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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

With the announcement of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Bighorn Basin Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) revision in 2008, the Bighorn Basin Local Government Cooperating Agencies 
(LGCA) began active participation in the RMP and accompanying Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
process.  LGCA analysis and evaluation of the process to date culminates in the comprehensive comment 
document critiquing the BLM Bighorn Basin Draft RMP and EIS (RMP/EIS).  The importance of the 
Final Bighorn Basin RMP/EIS to the LGCA and its constituencies cannot be overstated.  Accordingly, the 
comments provided are based on comprehensive and thoughtful review of the RMP/EIS.  Consideration 
and formulation of comments for additional documents important to the development of the RMP/EIS 
(e.g. Reasonable Foreseeable Development (RFD) scenarios) are also proffered by the LGCA.   

1.1 KEY FINDINGS AND ISSUES 

Review and comprehension of the RMP/EIS unveiled a multitude of deficiencies, inaccuracies, and 
generalizations grounded in aspirational philosophy, not recognized science, nor basis in fact.  In its 
entirety, the RMP/EIS is 1,851 pages in length.  Therefore, LGCA commentary is extensive and detailed.  
Thirteen resource and/or issue areas are the focus of discussion in the comment document composed by 
the LGCA.  As duly elected County Commissioners and Conservation District Supervisors of Big Horn, 
Hot Springs, Park, and Washakie counties, the LGCA, in summary, has identified the following key 
findings and issues based on appraisal of the RMP/EIS.  

1.1.1 Air Quality 

• There is an indiscriminate selection of air quality monitoring sites to properly evaluate alternative 
impacts.  Thunder Basin Special Purpose Monitoring and Interagency Monitoring of Protected 
Visual Environments (IMPROVE) sites are included in the analysis, but Boulder and Bridger 
Wilderness IMPROVE air monitoring sites are not used for analysis purposes although they are  
closer to the Planning Area (100 miles vs. 70 and 58 miles, respectively). 

1.1.2 Cultural 

• Cultural site and historic trail buffers are excessive.  Alternative D buffers for national and other 
historic trails would restrict or constrain resources uses on approximately 1,047,962 acres of 
private and public land under federal mineral ownership (18% of the Planning Area).  

1.1.3 Minerals 

• There is no treatment or consideration of enhanced oil recovery potential in the Bighorn Basin.  
New drilling techniques and the use of CO2 could significantly change the potential of the Basin 
to develop energy resources.   
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• Mineral potential in the Bighorn Basin is significantly underestimated in the RFD scenarios. 

• Mowry Shale energy potential is not evaluated in the RMP/EIS.  Beneficial economic impacts 
from Mowry Shale extraction would bring thousands of jobs and billions of dollars in revenue to 
the Bighorn Basin.    

1.1.4 Fish 

• Protective measures for fish include “intensively manage intermittent streams on a case-by-case 
basis.”  Intensive management measures for fish, or their need, are not disclosed and thus could 
unnecessarily hamper local governments and stakeholders. 

1.1.5 Geographic Information Systems 

• Geographic Information Systems (GIS) files provided to the LGCA include blank attribute table 
records, overlapping polygons of disparate management actions, and datasets that cannot be used 
to reproduce numbers in the RMP/EIS. 

1.1.6 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics and Special Designations 

• The Lands with Wilderness Characteristics (LWC) analysis conducted by the BLM is flawed, as 
it was based on incomplete or erroneous data.  Designation of LWCs could potentially erase $1.9 
billion of total potential output (gross present value) and 434 jobs annually during the drilling and 
completion process. 

• Relevance and importance criteria used in the analysis of Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC) is generic and does not include data sets to confirm or deny the four noted 
importance criteria and the five relevance criteria. 

1.1.7 Livestock Grazing 

• Reductions in animal unit months (AUMs) are a result of management actions that change AUM 
allocations or restrict livestock grazing.  Yet, the only disclosure of impacts is for surface 
disturbing activities and closures.  There are no direct impacts disclosed under any of the 
alternatives for management actions that change AUM allocations. 

