tion 404 permit and existing BLM regulations. 

A3-50 The commenter asks for identification and description of impaired waters in the EIS.  

Table 3.8.2 has been added to Section 3.8 in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS to list the 

119 water bodies currently listed as impaired within the Planning Area.  However, 

identification of the nature of the impairment of all water bodies on the Section 303(d) 

list, and any load allocations in effect that may apply to projects would take a table with 

more than 1,000 entries and is not practical nor necessary within the document under 

NEPA.  Further, these designations and Total Maximum Daily Loads could be changed 

at any time in the future.  To clarify this, the text in Section 3.8 has been modified to 

state that there are now 144 Total Maximum Daily Loads and that these would be con-

sidered in any Section 401 water quality certification that would be necessary.  Further, 

WAT-COM6 in the in the 2007 RMP, described in Section 4.8.1 of the Draft 

RMPA/EIS, requires the BLM to establish monitoring programs to prevent water 

bodies from reaching impairment levels. 

A3-51 As described in Section 4.8.1 of the Draft RMPA/EIS, DOGGR rules require a setback 

of 100 feet for storage or application of chemicals adjacent to perennial streams or 

channels with beneficial use(s) recognized by the State.  Section 4.8.2 describes that 

the BLM may impose a 200-meter setback.  In addition, DOGGR Final EIR (DOC, 

2015) Mitigation Measure SWR-1b requires a minimum of 100-year flood protection 

which could also include a setback if deemed appropriate by the BLM. 
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A3-52 The comment recommends including an analysis of surface-water/groundwater con-

nections at the APD stage.  As discussed in General Response GR-4, the DOGGR Final 

EIR (DOC, 2015) includes a mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure GW-1b), which 

requires an evaluation to ensure that groundwater use will not cause or substantially 

contribute to an undesirable result which would include depletions of interconnected 

surface water that have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial uses 

of the surface water.  In the event of an undesirable result, DOGGR can require as a 

condition of approval that the applicant use recycled water, saline water, produced 

water, or other water sources that would not result in a net increase in groundwater 

extraction, as described in Section 2.4.4 of the Draft RMPA/EIS. 

A3-53 The comment recommends providing a description of how water quality monitoring 

will occur.  WAT-COM6 in the 2007 RMP, described in Section 4.8.1 of the Draft 

RMPA/EIS, requires the BLM to establish monitoring programs to prevent water 

bodies from reaching impairment levels. 

A3-54 The comment recommends that the use of recycled water be encouraged.  See Response 

to Comment A3-52. 

A3-55 The comment notes that the BLM is currently operating under a Biological Opinion 

issued by the US Fish and Wildlife Service in 2007, and that further consultation for 

the RMPA is ongoing.  The comment recommends providing an update to the consul-

tation process, and including in the RMPA any new mitigation or monitoring measures 

for sensitive biological resources that may result from the consultation.  The BLM sent 

a memorandum to request consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service on the 

Proposed RMPA on May 31, 2018.  The request included a copy of the BLM’s Draft 

Programmatic Biological Assessment of Oil & Gas Leasing, Exploration, and Devel-

opment Activities on BLM-Administered Lands in the Central Coast Field Office. 

A3-56 The commenter noted that the BLM initiated consultation with the 28 tribal individuals, 

organizations, and federally recognized tribes identified as having interests in the Plan-

ning Area.  Of the tribes contacted, the Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation responded 

with a letter indicating a desire for consultation on any future proposed projects.  No 

other written comments were received from tribal entities during the scoping period. 

Section 6.2.5.2 (Native American Tribes) in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has been 

updated to describe BLM’s Native American tribal consultation that has occurred since 

scoping. 

The agency has made a commitment to engage in further consultation throughout the 

RMP amendment process to ensure that the concerns of tribal groups are considered in 

development of the RMPA and at the time any specific projects are proposed.  This 

commitment is captured in the Preferred Alternative through the relevant best manage-

ment practices (BMPs), as summarized in Section 4.15.3 of the RMPA/EIS, which 

states “BLM will continue open dialogue and share information through government-

to-government consultation with federally recognized tribes and with other Native 

Americans and ethnic groups that have cultural ties to lands proposed for devel-

opment.”  Further, the BMPs for cultural resources listed in Section 1.7 of Appendix D 

(Best Management Practices/Standard Operating Procedures) state “[t]he presence or 
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absence of cultural properties will be determined prior to the approval of any surface-

disturbing activity through such means as cultural resource field inventories, archival 

research, oral history, or other data gathering means deemed appropriated and identi-

fied resources shall be evaluated and appropriate treatment measures identified for all 

project areas subject to surface disturbance or visual intrusions.” 

See also Response to Comment A3-57. 

A3-57 Sections 3.15 and 4.15 of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS have been revised to further 

highlight the distinction between Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 

and Executive Order 13007 (Sacred Sites) and the related protective measures. 

Responses to Comment Set A4 – County of Santa Cruz 

A4-1 The commenter requests that the BLM refrains from offering oil and gas leases on fed-

eral land and other lands (public or private) with federal mineral rights within the 

County of Santa Cruz and to respect the local land use authority, which voted to ban 

oil and gas development in the County.  Please refer to General Response GR-1 regard-

ing local bans on oil and gas development and well stimulation treatments and General 

Response GR-2 regarding alternatives that would halt oil and gas leasing and develop-

ment on BLM-administered federal mineral estate. 

Responses to Comment Set A5 – National Park Service 

A5-1 The BLM initiated an Air Quality Technical Working Group for this RMPA as 

described in the Memorandum of Understanding regarding air quality analyses and 

mitigation for federal oil and gas decisions.  The Air Quality Technical Support 

Document (TSD) reflects the interagency review and comments received from the Air 

Quality Technical Working Group (BLM, 2019).4  The Air Quality TSD appears as 

Appendix K of this Proposed RMPA/Final EIS. The TSD indicates that BLM agrees to 

notify agencies whose lands may be affected by future oil and gas activities on federal 

mineral estate to address potential adverse impacts to air quality related values. 

A5-2 The commenter addresses potential effect to wildlife resources at Pinnacles National 

Park (NP), including air quality effects that could impact California condors, tiger sala-

manders and California red legged frogs.  The remainder of the comment focuses 

largely on California condor, stating that the National Park Service is concerned about 

potential impacts within the Central California flock's range.  The comment summa-

rizes background and status of the California condor, including the central California 

flock at Pinnacles NP and along the Big Sur coast and potential impacts the proposed 

activity as stated in the RMPA/EIS.  The comment states that ranching and hunting 

traditions have supported California condor recovery efforts.  The comment does not 

recommend additional mitigation measures or other revisions to the EIS. 

Air quality impacts are addressed in Section 4.5 of the RMPA/EIS.  This section ana-

lyzes impacts to air quality in terms of applicable standards, although it does not 

                                                           
4  BLM (Bureau of Land Management). 2019. Bureau of Land Management Central Coast Field Office Resource 

Management Plan Amendment, Technical Support Document, Air Quality. Prepared by: National Operations 

Center, California State Office, Bakersfield Field Office and Central Coast Field Office. January. 
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address project-related air quality impacts to endangered species.  Instead, the applic-

able standards are based on potential human health effects.  No air quality standards 

are available for endangered species; thus, the standards identified in the air quality 

analysis serve as the best available means to evaluate air quality impacts to all 

resources.  Section 4.5.3 identifies mitigation measures to minimize or offset air quality 

effects of the RMPA.  Regarding California condor, the comment is correct that poten-

tial impacts to California condor are described in the EIS (Section 4.12.2).  Later in the 

same section, the RMPA/EIS identifies a series of mitigation measure designed to pre-

vent or minimize these impacts.  In addition, please refer to Responses to Comments 

B5-52 and B5-53. 

Impacts to the environmental issue areas listed in the comment are addressed in the 

following sections of the RMPA/EIS: water quality (Sections 4.7 and 4.8), air quality 

(Section 4.5), night skies (Section 4.13), vegetation (Section 4.10 and 4.12), wildlife 

(Section 4.11 and 4.12), visibility and viewsheds (Section 4.13), and archaeological 

resources (Section 4.15).  Impacts to wildlife due to noise associated with project activ-

ities are described in Section 4.11.2 (Wildlife Habitat) and 4.12 (Special Status 

Species). 

Section 3.1.1 (Resources Not Considered) of the RMPA/EIS concludes that there 

would be no additional effects to Recreation as a result of the Oil and Gas Management 

not already addressed in the 2007 HFO RMP, and therefore, it is not discussed in detail 

in the RMPA/EIS.  See Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the commenter’s 

scoping comments on the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail. 

A5-3 The commenter states that well stimulation treatments may impact water quality and 

quantity and that San Benito and Monterey counties have fracking bans.  As discussed 

in Section 4.7.2 (Impacts Common to All Alternatives) of the RMPA/EIS, the maxi-

mum amount of groundwater use for the 37 wells would be 1,110 AF.  This is a small 

amount of groundwater compared to the resources that occur in the groundwater basins.  

However, as stated, the impacts to groundwater quantity would depend on site-specific 

conditions that cannot be quantified at this time.  The DOGGR regulations and the 

mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR (2015) mitigate the potential impacts to 

quantity of protected groundwater in the CCFO Planning Area.  Please see General 

Response GR-4 for more details. 

In response to the portion of the comment regarding well stimulation treatment bans, 

please see General Response GR-1. 

A5-4 Please refer to General Response GR-3 regarding the 2015 RFD Scenario.  BLM devel-

oped a new RFD Scenario in 2015 paying greater attention to the current and future use 

of well stimulation technologies, including hydraulic fracturing, acid matrix stimula-

tion, and acid fracturing, as well as future uses of enhanced oil recovery.  General 

Response GR-3 also discusses oil and gas development exceeding what is predicted in 

the RFD Scenario. 

A5-5 The 14 management practices identified in Table 2-5 of the RMPA/EIS and suggested 

by the commenter for incorporation into the selected alternative are noted.  As dis-

cussed in Section 1.6 (Related Federal, State, and Local Laws and Plans) of the 
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RMPA/EIS, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 estab-

lishes the authority and provides guidance for how public lands are to be managed by 

the BLM.  It defines BLM’s mission to manage public lands on the basis of multiple 

use and sustained yield.  BLM has a responsibility under the FLPMA to act as a steward 

for the development, conservation, and protection of Federal lands, by implementing 

multiple use principles and recognizing, among other values, the Nation’s need for 

domestic sources of minerals from the public lands.  Refer to Response to Comment 

A3-45 regarding the incorporation of stipulations into the selected alternative. 

A5-6 The commenter addresses California condor, water resources, and rural lifestyle.  

Regarding California condor, the National Park Service is concerned about potential 

impacts within the Central California flock's range.  The comment summarizes back-

ground and status of the California condor, including the central California flock at 

Pinnacles NP and along the Big Sur coast and potential impacts the proposed activity 

as stated in the DEIS.  Please refer to Responses to Comments A5-2, B5-52, and B5-53. 

A5-7 The RMPA recognizes the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail corridor in 

Section 3.15.3 (Regional Setting).  Language describing BLM’s commitment to proper 

management of this property has been added to Section 4.15.  Mitigation measures in 

the RMPA/EIS would require further evaluation when specific exploration or develop-

ment projects are proposed in order to discern potential effects on the Juan Bautista de 

Anza Trail.  As suggested by the commenter, these measures would be consistent with 

NPS planning goals and the protections and plans for the trail as well as BLM guidance 

in the National Scenic and Historic Trails Manual (6250 and 6280). 

A5-8 As noted in Response to Comment A5-1.  BLM would confer with federal land man-

agers to determine the appropriate level of analysis at the leasing or APD phase for 

activities that may adversely affect Class I areas and AQRVs (BLM, 2019). 

Responses to Comment Set B1 – Center for Biological Diversity 

B1-1 The commenter states that the Draft RMPA/EIS and Federal Register notice did not 

provide information on public meetings, and requests that the BLM hold Draft 

EIS/RMPA public meetings in Monterey, Salinas, and San Francisco. 

Following submittal of this commenter letter on January 17, 2017 and in accordance 

with NEPA, BLM issued an online press release on February 21, 2017 announcing the 

date, time, and location of the three public meetings held on the Draft RMPA/EIS.  As 

described in a new Section 6.2.4.3 (Draft EIS/RMPA Public Meetings) in the Proposed 

RMPA/Final EIS, BLM held the three public meetings near Coalinga, Hollister and 

Salinas in March 2017.  These locations were identified based on the areas of potential 

future oil and gas development, as described in the Reasonably Foreseeable Develop-

ment Scenario for Oil and Gas (see Draft RMPA/EIS Appendix B) and areas of high 

community concern. 

Responses to Comment Set B2 – Californians Against Fracking and Dangerous Drilling 

B2-1 The commenter’s opposition to current and new oil and gas leases on BLM-adminis-

tered public lands is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the 
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reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands 

to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within 

the Draft RMPA/EIS. 

B2-2 The commenter expresses concern about the impact of well stimulation treatments on 

groundwater supplies.  Please see General Response GR-4, which addresses ground-

water quantity.  The DOGGR regulations and the mitigation measures in the DOGGR 

Final EIR mitigate potential impacts to groundwater quantity. 

B2-3 The comment notes that water depletion could affect habitat for steelhead trout or Cal-

ifornia condor, and that critical habitat for these species is located within areas identi-

fied as high oil and gas potential. 

Potential impacts of groundwater withdrawals may include decreases in river flows, 

described under “groundwater quantity” in Section 4.7.2.  As discussed in Section 4.7.2 

(Impacts Common to All Alternatives) of the RMPA/EIS, the maximum amount of 

groundwater use for the 37 wells would be 1,110 AF.  This is a small amount of ground-

water compared to the resources that occur in the groundwater basins and would not 

likely result in any discernable surface water impact, and thus no discernible impact to 

steelhead trout or California condor habitat. 

B2-4 The commenter states that “we don’t know what will happen if we allow waste injec-

tion into our aquifers.”  The DOGGR regulations do not allow waste disposal into 

aquifers.  As stated in the Potential Release Pathways subsection of Section 4.7.2 

(Impacts Common to All Alternatives), “most of the disposal of flowback fluids occurs 

in Class II injection wells that inject fluids back into the hydrocarbon zones for 

enhanced oil recovery (EOR).”  The Class II wells are regulated through US EPA’s 

UIC program and DOGGR has primary authority in California.  The UIC program reg-

ulations were developed for the safe injection of Class II fluids in a manner that is 

protective of groundwater resources.  In addition, Mitigation Measure GW-6a (Require 

Wastewater Disposal Wells to Inject Only into Exempted Aquifers to Protect Ground-

water) in the DOGGR Final EIR prohibits the disposal of well stimulation fluids 

through the use of a Class II injection well into an aquifer. 

B2-5 The comment notes that oil and gas development would generate GHG emissions that 

contribute to global climate change.  The impact assessment for GHG emissions (Sec-

tion 4.6) serves as a proxy for impacts to climate change and includes quantification of 

GHG emissions and a discussion cumulative effects. 

B2-6 The commenter’s request for BLM to cancel current and proposed leases for oil and 

gas extraction is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding the status of 

local measures prohibiting well stimulation treatments within the Planning Area and 

General Response GR-2 for a discussion about alternatives that would halt oil and gas 

leasing on BLM-administered lands. 

Responses to Comment Set B3 – San Benito Rising 

B3-1 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area.  Text has been added to Section 1.2.2 

(Planning Approach) in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS that clarifies that oil and gas 
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operators must comply with both Federal and State statutes and regulations to the extent 

that State regulations are consistent with Federal law and with Federal lease rights. 

B3-2 BLM received public comments identifying concerns about impacts to cultural 

resources from the local grassroots organization known as San Benito Rising.  In their 

letter, San Benito Rising expressed concerns about the effects of oil and gas leasing 

and development on recorded and unrecorded archeological sites. 

To assess the types and distribution of previously known archaeological and historical 

sites within the CCFO Planning Area, letters were transmitted to a broad range of 

potentially interested parties.  Native American Tribes, local government agencies, and 

local historical societies were contacted for information regarding known resources.  A 

records search was conducted at the CCFO to examine their archaeological site records 

and base maps as well as reports of recent cultural investigation on BLM surface lands, 

and interviews were conducted with key BLM staff at the CCFO.  The California Office 

of Historic Preservation was contacted in regard to any existing historic properties 

listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  Section 6.2.5.2 (Native American 

Tribes) in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has been updated to describe BLM’s Native 

American tribal consultation that has occurred since scoping. 

Given the limited number of formal surveys conducted, very few sites have been 

recorded.  Therefore, Applied EarthWorks, Inc. obtained an additional records search 

from the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) for ten 

randomly selected and broadly distributed split-estate parcels in Fresno, Contra Costa, 

San Benito, Monterey, San Mateo, and Santa Clara counties.  The Northwest Informa-

tion Center (Sonoma State University) and the Southern San Joaquin Valley Informa-

tion Center (CSU Bakersfield) provided the data on these parcels encompassing a total 

of 12,790 acres within the Planning Area.  As described in Section 3.15.4 (Current 

Conditions and Trends), the search results did not provide sufficient data to develop 

projections of potential archaeological and built environment site types including their 

densities and locations in the CCFO Planning Area.  Specific sites and cultural loca-

tions will be addressed when specific exploration or development projects are pro-

posed, as prescribed in Section 1.7 of Appendix D (Best Management Prac-

tices/Standard Operating Procedures). 

The Draft EIS and Final EIS both identify assumptions for cultural resources in Section 

4.15.1, including the basic premise that BLM does not approve any ground disturbing 

activities that may adversely affect any historic properties, sacred landscapes, and/or 

resources protected under the NHPA, American Indian Religious Freedom Act, Native 

American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, Executive Order 13007, or other 

statutes and executive orders until it completes its obligations under applicable require-

ments of the NHPA and other authorities.  The BLM may require modification to explo-

ration or development proposals to protect such properties or may not approve any 

activity that is likely to result in adverse effects that cannot be successfully avoided, 

minimized, or mitigated. 

The BLM will continue to implement government-to-government consultation with 

federally and non-federally recognized tribes on a case-by-case basis for site-specific 
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proposals which would help determine other issues of concern, including but not lim-

ited to access rights, disruptions of cultural practices, impacts on visual resources 

important to the tribes, and impacts on subsistence resources. 

B3-3 The commenter expresses concerns about seismic activity linked to oil and gas activity, 

including the Central Coast region, and is opposed to waste water injection in the San 

Benito County vicinity.  Additional text has been added to Section 3.3.4 (Geology, 

Current Conditions and Trends) in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS that discusses a 1983 

earthquake near Coalinga that was not associated with any previously known or 

suspected active fault.  Please also see General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity). 

B3-4 The commenter states that there is risk of groundwater contamination from well stim-

ulation treatments on BLM land.  This comment is acknowledged.  The DOGGR reg-

ulations and the DOGGR Final EIR mitigation measures serve to mitigate potential 

impacts to groundwater quality from well stimulation treatments.  A summary of the 

key protective measures in the regulations was provided in the DOGGR Final EIR 

(DOC, 2015, see Section 10.14.5 Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures for 

Groundwater Resources).  There are seven mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final 

EIR which mitigate potential impacts to groundwater quality.  These impacts and mit-

igation measures are summarized in Table 10.14-20 of the DOGGR Final EIR.  Please 

see General Response GR-4 for more details. 

B3-5 The commenter states that the lack of baseline groundwater quality data impedes risk 

evaluation of well stimulation treatments.  The commenter is correct.  However, data 

collection and analysis for baseline data are required in order to obtain a permit for 

each well stimulation treatment project.  DOGGR regulations require a groundwater 

monitoring plan that follows the requirements of the Model Criteria as part of the appli-

cation process.  In addition, well construction, cementing, and ADSA requirements in 

the DOGGR regulations serve to reduce potential impacts to quality of protected water.  

As discussed in Response to Comment B3-4 and General Response GR-4, there are 

mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR which mitigate potential impacts to 

groundwater quality. 

The commenter also expresses concern about the quantity of water required for well 

stimulation treatments.  Please see Response to Comment A5-3 and General Response 

GR-4 (Water Supply and Contamination). 

B3-6 The commenter states that many chemicals used during well stimulation treatments 

remain undisclosed and the risks, therefore, are impossible to understand.  As stated in 

Section 3.4.2 (Regulatory Framework) of the RMPA/EIS, Section 1788 of the DOGGR 

regulations require public disclosures of chemical constituents of well stimulation 

fluids. 

The commenter also states that chemicals used for well stimulation treatments are 

getting into aquifers and drinking water and notes that some oil wells have integrity 

failure.  DOGGR regulations require demonstration of well integrity prior to approving 

a well stimulation; further well integrity is monitored throughout the process.  The 

DOGGR regulations and mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR protect 
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groundwater quality.  Please see General Response GR-4 (Water Supply and Contam-

ination) for more information on mitigation measures to protect groundwater quality. 

B3-7 The commenter states that agriculture is San Benito County’s number one employer 

and the County cannot afford the risk of contamination from well stimulation.  The 

DOGGR regulations and mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR protect 

groundwater quality.  Please see General Response GR-4 regarding groundwater 

contamination. 

Section 4.17 (Social and Economic Conditions), under Impacts Common to All Alter-

natives (Section 4.17.2) acknowledges that “…[i]ndividuals derive passive or non-use 

benefits from the existence of abundant wildlife, waterways, scenic resources, and 

extensive agricultural lands with little development and other amenities in many areas 

within the CCFO Planning Area.”  However, the section goes on to note that all areas 

currently closed to oil and gas leasing under the 2007 Hollister Field Office RMP would 

remain closed under all alternatives.  Additionally, all areas designated as No Surface 

Occupancy (NSO) would further maintain and perhaps enhance non-market values 

associated with natural amenities protected on these lands. 

B3-8 Please see Responses to Comments A5-2, B3-7, and D3-2. 

B3-9 The comment promotes open space as a management strategy that mitigates GHG 

emissions.  The discussion of Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail (Sec-

tion 2.12) addresses the various management approaches, and the impact assessment 

for GHG emissions (Section 4.6) discusses the effects of the alternative resource man-

agement strategies analyzed for this RMPA. 