• Counter to existing BLM RMPs in Wyoming, the RMP/EIS discloses in the glossary that grazing 
is a “surface disturbing activities.”  Livestock grazing should not be considered a surface 
disturbing activity due to the onerous/nebulous requirements that such a designation would carry.      

1.1.8 Over-arching Issues 

• Acreage discrepancies are present within the RMP/EIS (e.g. vegetation resources). 

• Historic and current condition data for the Planning Area are undisclosed and necessary for 
proper analysis of the alternatives. 
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• Resource management challenges identified by the BLM are subjective and overly qualitative.  
Consequently, groundless “management challenges” may lead to unnecessary constraints that 
adversely impact local governments, stakeholders, and multiple uses. 

• Measurement indicators are missing for all resources, making it infeasible to conduct an effects 
analysis.  

1.1.9 Socioeconomics 

• The BLM did not conduct a public Economic Strategies Workshop, which allows the public to 
“identify desired economic and social conditions” and to “collaborate with BLM staff members to 
identify opportunities to advance local economies and social goals through planning and policy 
decisions.” 

1.1.10 Travel Management and Rights-of-Way 

• Non-motorized use is characterized as superior to motorized uses. 

• Rights-of-way (ROW) avoidance/mitigation areas are immense (941,778 acres – 2,717,617 
acres), economically irresponsible, and not proven to be necessary or effective in protecting 
resources. 

• Reclassification of travel restrictions from the current management standard that limits motorized 
use to “existing roads and trails” to the proposed “designated roads and trails” will have a 
significant adverse impact on energy development, grazing, and recreation uses by stifling access.   

1.1.11 Vegetation 

• Vegetation inventories are deficient, particularly invasive species inventories. 

1.1.12 Visual 

• It is unclear how Visual Inventory Classes and Visual Resource Management (VRM) classes 
were determined.  Specifically, it is not clear how sensitivity levels were designated in the 
Inventory and it is not stated why some VRM classes were expanded from Alternative A to 
Alternative D. 

1.1.13 Wildlife 

• Actions proposed in the RMP/EIS may compromise the economic viability of working ranches to 
the degree those ranches are lost to subdivision, along with the valuable wildlife habitats they 
contain. 

• Descriptions of wildlife species and habitats are based on perceptions, not qualitative and 
quantitative data. 

• Implicit priority is given to wildlife and habitats over domestic livestock grazing. 
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• Recognition of elk parturition areas is not contained in current elk scientific literature.  Yet, 
205,872 acres of BLM-recognized elk parturition habitat would prohibit or restrict grazing, oil 
and gas development, and motorized access. 

In total, the key findings and issues identified lead the LGCA to firmly assert that the RMP/EIS is 
inadequate in its current form.  Of great concern to the LGCA is the overwhelming lack of both historic 
and current condition quantitative data in the RMP/EIS.  A common theme commented on by the LGCA 
throughout the revision process has been, and continues to be, that the BLM is proposing management 
actions with associated constraints and restrictions on domestic livestock grazing, oil and gas 
development, and the travel management infrastructure without demonstrating cause and/or need.  If the 
BLM can substantiate management challenges via data collection and analysis, then the LGCA, 
stakeholders, and the general public will have an opportunity to evaluate the accuracy of findings and 
results.  Should field data and corroborating research validate the need for an alteration of uses to protect 
the natural environment, the LGCA and stakeholders are willing to collaborate with the BLM to identify 
adaptive management strategies that are in the interest of all parties and Planning Area resources.  
Unfortunately, the BLM has largely ignored numerous requests by the LGCA, following review of 
previous iterations of the RMP/EIS and Analysis of the Management Situation (AMS), to increase the 
amount and use quantitative data and scientific literature in BLM-produced documents.    