B3-10 The commenter expresses concern about allowing this RMP to be used for other BLM 

Field Offices in the State.  As described in Section 1 (Introduction) of the Draft 

RMPA/EIS, in the Federal Register notice initiating this planning process, the BLM 

indicated it may also use this process to consider amending RMPs for four other field 

offices in California with oil and gas leasing and development (Bakersfield, Palm 

Springs–South Coast, Mother Lode, and Ukiah Field Offices).  The BLM considered 

public comments from scoping, the results of the CCST reports, and an internal evalu-

ation of the RMPs for these five field offices to determine the proper geographic scope 

of this RMPA.  The Mother Lode and Ukiah field offices were not included in this 

RMPA because their resources are primarily natural gas with an affected environment 

and environmental effects that vary substantially from the Central Coast Field Office.  

At the time the court remanded the 2007 Hollister Field Office RMP, the Bakersfield 

and South Coast RMPs were already under revision.  The BLM determined that it was 

more appropriate to continue with the revised RMPs rather than initiate a new amend-

ment for these plans during the active revision process.  Because the Central Coast does 

have oil development potential and was not in the midst of a plan revision, the BLM 

determined that the Central Coast Field Office would be the appropriate geographic 

scope for this particular RMPA. 

The commenter’s opposition to the five alternatives considered in the Draft RMPA/EIS 

and support for the Ban Well Stimulation Technologies alternative are noted.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation 
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Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative 

were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set B4 – Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter 

B4-1 The commenter is concerned about the risk of earthquakes induced from oil and gas 

activity.  Please see General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity). 

B4-2 The commenter states that California cannot afford to use 5 to 10 million gallons of 

water for well stimulation treatments.  The DOGGR Final EIR contains mitigation 

measures to prevent well stimulation treatments from causing or contributing to over-

draft conditions (GW-1a and GW-1b).  These mitigation measures are described in 

detail in the DOGGR Final EIR and are summarized in Responses to Comments B4-2, 

B5-35, B8-14, and B8-15.  These mitigation measures along with the DOGGR regula-

tions mitigate potential impacts to groundwater quantity from well stimulation treat-

ments.  Please also see General Response GR-4 (Water Supply and Contamination). 

B4-3 The comment notes that global warming occurs with methane (CH4) emissions, includ-

ing those GHG that occur with oil and gas development.  The impact assessment for 

GHG emissions serves as a proxy for impacts to climate change (Section 4.6) and 

includes quantification of GHG emissions, which include CH4. 

B4-4 The comment points to a report of health problems and cancer risks near wells.  The 

impact assessment for air quality (Section 4.5) indicates that adverse health effects 

could occur as a result of increased concentrations of air pollutants including hazardous 

air pollutants from construction activities and oil and gas production, and these activ-

ities could warrant further analysis at the leasing or APD phase. 

B4-5 The commenter asserts that tourism is an important industry in California and adding 

oil derricks to the skyline will not enhance the view from the affected BLM lands in 

the Planning Area, which the commenter asserts should be kept pristine for future gen-

erations.  The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 established 

the sometimes-competing guiding principles for management of public lands, which 

includes multiple use as well as sustained yield and environmental protection.  Thus, 

BLM’s management of public lands must balance various demands such as recreation 

use and tourism, scenic preservation, wildlife habitat needs, and resource extraction. 

As noted in the RMPA/EIS, the overarching objective of BLM’s Visual Resource Man-

agement (VRM) program is to manage public lands in a manner that will protect the 

quality of their scenic (visual) values.  Section 4.13 (Visual Resources Management) 

of the RMPA/EIS addresses the BLM’s Oil and Gas VRM Best Management Practices 

(BMPs), which include utilizing the BLM’s VRM system to reduce or avoid adverse 

visual impacts from constructing oil and gas facilities that promote the types of visible 

landscape contrasts associated with that industry.  The application of mitigation mea-

sures (see VR-1 through VR-10 and AQ-1 in Section 4.13.3) are intended to lessen the 

degree of potential adverse visual impacts from oil and gas leases associated with the 

various development alternatives in order to meet the applicable VRM class objectives 

(VRM Class I through Class IV) as defined in Section 3.13.2 of the RMPA/EIS. 
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As discussed in Section 4.17 (Social and Economic Conditions) of the RMPA/EIS, the 

southern portion of the CCFO Planning Area has a number of well-established oil and 

gas fields and development areas that have shaped the social and economic landscape 

of communities located proximate to them.  The development of new wells and stimu-

lation treatments under the 2015 RFD Scenario are expected to occur within or 

proximate to these existing fields within the CCFO Planning Area.  Therefore, the oil 

and gas activities and well development identified under the 2015 RFD Scenario would 

not introduce activities or result in substantial visual impacts at a level that could 

adversely affect or change the local economies (including tourism levels) of local com-

munities or areas. 

B4-6 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding the status of local measures pro-

hibiting well stimulation treatments within the Planning Area, how these measures 

were considered in the development of alternatives and whether they have been found 

to warrant any modifications to the preferred alternative. 

B4-7 The commenter’s opposition to current and new oil and gas leases on BLM-adminis-

tered public lands is noted. 

Responses to Comment Set B5 – Center for Biological Diversity & Sierra Club 

B5-1 This comment contains several issues but culminates in four (4) specific items 

requested by the commenter.  The responses to all comments provided in Comment Set 

B5 further address many of the topics raised within this comment.  However, the fol-

lowing responds to each of the four requests specifically identified within this 

comment: 

1. Please refer to General Response GR-3 regarding the development and use of the 

2015 RFD Scenario within the RMPA/EIS. 

2. Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stim-

ulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing 

Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

3. Sections 3.6 and 4.6 (Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the 

RMPA/EIS provide the regulatory framework, baseline conditions, and provides an 

assessment of impacts to GHG emissions (a proxy for impacts to climate change) 

from activities allowed under the RMPA alternatives.  The primary GHG impacts 

that can be reasonably expected to occur are emissions from the combustion of 

fossil fuels and from releases of CO2 and methane due to oil and gas development 

and production.  Discussions of impacts to other resources affected by climate 

change appear in the respective sections in Chapter 4 of the Draft RMPA/EIS. As 

discussed in the assumptions presented in Section 4.6, all activities must comply 

with applicable laws and regulations and may be subject to review for certain types 

of GHG emissions by the local air permitting authority. Therefore, utilizing this as 

a foundation for the analysis presented in Section 4.6, the RMPA/EIS considers 

current information regarding climate change. 

4. Section 1.2.2 (Planning Approach) of the RMPA/EIS explains that oil and gas 

leasing and development on Federal mineral estate requires multiple stages of BLM 
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environmental analysis and authorization.  Environmental review under NEPA is 

required at each phase.  Therefore, future projects would also conduct specific 

project-level assessments of potential impacts to air, water, induced seismicity and 

human health; and may conduct Health Impact Assessments.  Sections 4.4 (Haz-

ardous Materials and Public Safety), 4.3 (Geology), 4.5 (Air Quality and Atmos-

pheric Conditions), 4.7 (Groundwater Resources), and 4.8 (Surface Water 

Resources) of the RMPA/EIS provide a detailed analysis of the potential impacts 

to these resources under the RMPA alternatives. 

B5-2 The comment states that the RFD Scenario should be revised under the premise that a 

greater level new well development and land disturbance, a greater level of oil and gas 

activity, and “possible future production growth” should be reflected in the RFD Sce-

nario.  Please refer to General Response GR-3 regarding the development and use of 

the 2015 RFD Scenario within the RMPA/EIS. 

B5-3 Please refer to General Response GR-3 regarding the development and use of the 2015 

RFD Scenario within the RMPA/EIS. 

B5-4 Please refer to General Response GR-3 regarding the development and use of the 2015 

RFD Scenario within the RMPA/EIS. 

B5-5 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding the status of local measures pro-

hibiting well stimulation treatments within the Planning Area, how these measures 

were considered in the development of alternatives and whether they have been found 

to warrant any modifications to the preferred alternative. 

B5-6 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

B5-7 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

B5-8 The comment suggests that the proposed action may not conform to the applicable 

implementation plans for air quality attainment because a “full and complete” 

conformity analysis could be required.  As noted by the comment, the requirement to 

make a conformity determination is triggered if the action’s direct and indirect emis-

sions exceed certain de minimis threshold levels.  These levels as promulgated in 

40 CFR 93.153 are shown in EIS Table 3.5-4.  The emissions inventory in Tables 4.5-1 

and 4.5-2 shows that general conformity does not apply to the proposed action and 

demonstrates that development and operation consistent with the RFD Scenario would 

not be likely to exceed de minimis levels. 

B5-9 The comment focuses on the 8-hour ozone national ambient air quality standard 

(NAAQS) that was approved by U.S. EPA in 2015.  The attainment designations for 

the air basins potentially affected by the proposed action are shown in EIS Tables 3.5-1, 

3.5-2, and 3.5-3.  Attainment designations have yet to be made for the EPA’s 2015 

ozone NAAQS, which as noted by the comment, may occur in 2017.  Until the U.S. 

EPA makes a final ruling to change the attainment status, the information in the EIS 

remains accurate as it reflects the most-recently effective attainment designations. 
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B5-10 The comment points to the interagency Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 

regarding air quality analyses and mitigation for federal oil and gas decisions.  Consis-

tent with the MOU, the EIS includes a generalized emissions inventory for the RFD 

Scenario for the purpose of considering whether air quality impact modeling would be 

required.  The emissions inventory in Tables 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 shows that general 

conformity does not apply to the proposed action.  Emissions would be below levels 

that would contribute substantially to an existing or projected violation, or materially 

contribute to adverse cumulative air quality impacts, as described in MOU Section 

V.E.3. 

B5-11 The basis for the emissions estimates in EIS Tables 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 appears in the Air 

Quality TSD and in the administrative record, which shows examples of off-road equip-

ment use factors and on-road transportation activity levels, along with the emission 

factors.  The Air Quality TSD appears as Appendix K of this Proposed RMPA/Final 

EIS. Site-specific development proposals could require a demonstration of conformity, 

if site-specific emissions exceed applicable de minimis levels. 

B5-12 The comment identifies four attributes making up the definition of indirect emissions.  

The basis of the quantified direct and indirect emissions with citations appears in the 

administrative record and has been made available to parties requesting details. 

B5-13 The basis for the emissions estimates in EIS Tables 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 appears in the 

administrative record.  The emissions inventory provides a quantitative basis for BLM 

consideration of the potential air quality effects at this stage of NEPA. 

B5-14 Please refer to General Response GR-3 regarding the development and use of the 2015 

RFD Scenario within the RMPA/EIS. 

B5-15 The commenter’s opposition to the five alternatives considered in the Draft RMPA/EIS 

and support for the Ban Well Stimulation Technologies alternative are noted.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation 

Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative 

were eliminated from further consideration within the Draft RMPA/EIS. 

B5-16 The commenter’s opposition to the five alternatives considered in the Draft RMPA/EIS 

and support for the Ban Well Stimulation Technologies alternative are noted.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation 

Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative 

were eliminated from further consideration within the Draft RMPA/EIS. 

B5-17 The commenter’s opposition to the five alternatives considered in the Draft RMPA/EIS 

and support for the Ban Well Stimulation Technologies alternative are noted.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation 

Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative 

were eliminated from further consideration within the Draft RMPA/EIS. 

B5-18 Chapter 5 (Cumulative Impacts) of the Draft RMPA/EIS provides a detailed cumulative 

analysis of each issue area considering the appropriate geographic scope due to the 

different nature and extent of the impacted resource area.  Section 5.2 (Past, Present, 
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and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions) identifies past, present, and probable proj-

ects the 12 counties within the boundary of the CCFO Planning Area used within the 

cumulative analysis.  As identified, these projects include many oil and gas develop-

ments and other energy/mineral projects.  The Council on Environmental Quality 

(CEQ) suggests cumulative impact analyses should focus on meaningful impacts and 

not exhaustively analyze all possible cumulative impacts.  Therefore, the cumulative 

impact analysis in the Draft RMPA/EIS focuses on past, present, and future actions that 

are anticipated to have environmental impacts impacting the same resources as the 

direct and indirect impacts identified for each of the RMPA alternatives.  Cumulative 

projects include those actions that result in meaningful impacts to historically important 

resources, those with a potential for violating legal standards or laws, or other identified 

projects or actions in the geographic scope that relate to the identified issues. 

The comment also indicates a concern towards the environmental harms that may be 

attributable to other types of land use authorized by BLM leasing, including grazing.  

Grazing is a baseline activity that is part of the affected environment.  The EIS 

addresses the impacts of the proposed action, in the context of these baseline activities, 

which the proposed action would not change. 

B5-19 The comment indicates a concern about the wide range of the air pollutants and green-

house gas emissions occur during oil and gas operations.  The range of contaminates 

of concern includes hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), hydrocarbons including VOCs 

and other compounds that are not regulated as VOCs (methane and ethane), hydrogen 

sulfide, and particulate matter in airborne dust and diesel exhaust. 

Information on methane appears in the analysis of EIS Section 4.5, Climate Change/

Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Methane and ethane are not included within the federal 

definition of volatile organic compounds (VOC) because these “have been determined 

to have negligible photochemical reactivity” as stated in 40 CFR 51.100(s). 

Information on H2S appears in the analyses of Section 4.4, Hazardous Materials and 

Public Safety and Section 4.5, Air Quality and Atmospheric Conditions.  Although H2S 

is dangerous, this contaminant is not designated as a HAP in Section 112 (b) of the 

federal Clean Air Act (42 USC Section 7412(b), and H2S is not a toxic air contaminant 

(TAC) as defined in California regulations (17 CCR Sections 93000-93001). 

Dust and diesel exhaust would be emitted in the forms of PM10 and PM2.5, and these 

are quantified within the emissions inventory of Section 4.5, Air Quality and Atmos-

pheric Conditions. 

The comment notes the difficulties in precisely quantifying emissions from oil and gas 

operations and provides citations to supporting literature focusing on similar operations 

around the nation including areas where oil and gas production may dominate the 

inventory.  The EIS describes the regulatory framework for controls of these emissions 

and includes an emissions inventory that provides a quantitative basis for BLM con-

sideration of the potential air quality and public health effects at this stage of NEPA.  

Although difficult to precisely quantify the emissions related to the proposed action, 

the impacts common to all alternatives reveal a level of potential emissions that would 

be a very small fraction of the overall regional inventory. 
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The comment speaks to the air quality and health risk effects on environmental justice 

communities.  Public exposure to hazards of oil and gas operations is addressed in Sec-

tion 4.4.2 (Hazardous Materials and Public Safety: Impacts Common to All Alterna-

tives) which includes airborne hazards and silica sand, mentioned in the comment.  The 

impacts on environmental justice communities are addressed in Oil and Gas Develop-

ment Environmental Justice Effects (Section 4.17.2). 

B5-20 The comment identifies studies of the emissions from oil and gas operations and points 

to data gaps in the terms of specific chemicals being used and the potential exposures 

experienced by receptors near the sources.  When site-specific project development 

proposals allow quantitative analysis of air quality impacts near the site of the proposal, 

such analysis could be necessary at the leasing or APD phase. 

B5-21 The comment identifies the types of air pollution sources related to oil and gas opera-

tions and the likelihood of pollutants contributing to adverse region-wide effects.  The 

comment suggests additional analysis should occur in advance of site-specific project 

development proposals.  However, because the need for additional quantitative analysis 

of air quality impacts would depend on the nature of each site-specific project devel-

opment proposal, which includes identification of site-specific locations, types of 

sources (such as drill rig engines, pump engines, flares, and component contributing to 

fugitives), and surrounding land uses, such analysis could be necessary at the leasing 

or APD phase. 

B5-22 The comment identifies the types of health and environmental effects attributable to air 

pollution sources of all types including the sources related to oil and gas operations.  

Information on the adverse health effects of air pollutants appears in EIS Section 3.5, 

Air Quality and Atmospheric Conditions, and the impacts common to all alternatives 

appear in Section 4.5, Air Quality and Atmospheric Conditions. 

B5-23 The comment identifies the types of health effects found in studies focusing on prox-

imity of the pubic or workers to oil and natural gas operations.  The comment suggests 

additional analysis should occur to consider and quantify the near-field health effects 

of chemicals that may be used, depending on site-specific proposals.  However, because 

the need for additional quantitative analysis of air quality impacts would depend on the 

nature and quantities of the sources, and materials used, and on the surrounding land 

uses, such analysis would be completed at the leasing or APD phase. 

B5-24 The comment requests additional detail on the inventory of GHG emissions presented 

in EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  The EIS includes a 

generalized emissions inventory for the RFD Scenario for the purpose of GHG 

quantification.  The basis for the emissions estimates in EIS Tables 4.6-1 and 4.6-2 and 

the estimated volume of crude oil anticipated to be produced annually appears in the 

administrative record and has been made available to parties requesting details. 

B5-25 Please refer to General Response GR-3 regarding the development and use of the 2015 

RFD Scenario within the RMPA/EIS. 
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B5-26 The comment asserts that the energy intensity and life-cycle carbon intensity for the 

production of crude oil under the RFD Scenario would be relatively high when com-

pared with statewide average carbon intensity for oil production.  Given the wide range 

of potential activities that could occur within the leasing, and the difficulties in 

precisely quantifying emissions from oil and gas operations, the EIS presents its emis-

sions inventory as “estimated” to reflect the embedded uncertainties.  The amount of 

crude oil and gas produced, the actual amount of energy consumed in order to produce 

and treat the given barrels of oil, and the resulting carbon intensities will vary widely 

depending on the nature of each site-specific proposal.  Additionally, the EIS notes the 

regulatory framework that includes California’s program specifically aimed at reducing 

the life-cycle carbon intensity of transportation fuels. 

B5-27 The global warming potential of methane reported in the EIS matches the factor con-

tained in the current version of U.S. EPA regulations in 40 CFR 98, Mandatory Green-

house Gas Reporting (specifically, in Table A-1 to Subpart A of Part 98—Global 

Warming Potentials).  Methane is included in the overall total carbon dioxide-equiva-

lent emissions estimate for each typical active well, as summarized in EIS Table 4.6-2.  

The analysis does not quantify the effects of methane controls previously contemplated 

by BLM or the State regulations for methane that were approved in April 2017. 

B5-28 The comment states that investments in fossil-fuel related infrastructure or develop-

ment should not be pursued, and that BLM should limit GHG emissions by “keeping 

fossil fuels in the ground.”  The comment reviews and describes a body of studies that 

promote conservation of oil and gas resources as a means of limiting GHG emissions.  

Closing Federal mineral estate to oil and gas leasing and development was considered 

as an alternative, but this was not analyzed in detail for the reasons outlined in EIS 

Section 2.12 and in General Response GR-2. 

B5-29 The comment asserts that the EIS is arbitrary in the discussion of consistency with 

California’s climate change programs that apply to oil and gas development activities 

and asserts that new leasing would be inconsistent with “a carbon budget” that seeks to 

avoid catastrophic climate change.  The EIS identifies California’s far-reaching climate 

change programs and identifies many of the primary regulations, policies, and pro-

grams that are being implemented across California’s entire economy to bring about 

GHG reductions.  Oil and gas activities in California, including those within federal 

jurisdiction, are subject to GHG reporting, direct controls, and the Cap-and-Trade Pro-

gram.  The regulatory framework of these programs allows the ongoing production of 

fossil fuel resources, and plans for the eventual decline of these activities, in a manner 

that is designed to achieve California’s targets. 

B5-30 The comment asserts that more-protective mitigation measures should be considered 

for reducing GHG emissions.  This would occur during review of project proposals at 

the leasing or APD phase. 

B5-31 The comment identifies a range of adverse human health effects such as carcinogenic, 

developmental, reproductive, and endocrine disruption effects that are correlated with 

exposure to air pollutants common to oil and gas development.  The impact assessment 

for air quality (Section 4.5) indicates that adverse health effects could occur as a result 

of increased concentrations of air pollutants including hazardous air pollutants from 
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construction activities and oil and gas production, and these activities could warrant 

further analysis at the leasing or APD phase. 

B5-32 The comment points to a study of traffic accident rates in portions of Pennsylvania with 

relatively recent growth in oil and gas activity.  The affected environment described in 

the EIS Section 3.18, Transportation and Access, as well as other discussion for 

aesthetics, noise, and visual resources, includes a baseline of oil and gas development 

in the study area.  This baseline of traffic related to oil and gas activity includes a certain 

likelihood of accidents. 

B5-33 The comment notes that the EIS does not include a quantitative health impact assess-

ment.  Because the need for additional quantitative health impact assessment would 

depend on the nature and quantities of contaminants release and on the surrounding 

land uses, such analysis could be warranted at the leasing or APD phase. 

B5-34 The commenter states that the EIS must account for impacts from Enhanced Oil Recov-

ery (EOR) operations and the development of additional conventional and 

unconventional resources.  The commenter notes the large quantities of water used are 

used for EOR operations at four fields in the CCFO Planning Area.  The large volumes 

of water used for EOR and referenced in the comment are typically providing pressure 

for the entire field rather than just one well.  Although hydraulic fracturing may 

increase production for one well, there may not be a need to increase EOR water use.  

Increased production from hydraulic fracturing may increase water injection overall 

because of a commensurate increase in produced water.  Water-intensive operations 

have been assessed in Section 4.7.2 , assuming a single well could use up to about 10 

million gallons and that 37 wells could use up to 362 million gallons.  DOGGR 

regulations and DOGGR Final EIR mitigation measures minimize the amount of 

groundwater that can be used reducing this effect, particularly in overdrafted basins 

(See DOGGR Mitigation Measures GW-1a and GW-1b). 

Section 4.8.2 (Water Use and Supply) includes an evaluation of the water expected to 

be used by the project and the likely effects on water availability for the region.  It was 

found that total project water use would be approximately 0.0003% to 0.01% of the 

annual water use by other users in the Salinas Valley alone.  DOGGR Final EIR (Mit-

igation Measure SWR-3a) (Ensure Adequate Water Availability) would provide added 

protection to water supply. 

B5-35 The commenter states that the RFD Scenario underestimates the number of 

conventional and unconventional wells to be drilled.  The 2015 RFD Scenario assumes 

a maximum of 37 wells over the 20-year planning horizon and an increase in this num-

ber of wells is not expected.  Please see General Response GR-3. 