1.2 THE LGCA 

Cooperation between government entities in the Bighorn Basin has always been strong.  Individually and 
collectively they strive to make the social, economic, and political landscape amenable to the needs and 
desires of the citizenry.  To that end, the four Bighorn Basin county governments and seven conservation 
districts formed the LGCA in 2008 in response to the Notice of Intent (NOI) to revise the Bighorn Basin 
RMP.  Individually, Big Horn, Hot Springs, Park, and Washakie counties constitute 83%, 75%, 36%, and 
97% of the Planning Area, respectively.  The eleven government bodies which form the LGCA include: 

• Big Horn County 

• Cody Conservation District 

• Hot Springs Conservation District 

• Hot Springs County 

• Meeteetse Conservation District 

• Park County 

• Powell-Clarks Fork Conservation District 

• Shoshone Conservation District 

• South Big Horn Conservation District 

• Washakie County 

• Washakie County Conservation District 

The value of resource uses in the Bighorn Basin cannot be understated by the LGCA.  The formation as 
cooperating agencies is intended to ensure that resource uses are not lost due to excessive protective 
management stemming from the RMP.  It is expected that the RMP will guide management in the 
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Bighorn Basin for 20 years, and the LGCA is intent on protecting traditional and non-traditional uses for 
the life of the RMP.      

For generations, citizens of the Bighorn Basin have relied on natural resources to provide a sense of well-
being both remuneratively and recreationally.  Accordingly, analysis of employment potential conducted 
by the LGCA found that alternative selection will directly influence natural resource job creation and 
maintenance.  Current management (Alternative A) and the agency-preferred Alternative D would lead to 
1,121 or 1,050 annual jobs in the oil and gas sector, respectively.  Additionally, the livestock grazing and 
recreation sectors would create 186 and 158 annual jobs under both alternatives.  From those jobs, 
Alternative A and Alternative D would generate, over the 20-year planning period, $5.5 billion total, 
which equals $5.1 billion, $202 million, and $115 million from the oil and gas, livestock grazing, and 
recreations sectors, respectively.  Employment and economic numbers such as those previously disclosed 
are significant.  The mission of the LGCA is to maximize resources uses compatible with resource 
protection so that employment and economic opportunities are plentiful in the Bighorn Basin. 

1.3 STAKEHOLDERS 

With the term “stakeholder” comes unique responsibilities.  As a stakeholder, individuals or groups are 
granted standing to influence and shape land management decisions.  The LGCA takes seriously the 
status of stakeholder and is ever cognizant of its importance.  It is vital to the LGCA that individuals 
and/or groups do not abuse stakeholder-status and that it does not become a vehicle where anyone can 
gain the title and unduly influence land planning.  Accordingly, the LGCA reached out to the BLM to 
strengthen the definition of stakeholder in the RMP/EIS.  Presently, the definition of stakeholder in the 
RMP/EIS (Glossary-37) is as follows: 

An individual or group (such as local government) with a "stake" or interest in the success of 
delivering or maintaining the viability of a business's products and services.  Stakeholders 
influence programs, products, and services (BLM 2009a).  

On August 19, 2011, Caleb Hiner (Bighorn Basin RMP/EIS Project Lead) corresponded with the LGCA 
and propositioned the inclusion of a second definition of stakeholder in the RMP/EIS.  The addition, 
which will become part of the current definition, reads as follows: 

Federal, state, or local governments and agencies, or other entities where a Memorandum of 
Understanding, Cooperative Agreement, Interagency Agreement, or other such agreement has 
been executed with the BLM, or an applicant for a BLM authorization or permit. 

Appreciation is extended to Mr. Hiner for offering to strengthen the definition of stakeholder in the 
RMP/EIS that will ensure that the LGCA has a seat at the table in land planning decisions.  Further, the 
revised definition will inhibit individuals or groups with ill-intent and no reasonable or rational “stake” in 
land planning decisions from gaining stakeholder-status.  Such individuals or groups prefer engaging in 
litigious activities meant to hamstring land planning actions than compromise and honest debate.  The 
LGCA supports the revised definition of stakeholder and finds that the BLM shall update the RMP/EIS 
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with the new definition.  Stakeholder is used throughout this comment document.  It use and meaning is 
compatible with Mr. Hiner’s proposed revision. 