The commenter also states that site-specific conditions should be considered for water 

quantity impacts.  Please see General Response GR-4. 

In addition, as described in Section 1.2.2 (Planning Approach) , oil and gas leasing and 

development on Federal mineral estate requires multiple stages of BLM environmental 

analysis and authorization.  This is just the planning stage; environmental review under 
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NEPA is required at each phase and additional mitigation measures may be necessary 

in the future.  Please see Response to Comment A3-23. 

B5-36 The commenter provides several potential release pathways by which water quality 

may be impacted which are identified in Section 4.7.2 (Impacts Common to All Alter-

natives).  This section describes, in general terms, how the DOGGR regulations and 

the mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR address these potential impacts.  The 

comment also suggests that the mitigation measures are inadequate but fails to recog-

nize that many of the additional measures suggested in the comment are adequately 

covered in the permanent DOGGR regulations.  A summary of the key protective mea-

sures in the DOGGR regulations is provided in the DOGGR Final EIR (DOC, 2015, 

see Section 10.14.5 Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures for Groundwater 

Resources). 

As the commenter has documented, there have been prior environmental incidents 

believed to be a result of subsurface geological and hydrological communication to 

groundwater sources and outreach wells, driven by well stimulation (e.g., hydraulic 

fracturing).  These issues are generally attributed to poor well completion and 

cementing practices, and inadequate attention to stimulation project design.  In 2013, 

the California State Legislature passed SB 4, which is aimed at providing environment 

protection from many of the underlying causes of environmental incidents associated 

with Well Stimulation Technology (WST). 

The bill directs the Department of Conservation to implement regulations providing for 

environmental protection during and after WST operations.  These regulations are 

administered through the Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), 

and are contained in Title 14 Division 2 Chapter 4 Subchapter 2 Environmental Pro-

tection, Article 4 Well Stimulation Treatment of the California Statues and Regulations.  

Several of the regulations contained in this article address the concerns raised by the 

commenter, which will be discussed below. 

Applicability of Regulations Promulgated under SB 4: 

As the EIS stated, on public lands, including those covered by the RMPA, oil and gas 

operators must comply with both Federal and State statutes and regulations, to the 

extent that State regulations do not contradict Federal law or interfere with Federal 

lease rights.  In California, the relevant State law includes hydraulic fracturing regula-

tions promulgated under California’s Senate Bill 4 (SB 4) as noted above.[1]  There are 

various applicable federal laws and regulations related to potential impact on clean air 

and water, and handling of waste generation due to WST, as discussed in the EIS. 

The regulations resulting from SB 4 are aimed specifically at the mitigation of the 

causal factors that contribute to environmental impacts, and the mandatory preventative 

practices and corrections in the State regulations would be in addition to the require-

ments set forth by the applicable federal regulations.  The State regulations contain 

                                                           
[1] The final regulations promulgated under SB 4 amend sections of California Code of Regulations Title 14, 

Division 2, Chapter 4, Subchapter 2. 
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water testing and monitoring components for surface and groundwater near the fractur-

ing treatment site, as well as area analysis of the treatment area to ensure the geological 

and hydrological isolation of the formation during and after WST.  Integrity of the well 

is verified with pressure testing, a cement evaluation, and subsequent monitoring after 

WST.  These State regulations improve the likelihood that WST activities occur as 

planned. 

The commenter also provides additional comments about the impacts to groundwater 

quality and quantity based on the US EPA’s hydraulic fracturing study and suggests 

three conceptual pathways for injection fluids to migrate that require analysis (see 

Responses to Comments B5-37 through B5-39).  DOGGR regulations require a 

detailed geologic assessment that analyzes these potential pathways prior to injection. 

The commenter states the opinion that water quality impacts have not been properly 

evaluated in the EIS and requests additional mitigation measures.  See General 

Response GR-4 regarding water quality impacts. 

Discharge of inadequately-treated hydraulic fracturing wastewater and produced water 

from the same wells to surface water and agriculture is prohibited by the Clean Water 

Act as administered by the State Water Resources Control Board.  The SWRCB does 

not allow produced water from well stimulation to be used on food crops. 

B5-37 The commenter states that well stimulation fluids are injected directly into relatively 

shallow formations that may contain high quality water.  The well casing requirements 

of the DOGGR regulations and the mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR do 

not allow for injection of well stimulation fluids into protected groundwater.  As stated 

in Section 4.7.2 (Impacts Common to All Alternatives), “The SB 4 regulations require 

cement placement in surface casing from the base of the casing to the surface and 

preferably through the freshwater zone (3,000 mg/L).  The DOGGR Final EIR (DOC, 

2015) includes a mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure GW-4b) requiring a 500-foot 

well seal across the base of protected water if the hydraulic fracturing zone is below 

the base of the protected water.  If the hydraulic fracturing zone is within protected 

water, then this mitigation measure requires a well seal along the entire casing string, 

from the bottom of the well to the surface.”  In addition, Mitigation Measure GW-6a in 

the DOGGR Final EIR requires wastewater disposal wells to inject only into exempted 

aquifers.  The DOGGR regulations and the mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final 

EIR mitigate potential impacts to groundwater quality from well stimulation treat-

ments.  Please also see General Response GR-4. 

B5-38 The commenter states that the Draft RMPA/EIS fails to include mitigation measures 

requiring well stimulation to occur where there is a confining layer present.  Well stim-

ulation occurs in oil or gas bearing rock formations, or reservoirs, and reservoir rocks 

in California consist primarily of sandstones.  Natural subsurface pathways within res-

ervoir rocks, such as geologic faults or existing fractures, could serve as conduits for 

upwards or lateral migration of well stimulation fluids.  As stated in Section 4.7.2 

(Impacts Common to All Alternatives), the DOGGR regulations “require an analysis 

of suspected faults prior to well stimulation to identify and analyze any potential for 

hydraulic fracturing fluid to migrate outside of the zone being fractured.”  Conse-

quently, the DOGGR regulations and the mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final 
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EIR mitigate potential impacts to groundwater quality from well stimulation 

treatments. 

B5-39 The commenter states that well stimulation fluids may migrate laterally into portions 

of the aquifer that contain usable water.  As described in Response to Comment B5-38, 

operators are required to analyze the potential for hydraulic fluid to migrate outside of 

the zone being fractured. 

As stated in Section 4.7.2 (Impacts Common to All Alternatives), DOGGR requires 

groundwater monitoring to track the performance of the regulations and mitigation in 

protecting groundwater resources.  The State Water Resources Control Board devel-

oped the Model Criteria, which includes three main components: 1) Area specific 

groundwater monitoring near stimulation wells by operators, 2) Requirements for des-

ignated contractor sampling and testing, and 3) Regional scale groundwater monitoring 

implemented by the State Water Board.  As of July 2015, a groundwater monitoring 

plan must be submitted to the State Water Board that follows the requirements of the 

Model Criteria. 

B5-40 The comment introduces multiple comments on biological resources.  It summarizes 

the Draft RMPA/EIS’s review of special-status species potentially occurring in the 

Planning Area and states that the Draft RMPA/EIS does not adequately address poten-

tial impacts to those species.  The comment states that sufficient information is avail-

able to identify areas that should be set aside for conservation purposes, and that BLM 

should consider limiting oil and gas activities in those areas.  It states that the Draft 

RMPA/EIS does not present an alternative to prevent oil and gas projects in essential 

and critical habitat areas.  It states that requirements for “protocol” sensitive species 

surveys are not specified in the Draft RMPA/EIS.  The comment recommends thorough 

field surveys for biological resources within potential lease areas, as well as public 

disclosure of the survey results. 

The RMPA/EIS analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives, including Alternatives B 

and D that would close large habitat areas from oil and gas development.  Potential 

future activities within sensitive habitat areas or other high-value conservation areas 

would undergo additional analysis for site-specific impacts during the NEPA review 

for a lease or an individual well and would be subject to BMPs, SOAs, and Statewide 

Stipulations identified and described throughout the remainder of Responses to Com-

ment Set B5.  These measures would adequately avoid or mitigate potential effects to 

sensitive biological resources. 

Regarding the recommendation for protocol field surveys for listed and sensitive spe-

cies, the EIS includes the requirement for these surveys.  Appendix D specifies that 

“[s]urveys will comply with current BLM, USFWS, NMFS and CDFW protocols, to 

the extent consistent with federal law” (Section 1.4.1) and “[t]he USFWS, NMFS and 

CDFW protocols will be employed to conduct special status species surveys” (Section 

1.4.4).  Any field survey data collected by BLM or submitted to the BLM will be 

publicly available. 

B5-41 The comment addresses San Joaquin kit fox.  It reviews conservation challenges, 

including adequate habitat acquisition, and states that the Draft RMPA/EIS does not 



Central Coast Oil and Gas Leasing and Development 
Appendix I. Comments and Responses to Comments 

Proposed RMPA/Final EIS I-420 May 2019 

acknowledge the Planning Area’s importance for the species, or describe potential 

effects of oil and gas exploration would affect recovery, including core areas, “satellite” 

areas, and linkages.  The comment states that the EIS does not indicate how much hab-

itat (core, satellite, linkage) would be affected under each alternative, and that appro-

priate mitigation cannot be identified without this information. 

The specific locations of potential biological resources effects of exploration and other 

oil and gas activities cannot be identified at this time because this is a planning docu-

ment and not a review of a specific lease, thus the potential impacts to San Joaquin kit 

fox core, satellite, and linkage habitats cannot be quantified.  Nonetheless, the SOPs 

and BMPs identified for avoidance and minimization of San Joaquin kit fox impacts 

identified in Appendix D (Sections 1.4 and 1.8.4) serve to avoid or mitigate the poten-

tial impacts, regardless of the location.  The RMPA will be consistent with San Joaquin 

kit fox recovery.  Statewide Stipulations (Appendix C) specifies that “Surface distur-

bance will also be prohibited if the [USFWS Section 7] consultation concludes that the 

proposed action is inconsistent with the recovery needs of the listed species as identi-

fied in an approved USFWS Recovery Plan.  Although Recovery Plans are not require-

ments, BLM has voluntarily chosen to apply their recommendations through the land 

use plan, and these recommendations are reflected in this stipulation.”  Thus, BLM 

state policy necessitates that activities authorized under the RMPA would conform to 

USFWS recovery requirements.  This stipulation applies under any of the alternatives 

analyzed in the EIS.  This stipulation has been added under “assumptions” in EIS Sec-

tion 4.12.1. 

B5-42 The comment addresses measures identified in Appendix D of the Draft RMPS/EIS, 

stating that these measures are inadequate for San Joaquin kit fox, as follows: (1) Sur-

veys for San Joaquin kit fox should not be limited to their dens, but also the animals 

themselves, because absence of dens does not indicate absence of foraging or other 

activities; (2) Protection of dens should extend beyond the breeding/pupping season, 

and passive relocation activities should be conducted pursuant to an incidental take 

permit; (3) blasting, seismic surveys, and other non-fatal disturbance activities may 

affect San Joaquin kit fox activities year around (not limited to only the breeding 

season) and would require an incidental take permit. 

Appendix D specifies that “Surveys will comply with current BLM, USFWS, NMFS 

and CDFW protocols, to the extent consistent with federal law” (Section 1.4.1) and 

“The USFWS, NMFS and CDFW protocols will be employed to conduct special status 

species surveys” (Section 1.4.4).  These requirements are applicable for San Joaquin 

kit fox, as well as other species.  Thus, as recommended in Comment B45-40, surveys 

for San Joaquin kit fox will conform to agency protocols.  Nothing in Appendix D 

limits protection of San Joaquin kit fox dens to the breeding/pupping season (see 

Appendix D, first item under Methods for Minimizing Take: San Joaquin Kit Fox).  

Incidental take permits are required for activities that would constitute take as defined 

by the state or federal Endangered Species Act and subsequent clarifications.  To the 

extent that activities cited in the comment could result in take, the comment is correct, 

that incidental take permits would be required.  However, many activities, potentially 

including the activities named above, could cause minimal effects to the listed species, 
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not rising to the “take” threshold, and therefore would not necessitate take 

authorization. 

B5-43 The comment reviews the state and federal protection status of blunt-nosed leopard 

lizard, noting the “fully protected” state designation, and conservation objectives iden-

tified by the USFWS for potential down-listing from endangered to threatened.  The 

comment notes that existing Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) in the 

Ciervo-Panoche recovery area do not provide for 5,997 acres of contiguous habitat, 

which was identified by USFWS among the down-listing criteria for the species.  

Further, the comment states that all alternatives would allow for oil & gas development 

between the two ACECs and therefore would preclude down-listing. 

The Draft RMPA/EIS accurately indicates the Fully Protected status of blunt-nosed 

leopard lizard in Section 3.12 (see Table L-1 in Appendix L).  The definition “fully 

protected” at the end of the table has been revised as recommended in the comment. 

The comment presumes that any new development in the area between the two ACECs 

would preclude establishment of a contiguous 5,997-acre conservation area.  This is 

incorrect.  A future 5,997-acre conservation area need not be established by protecting 

the entire area between the two existing ACECs.  Instead, if future development were 

to affect portions of the intervening area, other portions (either within the intervening 

area, our elsewhere in the Ciervo-Panoche recovery area) could contribute to the 

5,997-acre contiguous area down-listing criterion identified by USFWS.  Future oil and 

gas development as contemplated in the RMPA would not prevent accomplishment of 

the down-listing criterion. 

The Recovery Plan for Upland Species of the San Joaquin Valley (FWS 1998) identi-

fies a system of reserves referred to as “core recovery areas” within which certain tasks 

need to be accomplished in order for down- or delisting to occur.  One such recovery 

area, the Ciervo-Panoche Natural Area (CPNA), is within the Planning Area (Fig.  2-1 

to Fig.  2-6).  The Proposed RMPA would contribute to the recovery of upland species 

of the San Joaquin Valley because federal minerals would require NSO for fluid 

mineral leasing in ACECs in the CPNA under the BLM’s preferred alternative. 

Development and analysis of new alternatives is not necessary for RMPA compatibility 

with blunt-nosed leopard lizard down-listing criteria.  In addition, Statewide Stipula-

tions (Appendix C) specifies that “Surface disturbance will also be prohibited if the 

[USFWS Section 7] consultation concludes that the proposed action is inconsistent 

with the recovery needs of the listed species as identified in an approved USFWS 

Recovery Plan.  Although Recovery Plans are not requirements, BLM has voluntarily 

chosen to apply their recommendations through the land use plan, and these recom-

mendations are reflected in this stipulation.”  Thus, BLM state policy necessitates that 

activities authorized under the RMPA would conform to USFWS recovery require-

ments.  This stipulation applies under any of the alternatives analyzed in the EIS.  This 

stipulation has been added under “assumptions” in EIS Section 4.12.1. 

The specific locations of potential biological resources effects of exploration and other 

oil and gas activities cannot be identified at this time, thus the potential impacts to 

blunt-nosed leopard lizard habitat cannot be quantified.  Nonetheless, the management 
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actions, SOPs and BMPs for avoidance and minimization of impacts identified in 

Appendix C and Appendix D (Sections 1.4 and 1.8) serve to avoid or mitigate the 

potential impacts, regardless of the location. 

B5-44 The comment reviews the SOPs and BMPs for blunt-nosed leopard lizard, stating that 

these measures are inadequate, and recommends several revisions, as follows: Field 

surveys should not be limited to burrows; avoidance and protection measures should 

not be limited to burrows; in addition to BLM, the state and federal wildlife agencies 

should be informed if blunt-nosed leopard lizards are observed and should be provided 

monitoring reports or other documents such as operating plans.  Nighttime activity 

scheduling could conflict with avoidance measures for nocturnal species; and specific 

vehicle speed limits, vehicle escorts, and road surveys are needed to prevent road 

mortality of blunt-nosed leopard lizards. 

Regarding field surveys, Appendix D specifies that “Surveys will comply with current 

BLM, USFWS, NMFS and CDFW protocols, to the extent consistent with federal law” 

(Section 1.4.1) and “The USFWS, NMFS and CDFW protocols will be employed to 

conduct special status species surveys” (Section 1.4.4).  These requirements are applic-

able for blunt-nosed leopard lizard, as well as other species. 

Regarding avoidance of habitat surrounding burrows, Appendix D requires additional 

measures for avoidance of take.  In particular, a biological monitor may allow certain 

activities in burrow areas which will be documented.  Thus, the monitor may not allow 

incompatible activities in the burrow areas. 

All reports submitted to BLM will be available to the public, including state and federal 

wildlife agencies. 

The comment is correct, that nighttime activities could conflict with other resource 

protection measures, including measures for other special-status species.  The full text 

of the cited BMP provides sufficient flexibility beyond the nighttime activity 

scheduling, including “during blunt-nosed leopard lizard inactivity periods (generally 

when temperatures are below 77 degrees F and above 99 degrees F)” so that nighttime 

activities is not a requirement but is only one among several scheduling options.  The 

conclusion whether nighttime activity scheduling is prudent can readily be made on a 

site-specific basis. 

Regarding road mortality, the comment is correct that vehicle strikes caused numerous 

Mojave fringe-toed lizard mortalities at another site.  Mitigation Measure AQ-1 

includes limiting the speeds of construction vehicles on unpaved surfaces to 15 miles 

per hour which would reduce the road mortality. 

B5-45 The comment addresses south-central coast steelhead.  The comment reviews the loca-

tions of occupied habitat, its legal status, and historical population declines.  The com-

ment states that the DEIS fails to adequately address direct, indirect and cumulative 

impacts to the steelhead, including impacts of surface runoff and hydrocarbon pollution 

of streams.  Additionally, the comment states that BMPs and SOPs for the steelhead 

are inadequate, because they will not prevent potential spills or stop the proliferation 

roads, which cause excessive sediment to enter streams and damage steelhead habitat. 
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Regarding potential impacts to steelhead, Section 4.12, addressing this and other 

special-status species, notes that “other potential impacts to special status species 

would be similar to those discussed in Sections 4.10 and 4.11.”  Section 4.11 (Wildlife 

Habitat), in turn, describes the potential adverse effects of surface water or groundwater 

contamination on plants, fish, and wildlife, as well as mitigation for those effects, in 

some detail (see 4.11.2).  This analysis and mitigation is applicable to potential con-

tamination to steelhead habitat and no further analysis has been added.  Section 4.11.2 

of the EIS properly discloses potential impacts of the RMPA to these species insofar 

as those impacts can be anticipated at this time, although the site-specific impacts must, 

by necessity, be addressed on a case by case basis for each future APD.  In addition, 

Section 4.8 of the RMPA/EIS addresses surface water impacts, including an analysis 

of potential spills and sedimentation.  That section cites numerous protective measures 

that would be applicable to steelhead habitat.  Additional BLM requirements for 

hydraulic fracturing and well stimulation activities are described in Section 3.8.2, 

including measures for surface water protection, and setbacks from intermittent and 

perennial streams.  The RMPA includes extensive protective measures for surface 

waters, including measures that prevent or mitigate for spills or sedimentation.  These 

measures are applicable for steelhead habitat and provide adequate protection for the 

species. 

B5-46 The comment addresses giant kangaroo rat (GKR).  The comment notes the current 

distribution and historic decline of GKR, notes that San Joaquin kit fox prey on GKR, 

and states that “the plan area is excellent habitat” for both species.  The comment 

reviews the USFWS 5-year review for GKR and the Recovery Plan for Upland Species 

of the San Joaquin Valley, noting conservation goals such as 100% of occupied habitat 

in the Ciervo-Panoche Recovery Unit.  The comment states that “none of these recom-

mendations are acknowledged the DEIS.”  The comment identifies movement corridors 

and linkages as important considerations that are not identified in the EIS.  The com-

ment cites development of the Panoche Solar as an important cumulative impact to 

GKR, such that other parts of its range are increasingly important. 

The comment is correct, that San Joaquin kit fox prey on GKR and portions of the plan 

area are suitable habitat for both species.  Regarding compatibility with USFWS recov-

ery goals for GKR, the Statewide Stipulations (Appendix C) specifies that “Surface 

disturbance will also be prohibited if the [USFWS Section 7] consultation concludes 

that the proposed action is inconsistent with the recovery needs of the listed species as 

identified in an approved USFWS Recovery Plan. 

The Recovery Plan for Upland Species of the San Joaquin Valley (FWS 1998) identi-

fies a system of reserves referred to as “core recovery areas” within which certain tasks 

need to be accomplished in order for down- or delisting to occur.  One such recovery 

area, the Ciervo-Panoche Natural Area (CPNA), is within the Planning Area (Fig.  2-1 

to Fig.  2-6).  The Proposed RMPA would contribute to the recovery of upland species 

of the San Joaquin Valley because federal minerals would require NSO for fluid 

mineral leasing in ACECs in the CPNA under the BLM’s preferred alternative. 

Although Recovery Plans are not requirements, BLM has voluntarily chosen to apply 

their recommendations through the land use plan, and these recommendations are 
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reflected in this stipulation.”  Thus, BLM state policy necessitates that activities auth-

orized under the RMPA would conform to USFWS recovery requirements.  This stip-

ulation applies under any of the alternatives analyzed in the EIS.  This stipulation has 

been added under “assumptions” in EIS Section 4.12.1. 

B5-47 The comment addresses California tiger salamander (CTS).  The comment notes that 

upland habitat, as well as breeding habitat, is important for CTS conservation, and that 

loss of upland habitat may adversely affect CTS.  The comment recommends 

conserving 300-350 acres of contiguous upland habitat around CTS breeding sites for 

foraging, estivation, and over-wintering.  The comment also notes that habitat linkage 

is important to CTS conservation.  The comment states that the DEIS fails to discuss 

any strategy to prioritize areas for conservation to protect CTS habitat. 