1.4 THE RMP/EIS PUBLIC PROCESS 

On October 17, 2008 the BLM issued a NOI to prepare the Bighorn Basin RMP/EIS.  Recognizing the 
importance of the RMP revision, individual members of the LGCA became involved in the process early 
to ensure that their interests would be well-served by the BLM.  The eleven members of the LGCA 
entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the BLM previous to or shortly after the 
release of the NOI.  The MOU granted LGCA members “cooperating agency” status in the RMP/EIS 
process and established procedures through which each county and conservation district and the BLM can 
participate on the BLM interdisciplinary team to conduct the analyses and develop the EIS. 

1.4.1 Cooperating Agency Status 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) provides regulatory guidance for the implementation of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  CEQ 1501.6 is the cooperating agencies section and states: 

The purpose of this section is to emphasize agency cooperation early in the NEPA process. Upon 
request of the lead agency, any other Federal agency which has jurisdiction by law shall be a 
cooperating agency. In addition any other Federal agency which has special expertise with respect 
to any environmental issue, which should be addressed in the statement may be a cooperating 
agency upon request of the lead agency. An agency may request the lead agency to designate it a 
cooperating agency.  

Quite early in the process the BLM alerted the LGCA (January 29, 2009 meeting in Cody, Wyoming) that 
it was unnecessary for cooperating agencies to review and understand NEPA, FLPMA, CEQ regulations 
for implementing NEPA, the BLM Planning Handbook H-1601-1, and the BLM NEPA Handbook H-
1790-1.  Now, as then, the LGCA disagrees with that premise.  Not only does the preceding help define 
and outline the role given cooperating agencies and the lead agency, but provide essential rules for how 
the planning process should be conducted. 

As cooperating agencies, the LGCA has participated ardently in the review and development (when a 
participatory role was granted by the BLM) of documents related to the RMP/EIS.  Although there have 
been disagreements between the two parties throughout the development of the RMP/EIS, and the LGCA 
does not believe they were fully involved in every step of the process, we do acknowledge and appreciate 
the relationship that has developed over the course of two and a half years with the BLM.  The BLM 
Land Use Planning Handbook H-1601-1 states that “planning is inherently a public process.”  Without 
question the LGCA believes that planning is a public process and have done everything necessary to meet 
the obligations granted cooperating agencies. 
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1.4.2 Public Meetings 

Interest in the Bighorn Basin RMP/EIS is evident by the voluminous number of comments expected to be 
received during the comment period and the number of public meetings conducted by the LGCA, BLM, 
and non-governmental organizations (i.e. Greater Yellowstone Coalition).  During the two and a half year 
process, the LGCA has been involved in 37 interagency/interest group meetings spanning 2,739 hours.  
This figure only includes meetings up to the release of the Draft RMP/EIS.  Since then the LGCA has 
accumulated significantly more hours of involvement in the process.  When the BLM announced that it 
would conduct six public meetings throughout the Bighorn Basin in early June to discuss the RMP/EIS 
with the public, the LGCA determined it would conduct a separate set of meetings prior to the agency-
sponsored forums.  Holding a set of meetings sponsored by local government entities would not only 
provide citizens an additional setting to review and understand the RMP/EIS, but also afford the BLM an 
opportunity to attend meetings regarding their planning efforts in an alternate setting where they would 
not have to be facilitators, only participants or spectators.   

Regrettably, in the seven meetings held by the LGCA (attended by 360 individuals (meeting sign-in 
sheets available upon request)), beginning May 24th in Thermopolis and ending June 1st in Cody, at only 
one meeting (Worland May 25th) did one BLM employee (Caleb Hiner, Bighorn Basin RMP/EIS Project 
Lead) attend.  Only recently has it come to the LGCA’s attention that BLM employees were instructed by 
the BLM Regional Director Eddie Bateson to not attend any of the meetings sponsored by the LGCA 
(pers. comm. Shockley Siggins).  By intentionally not attending the cooperating agency public meetings 
on the Draft RMP/EIS review, the BLM has breached much of the inclusive guidance in the manuals and 
regulations (e.g. Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), NEPA, CEQ, BLM Planning 
Handbook, Final Land Use Planning Rule in the Federal Register (Vol. 70, No. 55), and the BLM 
Contractor’s Public Participation Plan). 

The signed Cooperating Agency MOUs state under the “responsibilities of the BLM” (5) that: “the BLM 
will utilize the (County or Conservation District name) input and proposals to the maximum extent 
possible consistent with legal requirements and its responsibility as lead agency.”  By intentionally 
ignoring the seven public meetings (Thermopolis, May 24th, 58 attendees; Ten Sleep, May 25th, 41 
attendees; Worland, May 25th 32 attendees; Greybull 78 attendees; Powell May 31st, 51 attendees; 
Meeteetse, June 1st, 26 attendees; and Cody, June 1st, 74 attendees) sponsored by the LGCA to review the 
RMP/EIS, the BLM violated the intent if not the letter of the MOUs.  Section 6 of the MOU states:  

parties will cooperator in the development and review (emphasis ours) of any operating guidelines 
or agreements between (County or Conservation District name) or BLM and other entities 
involved in the EIS for Bighorn Basin RMP effort which might affect the environmental analysis 
and writing of the EIS.  BLM and (County or Conservation District name) agree to meet on issues 
concerning the EIS at the request of either party.   

The BLM was invited to attend the LGCA meetings with several commissioners extending a personal 
invitation.  The BLM’s blatant disregard of the local governments sponsored meetings is inexcusable.  
The BLM Planning Handbook (H-1601-1, p.2-3) identifies the importance of public and 
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intergovernmental involvement in the planning process by defining and describing the four important 
elements:  1) coordination, 2) cooperation, 3) consultation, and 4) collaboration.  By deliberately 
neglecting public concerns discussed at the local government sponsored meetings, the BLM violated the 
coordination, cooperation, consultation, and collaboration requirements.    

It would have been in the best interest of the agency and the public if the BLM would have attended, as 
the meetings were highly objective, informative, and civil.  The 360 attendees of the LGCA meetings had 
and have valid interests and concerns unlikely captured in the BLM content and comment analysis.  The 
fundamental planning concerns by interested attendees were dismissed by the BLM and clearly 
articulated by the Regional Director’s decision to forbid BLM from observing and listening to 
stakeholders in local meetings.  The fact that the BLM sponsored meetings were round tables, without the 
benefit of presentations or available forums to publically comment, made the BLM meetings 
unnecessarily confusing.  One participant in the Worland meeting, while waiting for BLM personnel to 
finish a non-stakeholder discussion, left a note which read “this is confusing.” 

The LGCA believes that portions of the process have allowed effective participation, while other steps in 
the public planning process have been woefully inadequate.  As local county commissioners and 
conservation district staff and supervisors, the LGCA has continually stated opposition to the closed 
planning meetings.  The BLM’s perspective is understandable, that closed meetings are necessary to 
allow open and forthright discussion.  However, many members of the LGCA have participated in other 
federal public land planning efforts that have been open to the public and benefited from the openness.   
While these meetings are occasionally chaotic, they do offer a transparent view of the public land 
planning process.  

Undeterred by the lack of participation by the BLM in the cooperating agency-sponsored meetings, the 
LGCA enthusiastically attended meetings held by the BLM in early to mid-June.  Total attendance for the 
seven BLM public meetings was 252 (total includes BLM employees).  To the LGCA’s disappointment, 
the meetings were lacking in depth.  The BLM, rather than discussing the elements of the Plan and 
alternatives in a group setting, set up informational booths where different components of the Plan were 
outlined by agency employees.  Such a format was not conducive to group discussion and participation.  
As formatted, the BLM-sponsored meetings offered no opportunity to compare alternatives, which would 
have afforded participants the ability to understand how the action alternatives would alter management.  
Given the size of the RMP/EIS (1,851 pages), it is fundamentally inaccessible to the general public.  The 
BLM did a disservice to the public, and in fact the agency, by not conducting open forum meetings 
utilizing multimedia platforms and active participant interaction to accurately disclose the impacts of the 
EIS by alternative and in comparison to current management.  It marginalized opinions and in no way 
facilitated a greater understanding of public sentiment toward the RMP/EIS.  FLPMA, Section 103(d), 
states: 

The term “public involvement” means the opportunity for participation by affected citizens in rule 
making, decision making, and planning with respect to the public lands, including public meetings 
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or hearings held at locations near the affected lands, or advisory mechanisms or such other 
procedures as may be necessary to provide public comment in a particular instance.  