Section 4.12.1 of the EIS identifies four management actions adopted in the BLM’s 

2007 Record of Decision that will conserve CTS and its habitat: monitor and maintain 

upland habitat for the California tiger salamander (SSS-COM2); limit proposed new 

surface-disturbing activities within occupied or potential habitat for special status spe-

cies (SSS-C2); mitigate or relocate activities that disturb, alter, or interrupt hydrologic 

or ecological processes that support special status species (SSS-C3); and protect ponds, 

wetlands, or riparian areas known to support or that could potentially support California 

tiger salamander, red-legged frog, or California linderiella to maintain natural corridors 

between pools/wetlands and upland habitat so that continuous native plant coverage 

allows adequate movement of these species (SSS-COM3).  In combination, these man-

agement actions would serve to conserve occupied and suitable habitat for CTS breed-

ing and upland activities, including hydrologic and ecological processes (e.g., habitat 

linkage).  With inclusion of these existing management actions, the comment’s recom-

mendation for conserving 300-350 acres of upland habitat around CTS breeding sites, 

although often suitable, is not necessary to adequately mitigate the RMPA’s potential 

impacts to CTS. 

B5-48 The comment addresses California red-legged frog.  The comment states that the devel-

opment or impacts to crucial habitat will decrease recoverability for the California red-

legged frog, because such development would not protect known populations (citing 

the USFWS Recovery Plan for the species).  The comment again cites the Recovery 

Plan, noting that oil and gas development, including potential spills or leakage, may 

threaten the California red-legged frog.  The comment notes an ongoing decline in 

amphibian species worldwide and states that potential impacts of the RMPA to Cali-

fornia red-legged frog are inadequately analyzed in the EIS, and that inadequate analy-

sis can lead to “extinction by a thousand cuts.” 

The comment is correct, that development in crucial habitat, or development that does 

not protect known populations, could inhibit recovery of California red-legged frog.  

Section 4.12.1 of the EIS identifies management actions adopted in the BLM’s 2007 

Record of Decision that will conserve California red-legged frog and its habitat: limit 

proposed new surface-disturbing activities within occupied or potential habitat for 

special status species (SSS-C2); mitigate or relocate activities that disturb, alter, or 

interrupt hydrologic or ecological processes that support special status species (SSS-C3); 

and protect ponds, wetlands, or riparian areas known to support or that could potentially 
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support California tiger salamander, red-legged frog, or California linderiella to main-

tain natural corridors between pools/wetlands and upland habitat so that continuous 

native plant coverage allows adequate movement of these species (SSS-COM3).  In 

combination, these management actions would serve to conserve occupied and suitable 

habitat for California red-legged frog breeding and upland activities, including hydro-

logic and ecological processes (e.g., habitat linkage). 

Regarding potential impacts to California red-legged frog, the comment is correct, that 

numerous amphibian species worldwide are in decline and that, as an amphibian, Cal-

ifornia red-legged frog is among these species in decline, though this does not affect 

the impacts analysis or mitigation in the EIS.  Potential impacts to wildlife, including 

California red-legged frog, are described in Sections 4.11 and 4.12 of the EIS, including 

potential water quality impacts.  Section 4.11 (Wildlife Habitat), describes the potential 

adverse effects of surface water or groundwater contamination on plants, fish, and wild-

life, as well as mitigation for those effects, in some detail (see Section 4.11.2).  This 

analysis and mitigation is applicable to potential contamination to California red-

legged frog habitat and no further analysis has been added.  Section 4.11.2 of the EIS 

properly discloses potential impacts of the RMPA to these species insofar as those 

impacts can be anticipated at this time, although the site-specific impacts must, by 

necessity, be addressed on a case by case basis for each future APD.  In addition, Sec-

tion 4.8 of the RMPA/EIS addresses surface water impacts, including an analysis of 

potential spills and sedimentation.  That section cites numerous protective measures 

that would be applicable to California red-legged frog habitat.  Additional BLM require-

ments for hydraulic fracturing and well stimulation activities are described in Section 

3.8.2, including measures for surface water protection, and setbacks from intermittent 

and perennial streams.  The RMPA includes extensive protective measures for surface 

waters, including measures that prevent or mitigate for spills or sedimentation.  These 

measures are applicable for California red-legged frog habitat and provide adequate 

protection for the species. 

Regarding compatibility with USFWS recovery goals for California red-legged frog, 

the Statewide Stipulations (Appendix C) specifies that “Surface disturbance will also 

be prohibited if the [USFWS Section 7] consultation concludes that the proposed action 

is inconsistent with the recovery needs of the listed species as identified in an approved 

USFWS Recovery Plan.  Although Recovery Plans are not requirements, BLM has 

voluntarily chosen to apply their recommendations through the land use plan, and these 

recommendations are reflected in this stipulation.”  Thus, BLM state policy necessitates 

that activities authorized under the RMPA would conform to USFWS recovery require-

ments.  This stipulation applies under any of the alternatives analyzed in the EIS.  This 

stipulation has been added under “assumptions” in EIS Section 4.12.1. 

B5-49 The comment addresses vernal pool fairy shrimp.  The comment cites a recovery goal 

of “80 percent of occurrences” for the species identified in the USFWS Recovery Plan 

for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of Northern California and southern Oregon, and states 

that conservation measures for specialized habitats are inadequate to ensure avoidance 

of impacts.  The comment indicates that the mitigation ratio of 5:1 would result in net 

loss of habitat and recommends more specific avoidance requirements and a 5 percent 
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“hard limit” for disturbance to occupied vernal pool habitat disturbance in the Planning 

Area. 

The comment is correct, that avoidance of specialized habitat such as vernal pools is 

not entirely prohibited, except where practical and feasible alternatives exist.  However, 

the BMPs and SOPs require biological surveys, including protocol surveys (see 

Response to Comment B5-40) where appropriate.  These surveys would identify any 

occupied vernal pool fairy shrimp that may be present.  In cases where no practical or 

feasible alternatives exist, the BMPs and SOPs require 5:1 compensation, as noted in 

the comment. 

The recommended 5 percent “hard limit” for habitat disturbance would exceed the 80 

percent habitat conservation goal identified in the recovery plan, whereas the 5:1 com-

pensation ratio is consistent with the goal.  The 5:1 ratio, in combination with the 

requirement for consistency with recovery needs (below), provides for suitable avoid-

ance and mitigation of potential vernal pool fairy shrimp impacts. 

Regarding compatibility with USFWS recovery goals for vernal pool fairy shrimp, the 

Statewide Stipulations (Appendix C) specifies that “Surface disturbance will also be 

prohibited if the [USFWS Section 7] consultation concludes that the proposed action 

is inconsistent with the recovery needs of the listed species as identified in an approved 

USFWS Recovery Plan.  Although Recovery Plans are not requirements, BLM has 

voluntarily chosen to apply their recommendations through the land use plan, and these 

recommendations are reflected in this stipulation.”  Thus, BLM state policy necessitates 

that activities authorized under the RMPA would conform to USFWS recovery require-

ments.  This stipulation applies under any of the alternatives analyzed in the EIS.  This 

stipulation has been added under “assumptions” in EIS Section 4.12.1. 

B5-50 The comment addresses Santa Lucia purple amole.  The comment notes that Santa 

Lucia purple amole is a listed species, with designated critical habitat, but no recovery 

plan.  It has been observed on undisturbed soils, including soils with cryptogamic 

crusts, and that soil disturbance may damage its habitat.  The comment states that the 

DEIS does not analyze potential impacts to Santa Lucia purple amole, and that it is 

unclear whether BLM has surveyed for the plant in the vicinity of the San Ardo Oil and 

Gas Field.  The comment requests field survey results for any such surveys.  The com-

ment notes the two places in EIS Section 3.12 where Santa Lucia purple amole is men-

tioned, and that field surveys would be required where it may be present.  The comment 

concludes that the EIS should include surveys for this plant, to “ensure that occupied 

habitat is precluded from being included in the lease or development areas.” 

The recommendation to include new (or prior) field surveys for Santa Lucia purple 

amole in the EIS is not adopted.  The EIS provides a suitable description of the plant’s 

geographic range and habitat characteristics for future evaluation on a case by case 

basis of its potential occurrence at any given site, and notes that surveys would be 

required where it could occur.  The BMPs and SOPs require biological surveys, includ-

ing protocol surveys (see Response to Comment B5-40) where appropriate.  These sur-

veys would identify any occupied Santa Lucia purple amole that may be present. 
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B5-51 The comment addresses Santa Lucia purple amole and other special-status plants.  The 

comment states that the EIS Environmental Consequences section provides no safe-

guards for rare plant populations, and that “listed plant populations usually would be 

avoided by development.”  The comment states that “This language is totally inade-

quate when coupled with the lack of surveys in the Planning Area,” and notes species 

characteristics of Santa Lucia purple amole that serve to define field survey scheduling.  

The comment recommends protocol field surveys for rare plants, according to CDFW 

and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) guidelines. 

The EIS includes the recommended requirement for surveys.  Appendix D specifies 

that “Surveys will comply with current BLM, USFWS, NMFS and CDFW protocols, 

to the extent consistent with federal law” (Section 1.4.1) and “The USFWS, NMFS and 

CDFW protocols will be employed to conduct special status species surveys” (Section 

1.4.4) (note that the CDFW and CNPS protocols are substantially similar).  Any field 

survey data collected by BLM or submitted to the BLM will be publicly available. 

B5-52 The comment addresses California condor.  The comment reviews the California 

condor’s conservation status, the threat caused by lead ammunition, and efforts to pre-

vent that threat.  The comment notes that oil and gas development could reduce 

foraging habitat availability and states that it could cause “a range contraction.”  The 

comment cites a variety of oil and gas related effects that may impact California condor, 

and recommends evaluation and mitigation of them.  The comment notes that Cali-

fornia condors have been “oiled” in oil fields. 

The comment is correct, that oil and gas development could reduce foraging habitat 

and could adversely affect California condors, including (but not limited to) the effect 

of oil adhering to them when they are active in oil fields.  The comment’s assertion that 

oil and gas development as analyzed in this EIS could cause “a range contraction” is 

overstated.  Condors currently coexist with oil and gas development in numerous areas 

in California (see comment B5-64) and there is no evidence that “range contraction” 

has occurred.  The maximum 206-acre surface disturbance contemplated in this RMPA 

(see Appendix B, Table 8) would not cause a “range contraction” and can be effectively 

mitigated through the compensation requirements identified in Section 4-12 and 

Appendix D. 

B5-53 The comment states that BMPs and SOPs identified for California condors are 

inadequate, citing several specific concerns: The comment asks what timing restric-

tions (seasonal or time of day) may apply for activities, and what impacts such restric-

tions would reduce; the comment recommends that a designated “representative” for 

compliance should be a BLM employee rather than a private contractor; it notes that 

contact with a California condor can only be authorized through an incidental take per-

mit; it recommends stricter requirements regarding spills; requests a definition of 

“walking beam”; recommends landing deterrents on all pumping unit surfaces; states 

that federal ESA incidental take permit and CDFW approval would be required for 

active deterrence (i.e., “hazing”); and recommends locating power lines underground 

or encasing them in insulated tree wire for visibility. 

By necessity, site-specific timing restrictions would be made on a case by case basis, 

dependent on the potential for California condor seasonal or diurnal activity in the 
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vicinity of any given site.  Activity restrictions, where appropriate, may reduce the 

likelihood of human/condor encounters, or the likelihood of a condor landing on 

working equipment.  Section 4.12 has been revised to include this clarification.  Further 

detail may be found in Appendix D (BMPs and SOPs). 

Regarding the compliance representative, the BMPs and SOPs specify that the repre-

sentative will be designated by the operator, and will responsible for overseeing com-

pliance with the California Condor Protection Measures.  This requirement provides 

adequate protection for BLM’s compliance verification. 

Regarding contact with condors, the comment is correct, that contact with a California 

condor can only be authorized through consultation with the USFWS, and that close 

coordination with CDFW would also be important if any contact were anticipated. 

Regarding spills of hazardous materials, including oil, Section 4.8 of the RMPA/EIS 

includes an analysis of potential spills.  That section cites numerous applicable protec-

tive measures.  Additional BLM requirements for hydraulic fracturing and well stimu-

lation activities are described in Section 3.8.2.  These measures provide adequate pro-

tection for California condor. 

Regarding landing deterrents, a “walking beam” (or “working beam”) is an oscillating 

lever that pivots to produce reciprocating motion (e.g., the oscillating beam of an oil 

pump).  Landing deterrents on walking beams would minimize potential injury from 

landing on moving equipment.  Deterrents would be unnecessary for any stationary 

portions of the structures that would not pose a threat to condors.  To the extent that 

deterrence activities cited in the comment could result in take, the comment is correct, 

that incidental take permits would be required.  However, many activities, potentially 

including deterrence activities, could cause minimal effects to the listed species, not 

rising to the “take” threshold, and therefore would not necessitate take authorization. 

Regarding power lines; in cases where USFWS consultation for potential take may be 

required, the USFWS may recommend additional measures beyond those stated in the 

BMPs and SOPs.  In the event that USFWS recommends locating power lines under-

ground or encasing them in insulated tree wire for visibility.  The BLM will consult as 

needed with USFWS and implement recommendations in accordance with the consul-

tation (see Appendix C, Statewide Stipulations). 

B5-59 The commenter’s opposition to mitigation proposed in Section 4.3 (Geology) within 

the Draft RMPA/EIS is noted.  It should be noted that proposed Mitigation Measures 

GEO-1 through GEO-3 require a project applicant to submit documentation and per-

form mitigation requirements to BLM’s satisfaction, which ensures BLM involvement 

throughout the monitoring process and life of any potential future lease. 

Furthermore, BLM has a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with DOGGR, in 

which the two agencies lay out their respective roles for regulating oilfield operations 

on BLM lands.  Please refer to Response to Comment A2-4 regarding the MOU, Gen-

eral Response GR-4 regarding water supply and contamination, and GR-5 regarding 

induced seismicity. 
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B5-60 Please refer to Response to Comment B5-1 regarding topics contained within this com-

ment and the four specific items requested by the commenter. 

B5-61 The comment provides an image of ozone nonattainment areas within the area of 

CCFO.  This information is described and summarized in Table 3.5 1, Table 3.5 2, and 

Table 3.5 3 in Section 3.5 (Air Quality and Atmospheric Conditions) of the RMPA/EIS. 

B5-62 The comment includes several maps overlaying biological resources including desig-

nated critical habitat, species occurrences, San Joaquin kit fox recovery areas over 

“high potential” and “moderate, low, or no potential” oil and gas potential lands. 

The maps illustrate potential areas where future oil and gas activities could conflict 

with biological resource conservation.  Potential impacts to the resources identified on 

the maps are addressed in Sections 4.10 (Biological Resources – Vegetation), 4.11 

(Biological Resources – Wildlife Habitat), and 4.12 (Biological Resources – Special 

Status Species) of the RMPA/EIS.  The BMPs and SOPs identified in those sections 

would serve to avoid or mitigate potential impacts that may result from implementing 

the RMPA. 

B5-63 The map provided by the commenter, which shows lakes, rivers and streams within the 

Central Coast Field Office Planning Area, has been considered in Response to Com-

ment B5-34. 

B5-64 The comment includes photographs of California condors; in one photo, a condor 

appears to have oil on its number tag (and presumably on its feathers); the other photo 

documents several condors on an oil pump. 

The RMPA’s potential impacts to California condor, as well as measures to avoid or 

mitigate impacts, are addressed in the EIS, as described in more detail in Response to 

Comments B5-52 and B5-53 (above). 

B5-65 The comment provides a “Review of Impacts of Fracking and Other Unconventional 

Oil and Gas Extraction on Wildlife.”  The review includes numerous individual items 

with supporting references.  The commenter notes that unconventional oil and gas 

development can impact wildlife and ecosystems through habitat loss, fragmentation, 

and degradation; harm from wastewater; mortality, lower reproductive success, and 

negative health effects; and declines in density and abundance. 

Comment B5-65 includes individual items listed below.  Each item has one or more 

supporting references, as cited in the original comment letter.  Unless stated otherwise, 

the information in each reference cited in the comment has been considered.  The ref-

erences include information from studies and reports in areas other than California, 

including Pennsylvania, Wyoming, Colorado, Montana, New Mexico, West Virginia, 

Louisiana, New York, Ohio, Arkansas, Texas, and Alberta, Canada.  Some references 

involve certain species or types of wildlife (e.g., songbirds) and specific habitat types.  

Although conditions and well stimulation activities may differ in other areas and the 

same species or habitats may not be found in California, the underlying concepts (e.g., 

habitat fragmentation, surface water contamination, noise impacts, etc.) are applicable 

to wildlife and habitats in California and have been considered.  Many of the individual 

comments refer to the same themes; explanations for each theme are provided below 
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(themes are underlined for identification) and cited under each individual item.  The 

individual comments included in Comment B5-65 are organized using the Roman 

numerals and bullets in the original comment. 

Habitat fragmentation and edge effects.  Habitat fragmentation, edge effects, and poten-

tial shifts in wildlife species composition resulting from fragmentation are addressed 

in Section 4.11.2 of the EIS.  BMPs and SOPs identified in Appendix D include mini-

mization of impacts to native vegetation and habitat compensation for temporary and 

permanent habitat impacts.  In addition, BMPs and SOPs require facility design to 

impact and fragment the least acreage practicable (see 1.8.1 and 1.6.2). 

Wildlife avoidance of otherwise suitable habitat.  Wildlife avoidance of otherwise suit-

able habitat due to noise and disturbance associated with project activities is described 

in Section 4.11.2. 

Wildlife physiological stress and disruption of behavior.  Physiological stress associ-

ated with project activities is described in Section 4.11.2. 

Wildlife abundance.  Potential shift in biological diversity and local declines in some 

fish and wildlife populations are identified as potential impacts in Section 4.11.2. 

Toxicity.  Potential toxicity impacts to plants and animals are addressed in Section 

4.11.2. 

Wildlife access to fluids.  Spill prevention and hazardous materials handling are 

addressed in Section 4.8. 

Spill Contingency Plan.  Potential spills and spill contingency planning is addressed in 

Section 4.8. 

Storage and management of fluids.  Spill prevention and hazardous materials handling 

are addressed in Section 4.8. 

Surface water contamination.  Surface water, including prevention of potential siltation 

or contamination, is addressed in Section 4.8. 

Water availability.  Groundwater and surface water availability are addressed in EIS 

Section 4.7 (Groundwater) and 4.8 (Surface Water). 

Air quality.  Air quality impacts are addressed in Section 4.5.  Section 4.11 states that 

air quality impacts affect plants and wildlife. 

B5-66 The commenter provides a “Review of Impacts of Oil and Gas Exploration and Devel-

opment on Wildlife in California.”  The review includes a number of individual items 

with supporting references.  The commenter notes that oil and gas development can 

impact wildlife and ecosystems through habitat loss, fragmentation, and degradation; 

harm from oil and wastewater spills and releases, chemical runoff, and microtrash; and 

increased vehicle traffic resulting in mortality, lower reproductive success, and popu-

lation declines.  Affected species include the federally listed San Joaquin kit fox, Cali-

fornia condor, and giant kangaroo rat. 
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Comment B5-66 includes a number of individual items, listed below.  Each item has 

one or more supporting references, as cited in the original comment letter.  Unless 

stated other-wise, the information in each reference cited in the comment has been con-

sidered.  The references include information from studies and reports in California, and 

address certain species (San Joaquin kit fox, California condor, and kangaroo rat), types 

of wildlife (fish and mussels), or habitats (vernal pools and saltbush scrub).  Although 

conditions and well stimulation activities may differ from place to place within Cali-

fornia and the same species or habitats may not be found in different parts of California, 

the underlying concepts (e.g., habitat fragmentation, surface water contamination, 

noise impacts, etc.) are applicable to wildlife and habitats in California and have there-

fore been considered. 

Many of the individual items refer to the same components; explanations for each of 

these are provided in Response to Comment B5-65 (underlined for identification) and 

cited under each individual item.  The individual items included in Response to Com-

ment B5-66 are organized according to the numbered list in the original comment. 

Species 

1. San Joaquin Kit Fox.  Please refer to habitat fragmentation and edge effects; wild-

life avoidance of otherwise suitable habitat; wildlife physiological stress and dis-

ruption of behavior; wildlife abundance; wildlife access to fluids; storage and man-

agement of fluids; surface water contamination; and air quality in Response to 

Comment B5-65. 

2. California Condor.  Please refer to wildlife physiological stress and disruption of 

behavior; wildlife access to fluids; storage and management of fluids; Spill Contin-

gency Plan, and surface water contamination in Response to Comment B5-65. 

3. Kangaroo Rat.  Please refer to storage and management of fluids; Spill Contin-

gency Plan, and surface water contamination in Response to Comment B5-65. 

4. Fish and Mussels.  Please refer to toxicity and surface water contamination in 

Response to Comment B5-65. 

Ecosystems 

1. Vernal Pools.  Please refer to habitat fragmentation and edge effects; storage and 

management of fluids; Spill Contingency Plan; and surface water contamination in 

Response to Comment B5-65. 

2. Saltbrush Scrub Habitat.  Please refer to habitat fragmentation and edge effects; 

wildlife avoidance of otherwise suitable habitat; wildlife physiological stress and 

disruption of behavior; and wildlife abundance in Response to Comment B5-65. 

Responses to Comment Set B6 – Natural Resources Defense Council 

B6-1 Please refer to General Response GR-3 regarding the development and use of the 2015 

RFD Scenario within the RMPA/EIS.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regard-

ing a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing alternative within the RMPA/EIS.  Please 

note the Final EIS for the RMPA is available for public review and comment. 
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B6-2 The commenter’s opposition to the five alternatives considered in the Draft RMPA/EIS 

and support for the Ban Well Stimulation Technologies alternative are noted.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation 

Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative 

were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

B6-3 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding the status of local measures pro-

hibiting well stimulation treatments within the Planning Area, how these measures 

were considered in the development of alternatives and whether they have been found 

to warrant any modifications to the preferred alternative. 

Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimu-

lation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alter-

native were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

B6-4 Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimu-

lation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alter-

native were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS.  Please refer 

to General Response GR-3 regarding the development and use of the 2015 RFD Sce-

nario within the RMPA/EIS, which included thorough consideration of the CCST’s 

2014 report on well stimulation technologies, which was prepared for BLM to provide 

information to be used for “future planning, leasing, development decisions regarding 

oil and gas issues on the Federal mineral estate in California.” 