Further, Section 202(f) of FLPMA, states: 

The Secretary shall allow an opportunity for public involvement and by regulation shall establish 
procedures, including public hearings where appropriate, to give Federal, State, and local 
governments and the public, adequate notice and opportunity to comment upon and participate in 
the formulation of plans and programs relating to the management of the public lands.   

It is the contention of the LGCA that the format of the public meetings sponsored by the BLM, while 
meeting the minimum requirements of the law, did not provide adequate opportunity to participate in the 
formulation of the RMP/EIS.  

1.5 FEDERAL LAWS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS 

Federal laws, policies, and regulations are emplaced by Congress to ensure that federal agencies involved 
in land use planning documents produce quality work and release documents that will stand up to legal 
challenge.  These laws and policies enable public involvement and participation in public land use 
planning documents and set the guidance for procedures to be followed by federal agencies.  BLM 
handbooks, CEQ, FLPMA, and NEPA set precedence for compliance with federal laws, policies, and 
regulations.  The following section will document how the BLM has neglected to adequately comply with 
multiple federal laws, policies, and regulations.  

1.5.1 BLM Handbooks, CEQ, Data Quality Act, FLPMA, and NEPA 

In accordance with FLPMA, the BLM is currently revising and combining three RMPs for the Cody and 
Worland Field Offices in Wyoming.  NEPA, guided by CEQ regulations, mandates that the BLM prepare 
an EIS to analyze the impacts of the proposed RMP in the Planning Area.  The BLM Land Use Planning 
Handbook H-1601-1 guides BLM personnel in the development of planning documents, while the BLM 
NEPA Handbook H-1790-1 works to ensure that the agency is compliant with both NEPA and CEQ 
regulations.  It is the opinion of the LGCA that the RMP/EIS, and the development process leading up to 
the release of the draft version, has inadequately followed guidance and regulations found within BLM 
Handbooks, CEQ, FLPMA, and NEPA.  As outlined in preceding sections, the LGCA asserts that the role 
and authority given to cooperating agencies in guidance documents and federal regulations has not been 
fulfilled.  Section 1.7 of this document discloses a failure of the BLM to meet the requirements of CEQ 
1502.15 Affected Environment and 1502.22 Incomplete or Unavailable Information.   

1.5.1.1 Data Quality Act 

In reviewing the RMP/EIS, as well as maps and data disseminated by the BLM during the RMP revision 
process, it is clear that there are several issues with data and information presented as fact by the BLM.  
The hierarchy of federal requirements, as existing in statutes, rules and regulations, case law, and agency 
handbooks and manuals was reviewed and, in fact, corroborates that the BLM inaccurately used and 
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presented data and information.  It is for this reason that the LGCA asserts that the BLM must recognize 
and correct factual errors as required by the Data Quality Act (DQA) of 2000.  The DQA was enacted by 
Congress to ensure that federal agencies disseminate and use accurate information. 

The DQA was enacted by Congress to ensure that federal agencies disseminate and use accurate 
information.  The uncodified DQA, as it amends the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, is intended to 
prevent harm from the dissemination of inaccurate information.  Public Law 106-544 Section 515 led to 
the publication of DOI and BLM guidelines for data quality and integrity.  DQA guidelines (FR Vol. 67 
No. 36) required all federal agencies to provide the following: 

o By October 1, 2002, issue its own information quality guidelines ensuring and maximizing the 
quality, objectivity, utility, and integrity of information that it disseminates. 

o Establish administrative mechanisms to allow affected persons to seek and obtain correction 
of information maintained or disseminated by the agency that does not comply with OMB or 
agency guidelines. 

o Report periodically to OMB the number and nature of complaints received by the agency 
regarding the accuracy of its information and how such complaints were resolved.   

o Ensure that influential information, such as that used in the preparation of resource 
management plans, be characterized by reproducibility and transparency. 