Responses to Comment Set B7 – North Coast Rivers Alliance 

B7-1 The commenter’s opposition to the five alternatives considered in the Draft RMPA/EIS 

and support for the Ban Well Stimulation Technologies alternative are noted. 

B7-2 Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimu-

lation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alter-

native were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

B7-3 Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimu-

lation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alter-

native were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

B7-4 The comment states that level of development activity considered in the EIS may be 

understated by the RFD Scenario and that nothing would prevent BLM from issuing 

leases that allow additional wells or ground disturbance above the level described in 

the RFD Scenario.  Please refer to General Response GR-3 regarding the development 

and use of the 2015 RFD Scenario within the RMPA/EIS. 

B7-5 The comment states that National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) was not mentioned 

(along with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) regarding Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

consultation, although the NMFS is responsible for ESA consultations for coho salmon 

and steelhead trout.  Further, the comment states that potential impacts of surface water 

contamination to steelhead critical habitat are not addressed in the Environmental Con-

sequences section.  The comment concludes that, by deferring any analysis of the 

potential impacts of oil and gas leasing on coho and steelhead to each individual leasing 
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decision, the DEIS fails to fairly disclose the impacts of the RMP Amendment itself, 

including its cumulative effects. 

The comment is correct, that NMFS is responsible for administering the ESA for the 

fish species mentioned.  Appendix D of the EIS states that “NMFS will be consulted 

on all projects occurring in or near steelhead critical habitat…”.  There is no coho 

salmon critical habitat within the RMP area.  Regarding potential effects of contami-

nation to steelhead trout critical habitat, Section 4.12, addressing this and other special-

status species, notes that “other potential impacts to special status species would be 

similar to those discussed in Sections 4.10 and 4.11.”  Section 4.11 (Wildlife Habitat), 

in turn, describes the potential adverse effects of surface water or groundwater contam-

ination on plants, fish, and wildlife, as well as mitigation for those effects, in some 

detail (see 4.11.2).  This analysis and mitigation is applicable to potential contamination 

to steelhead habitat and no further analysis has been added.  Section 4.11.2 of the EIS 

properly discloses potential impacts of the RMPA to these species insofar as those 

impacts can be anticipated at this time, although the site-specific impacts must, by 

necessity, be addressed on a case by case basis for each future APD. 

B7-6 Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimu-

lation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alter-

native were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set B8 – The Nature Conservancy 

B8-1 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed open lease areas within Alternative C 

(which include one-half of the Panoche/Coalinga ACEC) and Alternative D (which 

include the Ciervo-Panoche Natural Area) considered in the Draft RMPA/EIS are 

noted.  Please refer to Responses to Comments B8-2 through B8-19, which address the 

commenter’s detailed comments on the Draft RMPA/EIS, including those related to 

compensatory mitigation, landscape-scale planning, leasing and production projec-

tions, groundwater, and compliance with SB 4. 

B8-2 The commenter explains the importance of landscape-scale planning and lays out its 

mitigation hierarchy that should be employed for the Central Coast Field Office 

(CCFO) Planning Area.  Section 1.2.2 (Planning Approach) of the RMPA/EIS explains 

that oil and gas leasing and development on Federal mineral estate requires multiple 

stages of BLM environmental analysis and authorization.  Environmental review under 

NEPA is required at each phase.  Therefore, future projects would conduct specific 

project-level assessments under NEPA analyzing potential impacts to habitat and spe-

cies, as well as providing any mitigation to reduce or eliminate adverse effects to these 

resources.  As all future NEPA analyses would occur with the CCFO acting as NEPA 

lead agency, all future lease applications can be viewed by the CCFO for connectivity 

at a regional (landscape) level to balance development and conservation. 

B8-3 The commenter’s support of Draft RMPA/EIS Alternative B and request to include 

additional closure areas within Alternatives C are noted. 

As discussed in Section 1.6 (Related Federal) of the RMPA/EIS, the Federal Land Pol-

icy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 establishes the authority and provides 
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guidance for how public lands are to be managed by the BLM.  It defines BLM’s mis-

sion to manage public lands on the basis of multiple use and sustained yield.  BLM has 

a responsibility under the FLPMA to act as a steward for the development, conserva-

tion, and protection of Federal lands, by implementing multiple use principles and 

recognizing, among other values, the Nation’s need for domestic sources of minerals 

from the public lands. 

Therefore, Section 2 (Alternatives) of the RMPA/EIS describes the range of develop-

ment and management use, and resource protections to address the scoping issues that 

are distinguished by the type and degree of constraints described as allowable uses.  

See Responses to Comments B5-40 and D4-2, as well as B8-4 and B8-5. 

B8-4 The commenter’s recommendation to close the Ciervo-Panoche Natural Area under all 

alternatives is noted.  As mentioned, the Ciervo-Panoche Natural Area would be closed 

under Alternative D.   

Please see Responses to Comments B8-2 and B8-3. 

B8-5 The commenter’s recommendation to close threatened and endangered (T&E) species 

critical habitat is noted.  Likewise the commenter is opposed to opening T&E critical 

habitation subject to NSO stipulations, which is proposed under Alternative C, and rec-

ommends complete closure.  Please see Responses to Comments B8-2 and B8-3. 

B8-6 Please refer to Response to Comment B8-2 regarding the relationship between BLM’s 

regional and project-specific planning and lease approvals. 

B8-7 The commenter opposes the proposed open lease areas of the Panoche/Coalinga ACEC 

under Alternative C.  The commenter’s request for closure or at a minimum NSO stip-

ulations on the open half of the Panoche/Coalinga ACEC is noted.  Please see Response 

to Comment and B8-3. 

B8-8 The comment addresses compensation as a means of mitigating habitat impacts.  The 

comment states that requirements for compensatory mitigation are unclear for the 

Central Coast portions of the Planning Area.  The comment recommends specifying 

similar criteria to the CCFO region.  The comment recognizes the value of mitigation 

through avoidance and minimization as identified in the RMPA, but states that two 

aspects of compensatory mitigation are not addressed: (1) to facilitate investment in 

key priority areas for conservation, and (2) ensure transparency and consistency in 

compensation requirements.  The comment includes a footnote quoting compensation 

language from the document, noting that it apparently originated from the Hollister 

RMP.  The comment closes by recommending: (1) standards for compensation includ-

ing ratios, locations of offset habitat, and in-lieu conditions; (2) developing compensa-

tion mitigation requirements throughout the Planning Area comparable to those 

adopted in the San Joaquin Valley; and (3) a requirement to develop a regional mitiga-

tion planning process for the Central Coast Planning Area. 

Compensation requirements specified for the San Joaquin Valley are based on the 

Record of Decision and Approved Resource Management Plan for the Bakersfield 
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Field Office (BLM, 2014).5  This clarification has been added in Section 4.12.1 of the 

Final EIS.  The comment is correct, that the remainder of the compensation require-

ments are consistent with the Hollister RMP.  The recommendations identified in the 

comment would serve to facilitate and implement regional habitat conservation plan-

ning in the CCFO Planning Area.  However, the biological resources effects that may 

result from the maximum 206-acre surface disturbance contemplated in the RFD Sce-

nario of this RMPA (see Appendix B, Table 8) can be effectively mitigated through the 

compensation requirements identified in Section 4-12 and Appendix D. 

B8-9 The comment requests a wider range of development activity for consideration in the 

RMPA/EIS.  Please refer to General Response GR-3 regarding the development and 

use of the 2015 RFD Scenario within the RMPA/EIS. 

B8-10 The commenter expresses concerns about the quantity of groundwater required for well 

stimulation.  As stated by the commenter and described in Section 4.7.2 of the Draft 

RMPA/EIS, groundwater use for the RFD scenario would range from 29 to 1,110 AFY 

over a time period of 15 to 20 years.  As stated in the text, “[w]hether any impacts to 

groundwater quantity could occur would depend on site-specific conditions that cannot 

be quantified at this time.”  In addition, mitigation measures were specifically designed 

to mitigate any groundwater use in critically overdrafted groundwater basins.  Please 

see General Response GR-4 for additional information on the groundwater quantity 

mitigation measures.  The DOGGR regulations and the mitigation measures provided 

in the DOGGR Final EIR (DOC, 2015) mitigate potential impacts to groundwater 

quantity from well stimulation treatments. 

B8-11 The commenter questions the reasonableness of assuming a maximum of 37 wells over 

the 20-year planning horizon.  Please see General Response GR-3 (Development of the 

Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario).  Additionally, DOGGR Final EIR 

mitigation measures limit the ability for over-use of groundwater resources, particu-

larly in critically overdrafted basins.  Please see General Response GR-4 (Water Supply 

and Contamination) for additional information on the groundwater quantity mitigation 

measures. 

B8-12 Potential impacts of groundwater withdrawals are described in Section 4.7.2.  Com-

pared to the resources present in any of the groundwater basins within the CCFO Plan-

ning Area, the anticipated volume of groundwater usage is small and would not likely 

result in any discernable surface water impact, and thus no discernible impact to eco-

logical resources. 

B8-13 The commenter states that transfer of interests in federal land that will use groundwater 

should be similar to the requirements of BLM’s Desert Renewable Conservation Plan 

(DRECP).  Please see Response to Comment B8-16.  In addition, as described in Sec-

tion 1.2.2 (Planning Approach) and in Response to Comment B8-2, oil and gas leasing 

and development on Federal mineral estate requires multiple stages of BLM environ-

mental analysis and authorization.  This is just the planning stage; environmental 

                                                           
5  BLM (U.S. Bureau of Land Management). 2014. Bakersfield Field Office. Record of Decision. December. BLM/

CA/PL-2015/005+1220+1617. [online]: https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-office/projects/lup/70273/92254/111143/

Bakersfield_ROD-ARMP.pdf.  

https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-office/projects/lup/70273/92254/111143/Bakersfield_ROD-ARMP.pdf
https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-office/projects/lup/70273/92254/111143/Bakersfield_ROD-ARMP.pdf
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review under NEPA is required at each phase and additional mitigation measures may 

be necessary in the future.  Please see General Response GR-4 for additional informa-

tion on the groundwater quantity mitigation measures. 

B8-14 The commenter states that the RMPA/EIS and ROD should require best management 

practices to minimize groundwater use.  Any well stimulation treatment conducted 

within the CCFO Planning Area must adhere to the DOGGR regulations and the miti-

gation measures provided in the DOGGR Final EIR.  Mitigation measure GW-1a (Use 

Alternative Water Sources) in the DOGGR Final EIR requires that the “applicant use 

recycled, saline, produced water, or other water sources that do not (a) result in a net 

increase in groundwater withdrawal from a critically impacted basin or subbasin or (b) 

in other groundwater subbasins, sources that do not cause or materially contribute to 

overdraft conditions.”  The mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR along with 

the DOGGR regulations mitigate potential impacts to groundwater quantity from well 

stimulation treatments.  Please also see General Response GR-4. 

B8-15 The commenter states that the RMPA/EIS must provide site-by-site groundwater with-

drawal requirements and sources other than groundwater.  Please see Response to Com-

ment B5-35 describing Mitigation Measures GW-1a and GW-1b from the DOGGR 

Final EIR.  Mitigation Measure GW-1a requires the use of alternative water sources.  

Mitigation Measure GW-1b requires an independent review by a Certified 

Hydrogeologist that evaluates the potential for any proposed use of groundwater to 

cause or substantially contribute to an “undesirable result.”  These mitigation measures 

along with the DOGGR regulations mitigate potential impacts to groundwater quantity 

from well stimulation treatments. 

In addition, as described in Section 1.2.2 (Planning Approach) and in Response to 

Comment A3-23, oil and gas leasing and development on Federal mineral estate 

requires multiple stages of BLM environmental analysis and authorization.  This is just 

the planning stage; environmental review under NEPA is required at each phase and 

additional mitigation measures may be necessary in the future. 

B8-16 The commenter states that BLM must require oil and gas development to meet the 

modeling, monitoring, and compensatory mitigation requirements detailed in the 

DRECP’s Conservation Management Actions for groundwater withdrawal. 

The purpose of this RMPA/EIS is to establish lands open or closed to leasing and to 

specify stipulations necessary to protect resources.  General Response GR-4 provides 

information on mitigation measures related to groundwater quantity that would limit 

groundwater use, particularly in critically overdrafted basins. 

B8-17 The commenter’s support of Draft RMPA/EIS incorporating requirements of SB 4 for 

well stimulation practices is noted.  See Responses to Comments A2-4 and A2-5, which 

discuss the roles of BLM and DOGGR and specify that that oil and gas operators must 

comply with both Federal and State statutes and regulations. 

B8-18  Appendix E provides a copy of the Scoping Report for the RMPA/EIS.  All comments 

received during the scoping period were carefully considered during preparation of the 

RMPA/EIS. 



Central Coast Oil and Gas Leasing and Development 
Appendix I. Comments and Responses to Comments 

May 2019 I-437 Proposed RMPA/Final EIS 

B8-19 The commenter includes text from the DRECP’s Conservation Management Actions.  

Please see Response to Comment B8-16. 

Responses to Comment Set B9 – Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom 

B9-1 The commenter’s description of the oil and gas industry and opposition to Alterna-

tives A, B, C, D and E are noted.  Refer to General Response GR-2 regarding halting 

oil and gas leasing and development on BLM-administered lands. 

B9-2 The commenter expresses concerns on several topics.  These topics and the responses 

are provided below.  Also see General Response GR-4 for a summary of mitigation 

measures to minimize impacts on groundwater resources. 

Groundwater Basins.  The commenter states that the areas BLM is offering for lease 

are in medium or high priority groundwater basins, adding to the groundwater burdens 

caused by the recent drought.  As discussed in Section 3.7.3 (Regional Setting) and 

summarized on Table 3.7-2, there are 20 groundwater basins and subbasins that contain 

Federal mineral estate within the CCFO Planning Area.  Based on the Statewide 

Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) program, 10 of these groundwater 

basins and subbasins are medium or high priority and ten are low and very low priority.  

The DOGGR Final EIR (DOC, 2015) contains Mitigation Measure GW-1b: Minimize 

Groundwater Impacts.  This mitigation measure requires DOGGR to ensure that 

groundwater use for well stimulation treatments not contribute to “undesirable results,” 

including lowering water levels, reducing groundwater storage, degrading water 

quality, causing inelastic land subsidence, and depletion of interconnected surface 

water.  The mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR and the DOGGR regulations 

mitigate potential impacts to groundwater quantity from well stimulation treatments.  

See Responses to Comments A2-4 and A2-5, which discuss the roles of BLM and 

DOGGR and specify that that oil and gas operators must comply with both Federal and 

State statutes and regulations. 

Water Misuse, Contamination and Waste.  The commenter states that BLM has no way 

of regulating well stimulation or enhanced oil recovery methods, oil drilling is 

depleting groundwater resources, and hydraulic fracturing wastes and contaminates 

water.  Well stimulation treatments in the State of California are regulated by DOGGR.  

The mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR and the DOGGR regulations miti-

gate potential impacts to groundwater quantity and quality from well stimulation treat-

ments.  Please see General Response GR-4. 

Water Reclamation.  The commenter states that the oil and gas industry does not 

reclaim water and indicates that wastewater is disposed of in deep wells and sumps that 

allow leaching into soil and groundwater.  DOGGR regulations protect against ground-

water quality impacts from the disposal of fluids from well stimulation treatments.  As 

discussed in Section 4.7.2 (Impacts Common to All Alternatives), in California, most 

of the disposal of flowback fluids occurs in Class II injection wells that inject fluids 

back into the hydrocarbon zone for enhanced oil recovery.  As discussed in Section 

3.7.2 (Regulatory Framework), injection into an aquifer may only occur if the aquifer 

is deemed “exempt” by the US EPA.  Aquifer exemption must meet the criteria set 

forth in 40 CFR 146.4, discussed in Section 3.7.2 (Regulatory Framework) of the 
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RMPA/EIS.  In addition, Mitigation Measure GW-6a of the DOGGR Final EIR 

requires wastewater disposal wells to inject only into exempted aquifers.  Section 1786 

of the DOGGR regulations prohibits the disposal of flowback water to sumps or pits in 

California. 

B9-3 The commenter expresses concern about the potential impacts of the oil and gas 

industry disposal methods on groundwater quality.  Please see the “Water Reclama-

tion” heading of Response to Comment B9-2.  DOGGR regulations and mitigation 

measures in the DOGGR Final EIR protect against groundwater quality impacts from 

the disposal of fluids from well stimulation treatments. 

B9-4 The commenter expresses concern about land subsidence due to groundwater overuse 

in the oil and gas industry.  The DOGGR Final EIR contains Mitigation Measure 

GW-1b: Minimize Groundwater Impacts.  This mitigation measure requires DOGGR 

to ensure that groundwater use for well stimulation treatments does not contribute to 

“undesirable results,” including causing inelastic land subsidence that interferes with 

surface land uses.  The mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR and the DOGGR 

regulations mitigate potential impacts to groundwater quantity from well stimulation 

treatments. 

B9-5 The commenter expresses concerns about drilling-triggered earthquakes attributed to 

injections of wastewater.  Please see General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity). 

B9-6 The comment notes the likelihood of oil and gas development causing increased 

methane emissions, and methane has a higher global warming potential than carbon 

dioxide.  Methane is included in the overall total carbon dioxide-equivalent emissions 

estimate for each typical active well, as summarized in RMPA/EIS Table 4.6-2 in Sec-

tion 4.6 (Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions). 

B9-7 The commenters opposition to oil and gas leases on public lands is noted.  Please refer 

to General Response GR-1 regarding the status of local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area and GR-2 for a discussion about alterna-

tives that would halt oil and gas leasing on BLM-administered lands. 

The commenter’s support for the development of renewable energy projects on BLM-

administered land is noted.  Refer to General Response GR-6 regarding the develop-

ment of renewable energy facilities on BLM-administered lands. 

Responses to Comment Set B10 – Center for Biological Diversity 

B10-1 The commenter focuses on the emissions estimates for the air quality and GHG 

analyses in the EIS, which appear on spreadsheets in the Air Quality Technical Support 

Document (TSD) and in the administrative record.  The Air Quality TSD appears as 

Appendix K of this Proposed RMPA/Final EIS. The comment introduces a request for 

additional information to verify the estimates and asserts that additional GHG emis-

sions would be generated during production.  The following responses in this Comment 

Set B10 address each concern separately. 

B10-2 The commenter addresses spreadsheets for criteria air pollutants and GHG emissions 

estimates provided in the Air Quality TSD and in the administrative record.  The EIS 
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includes a generalized emissions inventory for the RFD Scenario for the purpose of 

considering whether potential adverse impacts would occur.  The production phase cri-

teria air pollutant emissions factors are from the ARB Almanac Emission Projection 

Data (Published in 2013) for these oil and gas related source categories in the Monterey 

Bay air district, as they appear in the statewide inventory, divided by 1,030 wells that 

were estimated to be active across the jurisdiction of the air district.  This ensures that 

combustion from enhanced oil recovery is considered, as it occurs in the inventory. 

Because the ARB almanac and statewide criteria pollutant inventory do not include 

GHG, the development phase GHG emissions are based on the typical equipment and 

fleetwide averages, within the California Air Resources Board “OFFROAD” model of 

2011 and the “EMFAC2014” model.  The production phase GHG emissions are esti-

mated as 500 MT per well per year, as substantiated by the typical per well emission 

rate across the Monterey Bay air district jurisdiction, from the ARB survey results.  The 

comment indicates that the emissions inventory should make clear what specific equip-

ment and devices would be used as necessary to derive each emissions calculation.  

This would require forecasting various activities that are not defined within this 

planning effort, such as fugitive emissions from specific components and vents, 

combustion emissions from unknown enhanced oil recovery devices, or other site-

specific well drilling or treatment activities.  The equipment and devices in use, and 

thus emissions, will vary widely depending on the nature of each site-specific proposal.  

For this reason, the BLM would confirm emissions and the potential for adverse effects 

for site-specific project development proposals at the leasing or APD phase. 

B10-3 The comment is concerned with well stimulation activities and indicates that using well 

stimulation technologies on any or all of the wells in the RFD Scenario could result in 

greater levels of emissions than shown in the generalized emissions inventory.  The 

level of activities for well stimulation are representative to the extent that such activities 

are foreseeable in the Planning Area.  However, as with other assumptions in the 

generalized emissions inventory, these activities could warrant further analysis at the 

leasing or APD phase.  The commenter’s opposition to the 2015 RFD Scenario is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-3 regarding the development and use of the 2015 

RFD Scenario within the RMPA/EIS.  Please refer to Responses to Comments A3-6 to 

A3-18 regarding the implementation of the MOU identified by this comment, and 

BLM’s level of air quality analysis for this planning effort.  The cited references are 

shown and listed in the Air Quality Technical Support Document (BLM, 2019).6  The 

BLM would confirm general conformity requirements for site-specific project devel-

opment proposals at the leasing or APD phase. 

B10-4 The comment points to the different methods of quantifying GHG from the various 

stages of development and production, which are treated as directly emitted GHG, and 

shown in EIS Tables 4.6-1 and 4.6-2.  The comment notes that the spreadsheet in the 

administrative record also includes an estimate of production plus transport GHG emis-

sions, which adds the step of carrying the produced volume of crude to an existing 

                                                           
6  BLM (Bureau of Land Management). 2019. Bureau of Land Management Central Coast Field Office Resource 

Management Plan Amendment, Technical Support Document, Air Quality. Prepared by: National Operations 

Center, California State Office, Bakersfield Field Office and Central Coast Field Office. January. 
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transmission pipeline network for transportation to refineries.  The basis for all GHG 

emissions estimates in the EIS, and an estimate of production plus transport GHG emis-

sions, appear in the Air Quality TSD and in the administrative record.  The estimate of 

GHG from transport to refiners (34,670 MT) can be found by subtracting the produc-

tion phase (19,084 MT) from the value for production plus transport (53,754 MT).  

Although the data sources are from different agencies and authorities, they provide a 

verifiable basis for the quantities estimated throughout the GHG analysis. 

Responses to Comment Set C1 – California Independent Petroleum Association 

C1-1 The commenter is opposed to proposed surface restrictions on oil and gas operations 

on split-estate land and would like BLM to ensure surface rights are not jeopardized. 

As discussed in Section 1.6 (Related Federal) of the RMPA/EIS, the Federal Land Pol-

icy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 establishes the authority and provides 

guidance for how public lands are to be managed by the BLM.  It defines BLM’s mis-

sion to manage public lands on the basis of multiple use and sustained yield.  BLM has 

a responsibility under the FLPMA to act as a steward for the development, conserva-

tion, and protection of Federal lands, by implementing multiple use principles and 

recognizing, among other values, the Nation’s need for domestic sources of minerals 

from the public lands. 

Therefore, Section 2 (Alternatives) of the RMPA/EIS describes the range of develop-

ment and management use, and resource protections to address the scoping issues that 

are distinguished by the type and degree of constraints described as allowable uses.  Of 

the six alternatives under consideration, only Alternative D, which is described in Sec-

tion 2.9 (Alternative D) of the RMPA/EIS, would close all split estate public lands to 

mineral leasing.  Therefore, the commenter’s opposition to Alternative D is noted. 

Additionally, Alternative C would require NSO stipulations for special status split 

estate lands (e.g., state parks, county parks, conservation easements, land trusts, and 

scenic designations).  Note that BLM selected Alternative C as the Preferred 

Alternative in the Draft RMPA/EIS (40 CFR Part 1502.14 (e)).  The BLM considered 

current BLM policy and all substantive comments received in preparation of this 

Proposed RMPA and Final EIS, in which BLM has selected Alternative F as the 

Preferred Alternative. 

As described in Section 2.1 (Introduction) of the RMPA/EIS, this is not a final agency 

decision, but instead an indication of the agency’s preliminary preference.  BLM will 

consider and resolve protests submitted on the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS and will 

prepare the Approved RMPA and Record of Decision (ROD).  The ROD will contain 

the decisions that will guide future management of energy and minerals administered 

by the Central Coast Field Office.  See Response to Comment C3-2 regarding concerns 

about NSO stipulations. 

C1-2 The commenter believes that existing regulations are sufficient to protect federal lands 

in California and new regulations are not necessary.  The purpose of the RMPA is not 

to develop new environmental regulations.  Section 1.6 (Related Federal, State, and 

Local Laws and Plans) and Section 1.5.1 (Relationship to BLM Policies, Plans, and 
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Programs) of the RMPA/EIS describe the broad range of existing Federal (including 

BLM), State and local laws that guide development of the RMPA.  RMPA planning 

effort is to provide a collaborative community based planning approach to update the 

existing management decisions and resource allocations for oil and gas leases by 

addressing new data, changing resource conditions, and changes in the use of public 

land that have occurred since the 2007 Hollister Field Office RMP was completed (see 

Draft RMPA/EIS Section 1.7, Overall Vision). 

The RMPA under consideration herein identifies areas as open or closed to fluid min-

eral leasing and specify appropriate stipulations for those areas identified as open.  At 

a later time, the environmental review for leasing parcels will identify which parcels 

should be offered for leasing and the conditions under which leasing and eventual 

development should occur.  Finally, the environmental review for the development of 

leased parcels (including well stimulation techniques) is a site-specific analysis of 

potential impacts from the proposed project and includes specific conditions of 

approval to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to sensitive resources. 

Responses to Comment Set C2 – Chevron 

C2-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative C and concerns about proposed surface 

restrictions are noted.  See Response to Comments C1-1 and C3-2 regarding concerns 

about closure of split estate lands, NSO stipulations, and the range of alternatives con-

sidered, including a new Alternative F. 

Responses to Comment Set C3 – Western States Petroleum Association 

C3-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative C and Alternative A, in that order, as well as 

concerns about proposed surface restrictions, are noted.  See Response to Comment 

C1-1 regarding concerns about closure of split estate lands and the range of alternatives 

considered, including a new Alternative F. 

C3-2 The commenter’s opposition to NSO stipulations, due in part to greater inefficiencies 

and impacts, and request that the BLM reevaluate each alternative to minimize appli-

cation of NSO restrictions are noted.  Furthermore, the commenter states that surface 

rights arising separately from any BLM lease should not be jeopardized. 

The alternatives described in the RMPA/EIS represent a range of management options, 

including the consideration of NSO stipulations to protect identified resource values, 

to address the scoping issues and to achieve resource management goals in light of the 

updated oil and gas RFD Scenario in the CCFO Planning Area.  Exceptions, modifica-

tions, and waivers apply to all types of stipulations, including NSO stipulations, and 

the authorized officer may only approve an exception, modification, or waiver “if the 

record shows that circumstances or relative resource values have changed or that the 

lessee can demonstrate that operations can be conducted without causing unacceptable 

impacts, and that less restrictive stipulations will protect the public interest” [see Sec-

tion 2.5.1 (Allowable Uses) of the RMPA/EIS]. 
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Responses to Comment Set D1 – Virginia 'Polly' Hughes 

D1-3 The commenter expresses concerns about earthquakes attributed to hydraulic fractur-

ing, citing Oklahoma as an example.  Please see General Response GR-5 (Induced 

Seismicity). 

D1-2 The commenter states that each well stimulation treatment uses 8 million gallons of 

water and that this water has the potential for contaminating groundwater.  As stated in 

Section 4.7.2 (Impacts Common to All Alternatives) of the Draft RMPA/EIS, water 

quantity impacts depend on local conditions, and therefore, require a site-specific 

analysis.  Any increase in groundwater use in a basin/subbasin in overdraft would con-

tribute to overdraft conditions.  The DOGGR regulations and the mitigation measures 

in the DOGGR Final EIR mitigate the impacts to groundwater.7  Please also see Gen-

eral Response GR-4 (Water Supply and Contamination). 

D1-3 The commenter’s support for renewable energy development and opposition to hydrau-

lic fracturing on BLM-administered public lands are noted.  Please refer to General 

Response GR-6 regarding development of renewable energy on BLM-administered 

public lands, and General Response GR-2 regarding consideration of an alternative that 

would ban well stimulation technologies. 

Responses to Comment Set D2 – Polly Hughes 

D2-1 Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding banning well stimulation technolo-

gies and enhanced oil recovery techniques on BLM-administered public lands, and 

General Response GR-1 regarding local county ordinances prohibiting hydraulic 

fracturing. 

D2-2 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing is noted.  Please refer to Response 

to Comment B5-1 regarding a discussion of greenhouse gases and General Response 

GR-4 (Water Supply and Contamination) regarding groundwater impacts. 

D2-3 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and enhanced oil recovery tech-

niques is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-3 regarding the development 

and use of the 2015 RFD Scenario within the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set D3 – Larry Rebecchi 

D3-1 The commenter’s opposition to well stimulation technologies is noted.  Please refer to 

General Response GR-1 regarding local county ordinances prohibiting oil and gas facil-

ities and/or well stimulation technologies. 

D3-2 The commenter requests that the scenic resources in South San Benito County (e.g., 

Pinnacles National Park and State Route [SR] 25 – an Eligible State Scenic Highway) 

be protected.  Section 4.13 (Visual Resources Management) of the RMPA/EIS 

addresses the BLM’s Oil and Gas Visual Resource Management (VRM) Best Manage-

ment Practices (BMPs), which include utilizing the BLM’s VRM system to reduce or 

                                                           
7  The DOGGR Final EIR (2015) regarding Analysis of Oil and Gas Well Stimulation Treatments in California is 

available at: http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx. 

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
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avoid adverse visual impacts from constructing oil and gas facilities that promote the 

types of visible landscape contrasts associated with that industry.  Pinnacles National 

Park is a non-discretionary closure that is not open to oil and gas leasing under any 

alternative.  While not managed by the BLM, Pinnacles National Park would typically 

be afforded maximum visual resource protections comparable to BLM’s VRM Class I 

management objective (preserve the existing character of the landscape).  Protection 

of South San Benito County’s other scenic resources (such as SR 25) would typically 

be accomplished through the effective implementation of Mitigation Measures VR-1 

through VR-10 and AQ-1 as described in Section 4.13.3. 

D3-3 The commenter’s support for renewable energy development and opposition to hydrau-

lic fracturing on BLM-administered public lands are noted.  Please refer to General 

Response GR-6 regarding development of renewable energy on BLM-administered 

public lands and General Response GR-2 regarding consideration of an alternative that 

would ban well stimulation technologies.  Please also refer to General Response GR-1 

regarding local county ordinances prohibiting oil and gas facilities and/or well stimu-

lation technologies. 

Responses to Comment Set D4 – Lynn Overtree 

D4-1 The commenter’s opposition to well stimulation technologies is noted.  Please refer to 

General Response GR-1 regarding local county ordinances prohibiting oil and gas facil-

ities and/or well stimulation technologies. 

D4-2 Please refer to Response to Comment B5-65 regarding a discussion of potential impacts 

to biological resources discussed in the RMPA/EIS.  As described in Section 1.2.2 

(Planning Approach), oil and gas leasing and development on Federal mineral estate 

requires multiple stages of BLM environmental analysis and authorization.  Environ-

mental review under NEPA is required at each phase.  Section 2 (Alternatives) of the 

RMPA/EIS describes the range of management options to address the scoping issues, 

including concerns about biological resources, that are distinguished by the type and 

degree of constraints described as allowable uses under each alternative in this 

RMPA/EIS.  Once this RMPA dictates which areas would be open to leasing and sets 

general stipulations, the environmental review for leasing parcels identifies which 

parcels should be offered for leasing and the conditions under which leasing and 

eventual development should occur.  The environmental review for the development of 

leased parcels (including well stimulation techniques) is a site-specific analysis of 

potential impacts from the proposed project and includes specific conditions of 

approval to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to sensitive resources.  Therefore, in 

addition to specifying stipulations for areas identified as open in this planning stage, 

site-specific mitigation developed at the leasing and development stages will also 

ensure the protection of natural resources on BLM-administered public lands. 

D4-3 The commenter’s support for renewable energy development and concerns about cli-

mate change are noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-6 regarding development 

of renewable energy on BLM-administered public lands. 
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Responses to Comment Set D5 – Peter Muñoz-Cowan 

D5-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas drilling is noted.  See General Response 

GR-2 for a discussion about alternatives that would halt oil and gas leasing on BLM-

administered lands. 

D5-2 Please refer to Response to Comment D34-2 regarding a discussion of air quality (pol-

lution) impacts, and General Response GR-4 regarding groundwater impacts. 

D5-3 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas drilling is noted.  See General Response 

GR-2 for a discussion about alternatives that would halt oil and gas leasing on BLM-

administered lands. 

Responses to Comment Set D6 – Sylvia Shih 

D6-1 The commenter’s opposition to current and new oil and gas leases on BLM-adminis-

tered public lands and request that BLM respect local land use authority are noted.  See 

General Response GR-2 for a discussion about alternatives that would halt oil and gas 

leasing on BLM-administered lands, and General Response GR-1 regarding local 

county ordinances prohibiting oil and gas facilities and/or well stimulation 

technologies. 

Responses to Comment Set D7 – Jay Solis 

D7-1 Please see Response to Comment D6-1. 

Responses to Comment Set D8 – Natalie U. Gray 

D8-1 Please see Response to Comment D6-1. 

Responses to Comment Set D9 – Rowan Tauriac 

D9-1 Please see Response to Comment D6-1. 

Responses to Comment Set D10 – Robert F. Sigala 

D10-1 Please see Response to Comment D6-1. 

Responses to Comment Set D11 – Brett Garrett 

D11-1 Please see Response to Comment D6-1. 

Responses to Comment Set D12 – Lucia Calderon 

D12-1 Please see Response to Comment D6-1. 

Responses to Comment Set D13 – Mike Saint 

D13-1 Please see Response to Comment D6-1. 
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Responses to Comment Set D14 – Rhoda Holabird 

D14-1 The commenter’s support for renewable energy development is noted.  Please refer to 

General Response GR-6 regarding development of renewable energy on BLM-admin-

istered public lands. 

The commenter’s support for an alternative that closes the entire Planning Area to new 

leasing, cancels all pending leases yet to be drilled and bans hydraulic fracturing on 

currently operating leases is noted.  See General Response GR-2 for a discussion about 

alternatives that would halt oil and gas leasing on BLM-administered lands and General 

Response GR-1 regarding banning well stimulation technologies. 

Responses to Comment Set D15 – Susan Rautine 

D15-1 The commenter’s support for closing Federal lands to new oil and gas leasing and drill-

ing is noted.  See General Response GR-2 for a discussion about alternatives that would 

halt oil and gas leasing on BLM-administered lands. 

Responses to Comment Set D16 – Diane McElroy 

D16-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and oil and gas extraction on pub-

lic lands in the State is noted.  See General Response GR-2 for a discussion about con-

sideration of alternatives that would halt oil and gas leasing or ban well stimulation 

technologies on BLM-administered lands. 

Responses to Comment Set D17 – Troy Ishikawa 

D17-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leasing of Federal public lands is noted.  

See General Response GR-2 for a discussion about alternatives that would halt oil and 

gas leasing or ban well stimulation technologies on BLM-administered lands. 

The commenter’s support for renewable energy development is noted.  Please refer to 

General Response GR-6 regarding development of renewable energy on BLM-admin-

istered public lands. 

D17-2 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding a discussion of local hydraulic frac-

turing bans, including Measure Z in Monterey County. 

Responses to Comment Set D18 – Ken Reichman 

D18-1 The commenter states that the Clean Water Act requires companies to protect aquifer 

from contamination and the Safe Drinking Water Act was passed in 1974.  This com-

ment is acknowledged.  A discussion of these Acts is provided in Section 3.7.2 (Regu-

latory Framework) of the RMPA/EIS. 

D18-2 The commenter expresses concerns about earthquakes attributed to hydraulic fractur-

ing, citing Oklahoma as an example.  Please see General Response GR-5 (Induced 

Seismicity). 
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Responses to Comment Set D19 – Anne Cassell 

D19-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative B is noted.  Baring picking Alternative B, the 

comment suggests incorporating aspects of Alternatives B and D into Alternative C, 

which was the Preferred Alternative in the Draft RMPA/EIS.  It is assumed that the 

commenter may also support incorporation of similar measures into the new 

Alternative F, which has been identified as BLM’s Preferred Alternative in the Pro-

posed RMPA/Final EIS.  Refer to Response to Comment A3-45 regarding the incorpo-

ration of stipulations into the selected alternative and Response to Comment D4-2 

regarding the protection of natural resources from oil and gas development on BLM-

administered public lands. 

Responses to Comment Set D20 – Kalen Edwards 

D20-1 Please refer to General Response GR-4 regarding a discussion of water supply con-

cerns.  The commenter’s support for renewable energy development is noted.  See Gen-

eral Response GR-6 regarding development of renewable energy on BLM-adminis-

tered public lands. 

Responses to Comment Set D21 – Ryan Carle 

D21-1 See Response to Comment Letter D19. 

Responses to Comment Set D22 – Sharry Jones 

D22-1 The commenter’s opposition to future oil and gas leasing on BLM-administered lands 

is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding a discussion of local 

hydraulic fracturing bans, including Measure J in San Benito County. 

D22-2 The commenter states that well stimulation uses a lot of water and, with the backdrop 

of the recent drought, California should preserve its water for people and crops.  Please 

see General Response GR-4.  Water quantity impacts depend on local conditions, and 

therefore, require a site-specific analysis.  Any increase in groundwater use in a 

basin/subbasin in overdraft would contribute to overdraft conditions.  The DOGGR 

regulations and the mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR mitigate the impacts 

to groundwater quantity.8 

D22-3 The commenter’s statement about chemical contamination of the water supply as result 

of hydraulic fracturing is acknowledged.  The commenter states that California is one 

of the biggest producers of food in the country and if the water supply is contaminated 

by chemicals used in well stimulation, then the agricultural industry will be destroyed.  

Section 4.7.2 (Impacts Common to All Alternatives) of the RMPA/EIS identifies both 

surface and subsurface potential release pathways.  The DOGGR regulations and the 

mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR mitigate the impacts to groundwater 

quality.  Please also see General Response GR-4. 

                                                           
8  The DOGGR Final EIR (2015) regarding Analysis of Oil and Gas Well Stimulation Treatments in California is 

available at: http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx. 

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
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D22-4 The commenter states that hydraulic fracturing causes earthquakes and San Benito 

County is surrounded by three active faults.  Please see General Response GR-5 

(Induced Seismicity). 

D22-5 The comment states that fossil-fuel production and use contributes to the adverse 

effects of global climate change, and that BLM should not engage in leasing for oil and 

gas development.  Closing Federal mineral estate to oil and gas leasing and develop-

ment was considered as an alternative, but this was not analyzed in detail for the reasons 

outlined in Section 2.12 of the RMPA/EIS and in General Response GR-2. 

Responses to Comment Set D23 – Audrey Doocy 

D23-1 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding a discussion of local hydraulic frac-

turing bans, including Measure Z in Monterey County. 

D23-2 The commenter states that wastewater injection should be banned and cites concerns 

about both the impact to groundwater quality and quantity caused by well stimulation.  

DOGGR regulations protect against groundwater quality impacts from the disposal of 

fluids from well stimulation treatments.  Please see Response to Comment B5-37 and 

the “Water Reclamation” section of Response to Comment B9-2 for more details.  The 

DOGGR regulations and the mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR mitigate 

potential impacts to groundwater quality and quantity from well stimulation treatments.  

Please also see General Response GR-4. 

D23-3 The comment notes the likelihood of oil and gas development causing increased 

methane emissions, and methane has a higher global warming potential than carbon 

dioxide.  Methane is included in the overall total carbon dioxide-equivalent emissions 

estimate for each typical active well, as summarized in EIS Table 4.6-2.  Please refer 

to General Response GR-1 regarding a discussion of local hydraulic fracturing bans. 

Responses to Comment Set D24 – Daian Hennington, MSW, LCSW 

D24-1 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding a discussion of local hydraulic frac-

turing bans, including Measure Z in Monterey County.  See also General Response 

GR-6 regarding development of renewable energy on BLM-administered public lands. 

D24-2 The commenter expresses concern about well stimulation causing groundwater over-

draft and groundwater contamination.  Please see General Response GR-4, which 

addresses both groundwater quantity and quality.  In particular, Mitigation Measure 

GW-1b avoids impacts to critically overdrafted groundwater basins.  The DOGGR 

regulations and the mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR mitigate potential 

impacts to groundwater from well stimulation treatments.9 

D24-3 The commenter states that the oil lease areas lie near the San Andreas fault zone, the 

San Antonio Thrust fault and the Los Lobos Thrust fault, and expresses concerns 

about seismicity induced by oil production activities, citing Oklahoma as an example.  

                                                           
9  The DOGGR Final EIR (2015) regarding Analysis of Oil and Gas Well Stimulation Treatments in California is 

available at: http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx. 

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/SB4_Final_EIR_TOC.aspx
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Please see General Response GR-4 regarding the commenter’s concerns about 

groundwater risk and General Response GR-5 regarding seismicity. 

D24-4 The commenter’s foremost support for no new drilling and otherwise Alternative B are 

noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-1 for a discussion of local hydraulic frac-

turing bans, including Measure Z in Monterey County.  See also General Response 

GR-2 for a discussion about consideration of alternatives that would halt oil and gas 

leasing on BLM-administered lands. 

Responses to Comment Set D25 – Jeannette Langstaff 

D25-1 The commenter’s request for no more open Federal mineral estate for oil and gas 

leasing and development is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding a 

discussion of local hydraulic fracturing bans, including Measure J in San Benito 

County.  See General Response GR-6 regarding development of renewable energy on 

BLM-administered public lands and General Response GR-2 for a discussion about 

alternatives that would halt oil and gas leasing on BLM-administered lands. 

D25-2 The commenter states that chemicals used for well stimulation are not fully disclosed 

and therefore, it is not possible to understand the risks of these chemicals.  As stated in 

Section 3.4.2 (Regulatory Framework), Section 1788 of the DOGGR regulations 

requires public disclosure of chemical constituents of well stimulation fluids within 60 

days after well stimulation treatment is completed. 

D25-3 The commenter expresses concern about water quality impacts and refers specifically 

to the risk of unlined pits.  See Response to Comment A3-41 regarding removal of 

discussion of BLM’s Final Rule from the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS.  Although the 

BLM Final Rule has been rescinded, with implementation of DOGGR SB 4 

regulations, water quality would still be protected.  See Response to Comment A3-42. 

D25-4 The commenter is concerned about earthquakes affecting the storage of recovered 

fluids and pollution from faulty well construction.  Please see General Responses GR-4 

(Water Supply and Contamination) and GR-5 (Induced Seismicity). 

D25-5 Section 4.7 (Groundwater Resources), under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

(Section 4.7.2), under the discussion of “Potential Release Pathways,” does acknowl-

edge that a potential surface release mechanism is the reuse of produced water for 

irrigated agriculture.  Although this has not been conducted within the CCFO Planning 

Area, there is growing interest in this practice.  Produced water from five oil and gas 

fields in the San Joaquin Valley (Deer Creek, Jasmin, Kern River, Kern Front, and 

Mount Poso), two of which have undergone hydraulic fracturing (Kern River and 

Mount Poso), have been used to irrigate crops.  The potential reuse of produced water 

from well stimulation is problematic because of the chemicals in well stimulation fluid 

that are known to be toxic in addition to those chemicals whose toxicity is unknown.  

Please also see Response to Comment D38-3. 

D25-6 The comment notes the adverse health effects of NOx and PM2.5 from heavy-duty 

vehicles and equipment, especially for hauling water and other materials to and from 

well sites.  The emissions estimates in Tables 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 in Section 4.5 of the 

RMPA/EIS include these mobile sources and equipment. 
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D25-7 The commenter states that groundwater monitoring near well stimulation has not been 

extensive and the lack of baseline groundwater quality data impedes the assessment of 

risk from well stimulation treatments.  Historically, this is true.  However, DOGGR 

regulations now require groundwater quality monitoring including baseline ground-

water quality data.  Details of both regional and area-specific groundwater quality mon-

itoring requirements are provided in the Model Criteria, adopted July 2015, as dis-

cussed in Section 3.7.2 (Regulatory Framework) of the RMPA/EIS.  Please see 

Responses to Comments A3-33 and B5-39 for further information about the Model 

Criteria and groundwater monitoring requirements. 

D28-8 The commenter stresses the need for further evaluation of the impact of “…..lights on 

non-stop.”  As noted in the RMPA/EIS (Section 4.13.1 Introduction – Types of Impacts), 

production facilities could be illuminated at night resulting in nighttime color contrasts 

over the long term and a reduction in night-sky visibility and naturalness.  The magni-

tude of these contrasts would depend on several factors including time of day, season, 

density, and extent of the oil and gas production facilities and would need to be assessed 

on a case-by-case basis.  However, Mitigation Measure VR-8, Night Lighting (see Sec-

tion 4.13.3, Impacts of Alternative A), has been developed to specifically address night 

lighting concerns such as that expressed in this comment.  The potential effects of noise 

and lighting on native plants and animals are described in Section 4.11.2 (Wildlife 

Habitat) and 4.12.2 (Special Status Species) of the RMPA/EIS. 

The request for “further evaluation” of archaeological resources is addressed in the 

mitigation measures in Section 4.15 of the RMPA/EIS that stipulate additional tribal 

consultation and potential effects assessment when specific exploration or development 

projects are proposed.  Best Management Practices/Standard Operating Procedures are 

provided in Appendix D including those for Cultural Resources. 

The commenter’s request for closure of new leases is noted.  Please refer to General 

Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why an alternative that would close all lands to 

oil and gas leasing was eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

D25-9 The commenter’s opposition to new oil and gas leasing and well stimulation technolo-

gies is noted.  Section 2.12 (Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail) of the 

RMPA/EIS describes five alternatives that were considered but not analyzed in the 

Draft RMPA/EIS.  BLM determined that they either did not meet the purpose and need 

for the RMPA/EIS (see Section 1.1 of the Draft RMPA/EIS), were covered under alter-

natives analyzed in the RMPA/EIS, or were not practical or feasible alternatives due to 

technical, economic, and legal and policy considerations.  The specific rationale for 

dismissing each alternative from further consideration is described under each alter-

native in Section 2.12 of the RMPA/EIS.  See General Response GR-2. 

D25-10 Please see Response to Comment B3-10 regarding incorporation of the RMPA for other 

BLM California Field Offices. 

D25-11 See General Response GR-6 regarding development of renewable energy on BLM-

administered public lands.  The commenter’s support for no new oil and gas leases on 

Federal land is noted (see Response to Comment D25-1). 
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Responses to Comment Set D26 – Connie Rose 

D26-1 See General Response GR-6 regarding development of renewable energy on BLM-

administered public lands.  The commenter’s support for no new oil and gas exploration 

and development on Federal land is noted.  Please also refer to General Response GR-2 

regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a 

Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further con-

sideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set D27 – John & Carolyn Hernandez 

D27-1 The commenter’s opposition to Alternative C and support for halting oil and gas devel-

opment are noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why 

a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas 

Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

D27-2 The commenter’s statement about overdraft of groundwater and chemical contamina-

tion of groundwater due to hydraulic fracturing is acknowledged.  The commenter 

states that hydraulic fracturing uses a lot of water and contains chemicals that are 

making their way into aquifers and drinking water.  Please see General Response GR-4, 

which addresses both groundwater quantity and quality.  The DOGGR regulations and 

the mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR mitigate potential impacts to ground-

water from well stimulation treatments. 

D27-3 The commenter is concerned about increased earthquake activity linked to hydraulic 

fracturing and disposal of wastewater into deep injection wells.  Please see General 

Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity). 

D27-4 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

Responses to Comment Set D28 – Robert & Denyse Frischmuth #1 

D28-1 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

The commenter also states that oil operations are incompatible with conserving water 

for agricultural, domestic, and commercial use.  Please see General Response GR-4, 

which addresses both groundwater quantity and quality.  The DOGGR regulations and 

the mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR mitigate potential impacts to ground-

water from well stimulation treatments. 

Responses to Comment Set D29 – Susan Schiavone 

D29-1 The commenter’s opposition to future oil and gas leasing in Monterey County is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why an alternative that 

would halt oil and gas leasing on BLM-administered lands was eliminated from further 

consideration within the RMPA/EIS.  General Response GR-5 discusses seismicity 

impacts and General Response GR-4 discusses where the RMPA/EIS addresses poten-

tial groundwater impacts. 
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Responses to Comment Set D30 – Susan DiGirolamo 

D30-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development on public lands is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion about alternatives that would 

halt oil and gas leasing or ban well stimulation technologies, including hydraulic frac-

turing, on BLM-administered lands.  Please see General Response GR-5 for a discus-

sion regarding induced seismicity.  Finally, please also see General Response GR-1 

regarding a discussion of local hydraulic fracturing bans. 

Responses to Comment Set D31 – Emma Kelsey 

D31-1 See Response to Comment Letter D19. 

Responses to Comment Set D32 – Emily Coren 

D32-1 The commenter’s statement about the effects of hydraulic fracturing on fresh water is 

acknowledged, and the BLM will consider this issue when selecting an alternative dur-

ing its decision-making process.  Please see General Response GR-4, which addresses 

both groundwater quantity and quality.  The DOGGR regulations and the mitigation 

measures in the DOGGR Final EIR would mitigate potential impacts to groundwater 

from well stimulation treatments. 

D32-2 The commenter is concerned about increased earthquake activity linked to hydraulic 

fracturing, which is already problematic due to fault lines in the region.  Please see 

General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity). 

D32-3 The comment notes the likelihood of oil and gas development causing increased 

methane emissions.  Methane is included in the overall total carbon dioxide-equivalent 

emissions estimate for each typical active well, as summarized in EIS Table 4.6-2. 

D32-4 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development on public lands and concerns 

about DOGGR regulation over drilling and well stimulation technologies are noted. 

Responses to Comment Set D33 – Jane Prough 

D33-1 The commenter’s opposition to well stimulation practices is noted.  Please refer to Gen-

eral Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stimulation treatments 

within the Planning Area. 

Responses to Comment Set D34 - Janet Stahl 

D34-1 The commenter’s opposition to all 5 alternatives in the Draft RMPA/EIS is noted.  

Please refer to Response to Comment D4-2 regarding the protection of natural 

resources from oil and gas development on BLM-administered public lands. 

The commenter states concerns about the quantity of water used for hydraulic fractur-

ing, the chemicals used for hydraulic fracturing, and the potential for injected waste-

water to contaminate groundwater.  Please see General Response GR-4, which 

addresses both groundwater quantity and quality.  DOGGR regulations protect against 

groundwater quality impacts from the disposal of fluids from well stimulation treat-

ments.  In addition, Mitigation Measure GW-6 in the DOGGR Final EIR (DOC, 2015) 
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requires wastewater disposal wells to inject only into exempted aquifers to protect 

groundwater.  Please see Response to Comment B5-37 and the “Water Reclamation” 

section of Response to Comment B9-2 for more details. 

D34-2 The comment notes the adverse health effects of air pollutants related to oil and gas 

development and the vulnerability of populations at risk.  The impact assessment for 

air quality (Section 4.5) indicates that adverse health effects could occur as a result of 

increased concentrations of air pollutants including hazardous air pollutants from con-

struction activities and oil and gas production, and these activities could warrant further 

analysis at the leasing or APD phase. 

D34-3 The commenter is concerned about increased earthquake activity on the San Andreas 

and other faults in the Planning Area linked to hydraulic fracturing, citing Oklahoma 

and Kansas as examples.  Please see General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity). 

D34-4 The commenter’s opposition to well stimulation practices is noted.  Please refer to Gen-

eral Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stimulation treatments 

within the Planning Area. 

D34-5 The comment states that fossil-fuel use contributes to the adverse effects of global cli-

mate change, and that BLM should not engage in leasing for oil and gas development.  

Closing Federal mineral estate to oil and gas leasing and development was considered 

as an alternative, but this was not analyzed in detail for the reasons outlined in Section 

2.12 and in General Response GR-2. 

D34-6 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development on public lands, recent 

DOGGR regulations (SB 4) pertaining to well stimulation practices, and the EPA are 

noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well 

Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing 

Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set D35 – Elia & Peter Munoz-Cowan 

D35-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development on public lands is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimu-

lation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alter-

native were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

D35-2 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

D35-3 The commenter expresses concerns about earthquakes attributed to hydraulic fractur-

ing, citing Oklahoma as an example.  Please see General Response GR-5 (Induced 

Seismicity). 

D35-4 The commenter states that massive quantities of water would be used for exploratory 

drilling and hydraulic fracturing and groundwater would be contaminated.  Please see 

General Response GR-4, which addresses both groundwater quantity and quality.  The 

DOGGR regulations and the mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR mitigate 

potential impacts to groundwater quantity and quality from well stimulation treatments. 
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D35-5 Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimu-

lation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alter-

native were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set D36 – Suzie Gabri 

D36-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development on public lands is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 

regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a 

Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further con-

sideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set D37 – Dani 

D37-1 The commenter’s opposition to well stimulation practices is noted.  See General 

Response GR-6 regarding development of renewable energy on BLM-administered 

public lands. 

Responses to Comment Set D38 – Cherylyn Smith 

D38-1 The commenter’s opposition to well stimulation practices is noted. 

D38-2 The commenter states that there are chemicals in hydraulic fracturing wastewater that 

pollute our groundwater and aquifers.  DOGGR regulations protect against ground-

water quality impacts from the disposal of fluids from well stimulation treatments.  

Please see Response to Comment B5-37 and the “Water Reclamation” section of 

Response to Comment B9-2 for more details.  The DOGGR regulations and the miti-

gation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR mitigate potential impacts to groundwater 

from well stimulation treatments. 

D38-3 The commenter states that the heavy salt content of fracking wastewater is ruining the 

farmland at the well site and the land where wastewater is used to water crops.  DOGGR 

regulations prohibit wastewater disposal on the ground surface at the well site.  As 

discussed in Section 4.7.2 (Impacts Common to All Alternatives), in California, most 

of the disposal of flowback fluids occurs in Class II injection wells that inject fluids 

back into the hydrocarbon zone.  Please see Response to Comment B5-37 and the 

“Water Reclamation” section of Response to Comment B9-2 for more details.  Section 

1786 of the DOGGR regulations prohibits the disposal of flowback water to sumps or 

pits in California.  Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a in the DOGGR Final EIR (DOC, 2015) 

ensures that the spill contingency plan provides adequate protection against leaks or 

discharges of dangerous fluids or other potentially dangerous materials. 

Wastewater that is used to irrigate crops is either treated before reuse or blended with 

fresh water to lower the concentrations of salt and other constituents to an acceptable 

range (CCST, 2015b, pg.  114).  According to CCST (CCST, 2015b, pg. 114), and as 

stated in Section 4.7.2 (Impacts Common to All Alternatives) of the Draft RMPA/EIS, 

wastewater has not been used for irrigation within the CCFO Planning Area.  Please 

also see Response to Comment D25-5. 
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D38-4 The commenter states that wastewater is “dumped” in ponding pools, sprayed on hills, 

used to irrigate crops, and injected into the ground which can cause earthquakes.  Please 

see the “Water Reclamation” section of Response to Comment B9-2 for information 

about wastewater disposal.  Please see Response to Comment D25-5 and General 

Response GR-5 regarding seismicity. 

D38-5 The commenter states that wastewater is injected into the ground, which is proven to 

cause increased earthquake activity.  Please see General Response GR-5 (Induced 

Seismicity). 

D38-6 The comment notes that flares are a source of carbon dioxide and PM2.5.  These com-

bustion devices are included in the overall total carbon dioxide-equivalent emissions 

estimate for each typical active well, as summarized in RMPA/EIS Table 4.6-2. 

D38-7 The comment notes the likelihood of oil and gas development and well stimulation 

treatments causing increased methane emissions, and methane has a higher global 

warming potential than carbon dioxide.  The global warming potential of methane 

reported in the EIS matches the factor contained in the current version of U.S. EPA 

regulations in 40 CFR 98, Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting (specifically, in 

Table A-1 to Subpart A of Part 98—Global Warming Potentials).  Methane is included 

in the overall total carbon dioxide-equivalent emissions estimate for each typical active 

well, as summarized in Table 4.6-2.  The analysis does not quantify the effects of 

methane controls previously contemplated by BLM or the State regulations for methane 

that were approved in April 2017. 

D38-8 The commenter’s opposition to well stimulation practices is noted.  The formal public 

scoping period as required by NEPA began on August 5, 2013, with the publication of 

a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register, and ended on February 28, 2014.  Pub-

lic outreach for the EIS since publication of the NOI has included the following: 

 An EIS planning update mailed to federal, state, and local agencies; tribal individuals 

and organizations and federally recognized tribes; interest groups; and members of 

the general public after publication of the NOI and at least two weeks prior to the 

first scoping meeting 

 Four legal notices published in the following local newspapers: 

▪ San Benito County Today 

▪ Monterey Herald 

▪ The Fresno Bee 

▪ The Sacramento Bee 

 Four scoping public meetings held in January and February 2014 in Hollister, Sacra-

mento, Salinas, and Coalinga, California 

 A public website that provides access to materials distributed at scoping meetings as 

well as information on the public involvement process 

 Letters to 35 federal, state, and local agencies inviting them to be cooperating agen-

cies for the project 
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 Letters to 28 tribal individuals and organizations, including the Tachi Yokut Tribe of 

Santa Rosa Rancheria to initiate consultation under Section 106 of the National His-

toric Preservation Act 

The public scoping process provides a variety of opportunities for federal, state, and 

local agencies, interested organizations and industries, and members of the general pub-

lic to express their comments and to provide meaningful input to the process.  The BLM 

received 132 unique written submissions, including a letter from the non-governmental 

organization CREDO that included 10,577 electronic signatories, and another form 

letter from three individuals.  In total, 734 unique comments were received during the 

public scoping period. 

In accordance with NEPA, BLM issued an online press release on February 21, 2017 

announcing the date, time, and location of the three public meetings held on the Draft 

RMPA/EIS.  As described in a new Section 6.2.4.3 (Draft EIS/RMPA Public Meetings) 

in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, BLM held the three public meetings in Coalinga, 

Hollister and Salinas in March 2017.  These locations were identified based on the areas 

of potential future oil and gas development, as described in the Reasonably Foreseeable 

Development Scenario for Oil and Gas (see Draft RMPA/EIS Appendix B) and areas 

of high community concern. 

D38-9 The comment is an attachment to provide information about fossil-fuel related devel-

opment contributing to the adverse effects of global climate change, to support the 

comment that promotes conservation of oil and gas resources as a means of limiting 

GHG emissions.  Please refer to Response to Comment B5-1, which discusses climate 

change.  Closing Federal mineral estate to oil and gas leasing and development was 

considered as an alternative, but this was not analyzed in detail for the reasons outlined 

in Section 2.12 and in General Response GR-2. 

Responses to Comment Set D39 – Marsha Moroh 

D39-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development on public lands is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area, including Monterey County.  Please refer 

to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Tech-

nologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative were 

eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set D40 – Dr. & Mrs. Elliott and Lucie Hazen 

D40-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development on public lands and well stim-

ulation practices are noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local 

measures prohibiting well stimulation treatments within the Planning Area.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation 

Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative 

were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

D40-2 The commenter states that the Draft RMPA/EIS does not adequately account for 

depletion of water resources and contamination threats to groundwater.  Please see 
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General Response GR-4, which addresses both groundwater quantity and quality.  The 

DOGGR regulations and the mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR mitigate 

potential impacts to groundwater quantity and quality from well stimulation treatments. 

D40-3 Please see General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) in response to the com-

menter’s concerns about increased seismic activity. 

The commenter’s suggestion to cancel current leasing and halt proposed leasing for oil 

and gas development on public lands is noted.  In addition, refer to General Response 

GR-2, which discusses consideration of an alternative that would close all lands to oil 

and gas leasing in the RMPA/EIS. 

D40-4 The commenter’s support of renewable energy sources is noted.  See General Response 

GR-6 regarding development of renewable energy on BLM-administered public lands. 

Responses to Comment Set D41 – Suzanne Worcester 

D41-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development on public lands and well stim-

ulation practices are noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local 

measures prohibiting well stimulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

D41-2 The commenter stresses that adverse effects on viewsheds and landscape character can 

diminish the value of the region’s major economic drivers such as tourism.  Mitigation 

Measures VR-1 through VR-10 and AQ-1 (see Section 4.13.3) have been developed to 

address the potential visual impacts from oil and gas leasing on the region’s scenic 

resources.  These measures incorporate the fundamental principles in the VRM system 

upon which the VRM Best Management Practices are based and include proper site 

selection, minimizing visual contrast, reducing unnecessary surface disturbance, 

exercising proper color selection, and restoration of impacted landscapes.  Please also 

see Response to Comment B4-5. 

D41-3 The commenter states that well stimulation can potentially contaminate water used for 

agriculture, from leaks during drilling or from produced water, and from oil spills.  The 

environmental consequences are discussed in Section 4.8 (Surface Water Resources) 

and Section 4.7 (Groundwater Resources) of the RMPA/EIS.  Please also see General 

Response GR-4, which addresses groundwater quality. 

DOGGR regulations protect against groundwater quality impacts from the disposal of 

fluids from well stimulation treatments.  Please see Response to Comment B5-37 and 

the “Water Reclamation” section of Response to Comment B9-2 for more details.  Mit-

igation measure GW-6a of the DOGGR Final EIR requires wastewater disposal wells 

to inject only into exempted aquifers.  Mitigation measure HAZ-1a of the DOGGR 

Final EIR ensures that the spill contingency plan provides adequate protection against 

leaks or discharges of dangerous fluids or other potentially dangerous materials.  The 

DOGGR regulations and the mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR mitigate 

potential impacts to groundwater from well stimulation treatments. 

D41-4 The comment notes the likelihood of oil and gas development causing increased 

methane emissions.  Methane is included in the overall total carbon dioxide-equivalent 

emissions estimate for each typical active well, as summarized in Table 4.6-2. 
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D41-5 The commenter’s opposition to the five alternatives considered in the Draft RMPA/EIS 

and support for a new alternative combining Alternatives B and E are noted.  Section 

4.7 (Groundwater Resources) provides an assessment of potential impacts to ground-

water and water supplies from activities allowed under the RMPA alternatives. 

Responses to Comment Set D42 – Seth Capron 

D42-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development on public lands and well stim-

ulation practices are noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local 

measures prohibiting well stimulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

D42-2 The comment asserts that the energy intensity and life-cycle carbon intensity for the 

production of crude oil under the RFD Scenario would be relatively high when com-

pared with other possible energy supplies.  The combustion-related emissions from 

steam generators are included in the overall total carbon dioxide-equivalent emissions 

estimate for each typical active well, as summarized in Table 4.6-2.  Additionally, the 

EIS notes the regulatory framework that includes California’s program specifically 

aimed at reducing the life-cycle carbon intensity of transportation fuels. 

D42-3 Please refer to General Response GR-1 local measures prohibiting well stimulation 

treatments within the Planning Area. 

D42-4 The commenter’s opposition to including split estate lands within any preferred alter-

native is noted.  Please also refer to Response to Comment C1-1 regarding split estate 

lands within the Proposed RMPA. 

Responses to Comment Set D43 – Nicholas Brown 

D43-1 The commenter’s statement about the loss of agricultural jobs due to contamination of 

groundwater is acknowledged.  Please see Response to Comment B3-7. 

D43-2 The commenter states that the oil industry does not reveal the chemicals used for well 

stimulation and that testing for unknown chemicals must be conducted.  As stated in 

Section 3.4.2 (Regulatory Framework), Section 1788 of the DOGGR regulations 

requires public disclosure of chemical constituents of well stimulation fluids. 

DOGGR regulations require groundwater quality monitoring.  Details of both regional 

and area-specific groundwater quality monitoring requirements are provided in the 

Model Criteria, adopted July 2015, as discussed in Section 3.7.2 (Regulatory Frame-

work) of the RMPA/EIS.  A list of required analytes for area-specific designated con-

tractor water sampling is in Table B1 of the Model Criteria.  Based on the analytical 

results, the State Water Board may modify the list of required analytes.  As specified 

in the Model Criteria, testing is to be in accordance with EPA-approved analytical 

methods using drinking water detection limits. 

Responses to Comment Set D44 – Judith Jackson 

D44-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development on public lands and well stim-

ulation practices are noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the 

reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands 
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to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within 

the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set D45 – Kymm Ann Wallin 

D45-1 The commenter’s concerns about oil and gas leasing on California public land are 

noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well 

Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing 

Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

The commenter also expresses concerns about groundwater contamination.  Please see 

General Response GR-4 (Water Supply and Contamination), which addresses ground-

water quality.  As discussed in Section 4.7 (Groundwater Resources) of the RMPA/EIS, 

the DOGGR regulations and the mitigation measures in the DOGGR Final EIR (DOC, 

2015) under SB 4 would mitigate potential impacts to groundwater from well stimula-

tion treatments.  See also Response to Comment D25-7 for a discussion about ground-

water monitoring. 

Responses to Comment Set D46 – Susan Moren 

D46-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and concerns about resulting water 

contamination are noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons 

why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative was eliminated from further 

consideration within the RMPA/EIS.  In addition, General Response GR-4 (Water Sup-

ply and Contamination) addresses groundwater quality related to potential contam-

ination concerns. 

Responses to Comment Set D47 – Emily Coren 

D47-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development on public lands and well stim-

ulation practices, including hydraulic fracturing, is noted.  Please refer to General 

Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alter-

native and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative were eliminated from 

further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

The commenter also expresses concerns about climate change, methane, as well as sur-

face and groundwater supply and quality.  Please refer to Response to Comment B5-1 

regarding a discussion of greenhouse gases related to climate change concerns, and 

General Response GR-4 (Water Supply and Contamination) regarding groundwater 

impacts and associated DOGGR regulations.  Information on methane appears in the 

analysis of Section 4.5, Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the RMPA/EIS 

(see also Response to Comment B5-19).  See also Responses to Comment Set D32. 

The commenter expresses concerns about the close proximity of wells to the Salinas 

River.  As stated in Section 2.4.4, the location and potential site-specific impacts of any 

particular well or field development would be analyzed during the NEPA review for a 

lease or an individual well.  Please see Response to Comment A3-45. 
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The commenter is concerned about increased earthquake activity linked to hydraulic 

fracturing, which is already problematic due to fault lines in the region.  Please see 

General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity). 

The commenter’s support for moving away from fossil fuels is noted.  Refer to General 

Response GR-6 regarding the development of renewable energy facilities on BLM-

administered lands. 

Responses to Comment Set D48 – Linda Sherlock 

D48-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development on public lands and well stim-

ulation practices, including hydraulic fracturing, is noted.  Please refer to General 

Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alter-

native and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative were eliminated from 

further consideration within the RMPA/EIS.  In addition, General Response GR-4 

addresses groundwater quality related to potential contamination concerns. 

Responses to Comment Set D49 – Angelita Gonzalez 

D49-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development on public lands is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimu-

lation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alter-

native were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS.  In addition, 

General Response GR-4 (Water Supply and Contamination) addresses water quality 

concerns. 

Responses to Comment Set D50 – Inga Minton 

D50-1 The commenter’s opposition to well stimulation practices, including hydraulic fractur-

ing, and concerns about climate change, methane, and water supply and contamination 

are noted.  Please see Response to Comment D47-1. 

Responses to Comment Set D51 – John Mataka 

D51-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and concerns about water contam-

ination and supply and air pollution are noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 

regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative was elim-

inated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS.  In addition, General 

Response GR-4 (Water Supply and Contamination) addresses groundwater quality 

related to potential contamination concerns.  Please refer to Response to Comment 

D34-2 regarding a discussion of air quality (pollution) impacts. 

Responses to Comment Set D52 – Richard D. Iyall 

D52-1 The commenter’s support for natural ways of directing energies and concerns about 

potential water and land contamination and methane from extreme methods of oil 

extraction, such as hydraulic fracturing, are noted.  Please see Responses to Comments 

A3-26, B5-19 and D47-1. 
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Responses to Comment Set D53 – Rosenda Mataka 

D53-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and concerns about climate 

change, water contamination and air pollution are noted.  Please refer to General 

Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alter-

native was eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS.  Please see 

Responses to Comments A3-26, B5-19, D34-2, and D47-1. 

Responses to Comment Set D54 – Sara Aird 

D54-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing is noted.  Please refer to General 

Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alter-

native was eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS.  General 

Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses the commenter’s concerns about earth-

quakes and General Response GR-1 discusses local measures prohibiting well stimu-

lation treatments within the Planning Area. 

Responses to Comment Set D55 – Alec Kimmel 

D55-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and concerns about methane, air 

pollution and health effects are noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 

regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative was 

eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS.  Please also see 

Responses to Comments A3-26, B5-19, D34-2, and D47-1, as well as Responses to 

Comment Letter B5 (Center for Biological Diversity and Sierra Club), which addresses 

health concerns related to oil and gas development. 

Responses to Comment Set D56 – Kyla Noelle Mitchell 

D56-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development and hydraulic fracturing are 

noted, as well as her concerns about methane, climate change and health effects.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation 

Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative 

were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS.  Please also see 

Responses to Comments A3-26, B5-19, D34-2, and D47-1, as well as Responses to 

Comment Letter B5 (Center for Biological Diversity and Sierra Club), which addresses 

health concerns related to oil and gas development. 

Responses to Comment Set D57 – Lynn Jacobeson 

D57-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development on public lands is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands 

to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within 

the RMPA/EIS. 

To address the commenter’s listed concerns, please see General Response GR-5 

(Induced Seismicity) regarding concerns about the injection of wastewater near the San 

Andreas Fault.  General Response GR-4 addresses groundwater quality related to 

potential contamination concerns to aquifers.  General Response GR-1 discusses local 
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measures prohibiting well stimulation treatments and other oil and gas development 

within the Planning Area. 

Finally, please refer to General Response GR-6 regarding the development of renew-

able energy facilities on BLM-administered lands.  The commenter’s support for 

renewable energy sources is noted. 

Responses to Comment Set D58 – Barbara McKinder 

D58-1 The commenter’s desire to protect beautiful and fragile lands, namely Monterey 

County, for future generations is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-1 for 

discussion on local measures, such as Measure Z, that would well stimulation treat-

ments and other oil and gas development within the Planning Area. 

The commenter’s concerns about droughts and preservation of aquifers are addressed 

in GR-4 (Water Supply and Contamination) and in Response to Comment B9-2. 

General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses concerns about earthquakes 

related to hydraulic fracturing and wastewater injection with active faults in the Plan-

ning Area. 

Air emissions and climate change are addressed in Responses to Comments A3-26, 

B5-19, D34-2, and D47-1. 

Responses to Comment Set D59 – Char Biddle 

D59-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development on public lands is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands 

to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within 

the RMPA/EIS. 

The commenter’s concerns about contamination of aquifers are addressed in GR-4 

(Water Supply and Contamination).  See Response to Comment A3-37 regarding 

DOGGR’s authority over regulation of well stimulation treatments. 

General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses concerns about earthquakes 

related to hydraulic fracturing and wastewater injection with active faults in the Plan-

ning Area. 

General Response GR-1 discusses local measures prohibiting well stimulation treat-

ments and other oil and gas development within the Planning Area.  Finally, please 

refer to General Response GR-6 regarding the development of renewable energy 

facilities on BLM-administered lands.  The commenter’s preference for renewable 

energy sources is noted. 

Responses to Comment Set D60 – Ronald J. Martin Ph.D. 

D60-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development and hydraulic fracturing in 

Fresno, Monterey and San Benito Counties are noted, as well as concerns about pro-

duced water, water contamination, climate change and earthquakes.  Please refer to 
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General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Technolo-

gies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative were elimi-

nated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

The commenter’s concerns about water contamination are addressed in GR-4 (Water 

Supply and Contamination).  Please refer to Response to Comment B5-1, which 

discusses climate change. 

Discharge of inadequately-treated hydraulic fracturing wastewater and produced water 

from the same wells to surface water and agriculture is prohibited by the Clean Water 

Act as administered by the State Water Resources Control Board.  Please also see 

Response to Comment A3-29 regarding produced water. 

General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses concerns about earthquakes 

related to hydraulic fracturing and wastewater injection with active faults in the Plan-

ning Area. 

Responses to Comment Set D61 – Alan Chea 

D61-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development and hydraulic fracturing are 

noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well 

Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing 

Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

Air emissions and climate change are addressed in Responses to Comments A3-26, 

B5-19, D34-2, and D47-1.  Information on methane appears in the analysis of Section 

4.5, Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the RMPA/EIS (see also Response 

to Comment B5-19). 

General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses concerns about earthquakes 

related to hydraulic fracturing and wastewater injection with faults pervasive in the 

Planning Area. 

Finally, please refer to General Response GR-6 regarding the development of renew-

able energy facilities on BLM-administered lands.  The commenter’s support for 

renewable energy sources is noted. 

Responses to Comment Set D62 – Alette Brooks 

D62-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas exploration, enhanced extraction and 

hydraulic fracturing and support for conservation efforts are noted.  Please refer to 

General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation 

Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative 

were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS.  Please refer to 

General Response GR-6 regarding the development of renewable energy facilities on 

BLM-administered lands. 

The commenter expresses concerns about induced seismicity from wastewater injec-

tion associated with oil and gas exploration, citing Oklahoma as an example.  The com-

menter also provides an article and maps showing the location and magnitudes of past 

earthquakes as well as a 2016 U.S. Geological Survey seismic hazard forecast of 
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induced and natural earthquakes, which incorporates “man-made earthquakes” and 

indicates a surge of earthquakes in Oklahoma.  Please refer to General Response GR-5 

(Induced Seismicity), which addresses concerns related to induced seismicity from oil 

and gas development. 

Responses to Comment Set D63 – Barbara Murray 

D63-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas development and hydraulic fracturing and 

support for preservation are noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding 

the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All 

Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further consideration 

within the RMPA/EIS. 

General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses concerns about earthquakes 

related to hydraulic fracturing and wastewater injection with faults pervasive in the 

Planning Area. 

Please see Response to Comment A3-45 regarding the analysis of site-specific impacts 

and potential additional future mitigation that may be required as a part of future NEPA 

reviews for a lease or an individual well. 

Responses to Comment Set D64 – Sara Drost 

D64-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and fossil fuels is noted.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation 

Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative 

were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS.  Please refer to Gen-

eral Response GR-6 regarding the development of renewable energy facilities on BLM-

administered lands. 

The commenter’s concerns about water contamination and supply are addressed in 

GR-4 (Water Supply and Contamination). 

Air emissions and climate change are addressed in Responses to Comments A3-26, 

B5-19, D34-2, and D47-1, as well as Responses to Comment Letter B5 (Center for 

Biological Diversity and Sierra Club), which addresses health concerns related to oil 

and gas development.  Information on methane appears in the analysis of Section 4.5, 

Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the RMPA/EIS (see also Response to 

Comment B5-19). 

General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses concerns about earthquakes 

related to hydraulic fracturing and wastewater injection with faults pervasive in the 

Planning Area. 

Please see Response to Comment A3-45 regarding the analysis of site-specific impacts 

and potential additional future mitigation that may be developed as a part of future 

NEPA reviews for a lease or an individual well. 
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Responses to Comment Set D65 – Christie Turano #1 

D65-1 The commenter states that oil practices compromise water and food and requests that 

BLM work with environmental groups and respect voting rights, sciences and future 

generations.  See Response to Comment D41-3 regarding potential impacts to agricul-

ture and General Response GR-4 regarding potential impacts to water resources. 

Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

Responses to Comment Set D66 – Julie Tell 

D66-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing is noted.  Please refer to General 

Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alter-

native was eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

The commenter’s concerns about groundwater impacts are addressed in GR-4 (Water 

Supply and Contamination).  General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses 

concerns about earthquakes related to hydraulic fracturing and wastewater injection. 

Responses to Comment Set D67 – Melissa West #1 

D67-1 The commenter states that the BLM proposal to grant oil and gas leases in San Benito 

County is a direct assault on Measure J. 

Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

Responses to Comment Set D68 – Melissa West #2 

D68-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leases is noted.  Please refer to General 

Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing 

Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS.  Please 

see Response to Comment D67-1 regarding Measure J in San Benito County. 

Responses to Comment Set D69 – Debbie Kirk 

D69-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leasing on California public lands is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands 

to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within 

the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set D70 – Dierdre Means 

D70-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leases in Monterey County is noted.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands to Oil 

and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within the 

RMPA/EIS.  Please see Response to Comment D67-1 regarding Measure Z in Monte-

rey County. 
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Responses to Comment Set D71 – Margaret P 

D71-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing on public lands is noted.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation 

Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative 

were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

The commenter’s concerns about water supply are addressed in GR-4 (Water Supply 

and Contamination).  General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses concerns 

about earthquakes related to hydraulic fracturing and wastewater injection.  

Information on methane appears in the analysis of Section 4.5, Climate Change/

Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the RMPA/EIS (see also Response to Comment B5-19). 

Responses to Comment Set D72 – Mona M. 

D72-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and fossil fuel leases on public 

lands is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a 

Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas 

Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

The commenter’s concerns about water contamination are addressed in GR-4 (Water 

Supply and Contamination).  General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses 

concerns about earthquakes related to hydraulic fracturing and wastewater injection.  

Information on methane appears in the analysis of Section 4.5, Climate Change/Green-

house Gas Emissions of the RMPA/EIS (see also Response to Comment B5-19). 

Responses to Comment Set D73 – Courtney Connelly 

D73-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leasing on California public lands is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands 

to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within 

the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set D74 – D. Rothchild 

D74-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leasing on California public lands is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands 

to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within 

the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set D75 – Don Hirschaur 

D75-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leasing on California public lands is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands 

to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within 

the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set D76 – Hilary Johnson 

D76-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leasing on California public lands is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands 
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to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within 

the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set D77 – Holly Hines 

D77-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leasing on California public lands is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands 

to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within 

the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set D78 – Jennifer 

D78-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and fossil fuel leases on public 

lands is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a 

Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas 

Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set D79 – Michael Means 

D79-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leases in Monterey County is noted.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands to Oil 

and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within the 

RMPA/EIS.  Please see Response to Comment D67-1 regarding Measure Z in Monte-

rey County. 

Responses to Comment Set D80 – Michelle Hoffman 

D80-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leasing on California public lands is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands 

to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within 

the RMPA/EIS. 

Responses to Comment Set D81 – Anonymous 

D81-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing on public lands is noted.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation 

Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative 

were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

The commenter’s concerns about water contamination are addressed in GR-4 (Water 

Supply and Contamination).  See Response to Comment D41-3 regarding potential 

impacts to agriculture. 

General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses concerns about earthquakes 

related to hydraulic fracturing and wastewater injection.  Information on methane 

appears in the analysis of Section 4.5, Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions of 

the RMPA/EIS (see also Response to Comment B5-19). 
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Responses to Comment Set D82 – Kathryn Hyde 

D82-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and new oil exploration on public 

lands is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a 

Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas 

Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

The commenter’s concerns about water contamination are addressed in GR-4 (Water 

Supply and Contamination).  Information on methane appears in the analysis of Section 

4.5, Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the RMPA/EIS (see also Response 

to Comment B5-19). 

Responses to Comment Set D83 – Lori Hines #1 

D83-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and fossil fuel leases on public 

lands is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a 

Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas 

Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

The commenter’s concerns about water contamination are addressed in GR-4 (Water 

Supply and Contamination).  General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses 

concerns about earthquakes related to hydraulic fracturing and wastewater injection.  

Information on methane appears in the analysis of Section 4.5, Climate Change/Green-

house Gas Emissions of the RMPA/EIS (see also Response to Comment B5-19). 

Responses to Comment Set D84 – Lori Hines #2 

D84-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and fossil fuel leases on public 

lands is noted.  Please refer to Response to Comment D83-1. 

Responses to Comment Set D85 – Lynn Strandberg 

D85-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and oil and gas leasing and devel-

opment on public lands is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the 

reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands 

to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within 

the RMPA/EIS. 

The commenter’s concerns about contamination are addressed in GR-4 (Water Supply 

and Contamination).  General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses concerns 

about earthquakes related to hydraulic fracturing and wastewater injection. 

Please refer to Response to Comment D34-2 regarding a discussion of air quality (pol-

lution) impacts.  Responses to Comment Letter B5 (Center for Biological Diversity and 

Sierra Club) and Response to Comment D34-2 address health concerns related to oil 

and gas development. 

Responses to Comment Set D86 – Amy Gorman 

D86-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing in Alameda, Monterey, San Benito 

and Santa Cruz Counties and on public lands is noted.  Please refer to General Response 
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GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and 

a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further 

consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

The commenter’s concerns about water contamination are addressed in GR-4 (Water 

Supply and Contamination).  General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses 

concerns about earthquakes related to hydraulic fracturing and wastewater injection.  

Information on methane appears in the analysis of Section 4.5, Climate Change/Green-

house Gas Emissions of the RMPA/EIS (see also Response to Comment B5-19). 

Responses to Comment Set D87 – Kathleen Baker 

D87-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leases in Monterey County is noted.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands to Oil 

and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within the 

RMPA/EIS.  Please see Response to Comment D67-1 regarding Measure Z in Monte-

rey County. 

Responses to Comment Set D88 – Debra Rubin 

D88-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leases in Monterey County is noted.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands to Oil 

and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within the 

RMPA/EIS.  Please see Response to Comment D67-1 regarding Measure Z in Monte-

rey County. 

Responses to Comment Set D89 – Laura B. 

D89-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and oil and gas extraction on pub-

lic lands is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a 

Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas 

Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS.  

In addition, Response to Comment A5-5 discusses BLM’s multiple use mandate. 

Responses to Comment Set D90 – Jan Cecil 

D90-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and fossil fuel leases on additional 

public lands is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons 

why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil 

and Gas Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within the 

RMPA/EIS.   

The commenter’s concerns about contamination are addressed in GR-4 (Water Supply 

and Contamination).  Air emissions and climate change are addressed in Responses to 

Comments A3-26, B5-19, D34-2, and D47-1, as well as Responses to Comment Letter 

B5 (Center for Biological Diversity and Sierra Club), which addresses health concerns 

related to oil and gas development.  Information on methane appears in the analysis of 
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Section 4.5, Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the RMPA/EIS (see also 

Response to Comment B5-19). 

Responses to Comment Set D91 – Christie Turano #2 

D91-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leases in Monterey County is noted.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands to Oil 

and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within the 

RMPA/EIS. 

Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

Responses to Comment Set D92 – Christine Tucker 

D92-1 The commenter expresses concerns about several environmental impacts addressed 

below, and requests that oil and gas leases be at market rate, or better yet, not at all. 

The commenter’s concerns about droughts and preservation of aquifers are addressed 

in GR-4 (Water Supply and Contamination) and in Response to Comment B9-2.  See 

Response to Comment D41-3 regarding potential impacts to agriculture. 

Air emissions and climate change are addressed in Responses to Comments A3-26, 

B5-19, D34-2, and D47-1, as well as Responses to Comment Letter B5 (Center for 

Biological Diversity and Sierra Club), which addresses health concerns related to oil 

and gas development.  Information on methane appears in the analysis of Section 4.5, 

Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the RMPA/EIS (see also Responses to 

Comments B5-19 and A2-20). 

General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses concerns about earthquakes 

related to hydraulic fracturing and wastewater injection. 

Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding the status of local measures pro-

hibiting well stimulation treatments within the Planning Area.  The market rate of 

leases and DOGGR’s record of regulation are beyond the scope of NEPA and the 

jurisdiction of BLM, respectively. 

Responses to Comment Set D93 – Debora Bone 

D93-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and fossil fuel leases on additional 

public lands is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons 

why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil 

and Gas Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within the 

RMPA/EIS.  The commenter’s other concerns about groundwater quality and quantity, 

health effects, agriculture, increased seismic activity, climate change, and DOGGR’s 

oversight are addressed in Response to Comment D92-1. 

Responses to Comment Set D94 – Natasha Wist 

D94-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and oil and gas extraction on pub-

lic lands is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a 
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Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas 

Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS.  

In addition, Response to Comment A5-5 discusses BLM’s multiple use mandate. 

Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

The commenter’s other concerns about groundwater quality and quantity, air and land 

pollution, and increased seismic activity are addressed in Response to Comment D92-1. 

Responses to Comment Set D95 – Amy Gorman 

D95-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and fossil fuel leases on additional 

public lands is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons 

why a Ban Well Stimulation Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil 

and Gas Leasing Alternative were eliminated from further consideration within the 

RMPA/EIS.  The commenter’s concerns about groundwater quality, increased seismic 

activity, and methane leaks are addressed in Response to Comment D92-1. 

Responses to Comment Set D96 – Norma Block 

D96-1 The commenter’s opposition to hydraulic fracturing and fossil fuel leases on additional 

public lands is noted.  Please refer to Response to Comment D94-1 addressing concerns 

about methane leaks, groundwater contamination, induced earthquakes and local bans 

in Alameda, Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz Counties. 

Responses to Comment Set D97 – Robert and Denyse Frischmuth #2 

D97-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leases in Monterey County is noted.  Please 

refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands to Oil 

and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within the 

RMPA/EIS. 

Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

The commenter’s concerns about droughts and preservation of water are addressed in 

GR-4 (Water Supply and Contamination) and in Response to Comment B9-2.  See 

Response to Comment D41-3 regarding potential impacts to agriculture. 

Responses to Comment Set D98 – Peter Hain 

D98-1 The commenter’s opposition to oil and gas leases in Monterey, San Benito, and Santa 

Cruz Counties is noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons 

why a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further 

consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

Responses to Comments A5-2 and D3-2 address potential impacts on Pinnacles 

National Park.  Please see Response to Comment A3-45 regarding the analysis of site-
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specific impacts, such as transportation impacts along Highway 25, and potential addi-

tional future mitigation that may be developed as a part of future NEPA reviews for a 

lease or an individual well. 

Responses to Comment Set D99 – Sharry Jones 

D99-1 The commenter’s opposition to auctioning fossil fuel leases on public lands is noted.  

Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Close All Lands 

to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative was eliminated from further consideration within 

the RMPA/EIS. 

Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding local measures prohibiting well stim-

ulation treatments within the Planning Area. 

The commenter’s concerns about droughts and preservation of water are addressed in 

GR-4 (Water Supply and Contamination) and in Response to Comment B9-2.  See 

Response to Comment D41-3 regarding potential impacts to agriculture. 

General Response GR-5 (Induced Seismicity) addresses concerns about earthquakes 

related to hydraulic fracturing and wastewater injection. 

Air emissions and climate change are addressed in Responses to Comments A3-26, 

B5-19, D34-2, and D47-1. 

Responses to Comment Set D100 – FORM LETTER 

D100-1 The commenter’s support for an alternative that closes the entire Planning Area to new 

leasing, cancels all pending leases yet to be drilled and bans hydraulic fracturing on 

currently operating leases is noted.  Chapter 2 in the RMPA/EIS describes the range of 

alternatives analyzed in the document and eliminated from further consideration under 

NEPA.  See General Response GR-2 regarding the reasons why a Ban Well Stimulation 

Technologies Alternative and a Close All Lands to Oil and Gas Leasing Alternative 

were eliminated from further consideration within the RMPA/EIS. 

In addition, please see the following General Responses, which address the following 

concerns raised by commenters: 

 GR-1: Local Bans on Well Stimulation Treatments and Oil and Gas Development 

 GR-3: Development of the Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario 

 GR-4: Water Supply and Contamination 

 GR-5: Seismicity 

 GR-6: Renewable Energy Development on Federal Lands 

In addition, Response to Comment A5-5 discusses BLM’s multiple use mandate.  

Response to Comment B5-1 discusses climate change, and Responses to Comments 

D22-3 and D25-5 address concerns about potential impacts to farming and water for 

irrigation.  Responses to Comment Letter B5 (Center for Biological Diversity and 

Sierra Club) and Response to Comment D34-2 address health concerns related to oil 
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and gas development.  Finally, please see Response to Comment B5-65 regarding 

biological resources concerns. 

The commenters’ general opposition to hydraulic fracturing and mineral/fossil fuel 

extraction, concern about climate change, and request for clean energy alternatives are 

noted. 
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