Specific examples of incorrect or inaccurate data in the RMP/EIS that fail to meet the requirements of the 
DQA include: 

• Improper or incomplete inventory of LWCs as is illustrated in Appendix A. Note that the LWC 
inventory and maps have been presented during public meetings.  There are numerous specific 
references to incorrect information provided by the BLM in Appendix A.  

• The BLM LWC Inventory is flawed.  The BLM did not include any GIS data for structures 
detracting from wilderness characteristics in inventory forms or on maps.  Refer to Appendix A 
for more detail on this issue. 

It is not possible to recreate maps and information based on information provided in the RMP/EIS.  
Therefore, the BLM must better describe and disclose methodologies and correct GIS data issues.  
Additionally, the following databases distributed to the LGCA have several problems and apparent 
conflicts with data presented: 

• Travel Management:  Blank records in the GIS attribute table for Alternative D.  RMP vs. GIS 
acres do not match. 

• Mineral Constraints:  Alternative D Mineral Constraints is missing all records for the “Standard 
Constraints.”  

• Withdrawals:  Alternative A GIS files contain blank records in the GIS attribute tables.  Acres do 
not match those in the RMP. 
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• Rights-of-Way Avoidance and Exclusion:  GIS file contained overlapping areas resulting in 
conflicting management in the same areas.  This also results in incorrect acres. 

• Recreation Management Areas (RMAs):  Both Alternative A and D GIS files do not show a 
complete data set of all RMAs included in the RMP. 

• Geothermal Constraints:  GIS files contain overlapping polygons resulting in conflicting 
management in those areas and double counting of acres in GIS. 

It is for the highlighted examples of data quality issues in the RMP/EIS provided above that the LGCA 
asserts that the BLM must recognize and correct factual errors as required by the DQA.  The DQA was 
enacted by Congress to ensure that federal agencies disseminate and use accurate information.  The BLM, 
in preparing the RMP/EIS, failed to abide by the provisions of the DQA.     

1.6 BIGHORN BASIN COUNTY AND CONSERVATION DISTRICT LAND USE PLANS 

LGCA members believe that the BLM has ignored in the RMP/EIS numerous stated policies and goals 
included in the Big Horn, Hot Springs, Park, and Washakie Land Use Plans and Meeteetse, Cody, Hot 
Springs, Powell-Clarks Fork, Shoshone, South Big Horn, and Washakie County Conservation District 
Land Use Plans.  In not addressing inconsistencies between the RMP/EIS and County and Conservation 
District Land Use Plans, the BLM is in violation of CEQ Section 1506.2 – Elimination of Duplication 
with State and Local Procedures.  The counties and conservation districts have consistently stated that 
they favor continued multiple use and disfavor reducing access to public lands for a variety of purposes.  
Nevertheless, the BLM-preferred alternative in the RMP/EIS includes LWCs that potentially reduce or 
eliminate significant acreage available for oil and gas leasing even though the BLM LWC inventory 
included lands that contain significant development including roads, pipelines, oil and gas wells (active 
and abandoned), reservoirs, fences, and grazing improvements.  The LGCA LWC Inventory found that 
almost 20% of the 3.2 million acres of BLM lands in the Bighorn Basin were erroneously identified as 
having wilderness characteristics.     

The LGCA fully supports the goals of multiple use and sustained yield, balancing increasing and 
competing demands for resources on public lands while serving the best interests of the residents of the 
Bighorn Basin.  Implementation of multiple uses through a combination of elements selected from 
Alternative A, B, C, and D, which would work to strike an appropriate balance between traditional and 
non-traditional resource uses and recreational use/conservation, is the goal of the LGCA.  Alternative B 
and D, in particular, restrict certain multiple uses (e.g. resource extraction, grazing, and travel 
management designations) across much of the Planning Area, which is contradictory to the stated goals of 
the BLM, as well as the policies set forth in the county and conservation district land use plans. 

With respect to projections of oil and gas development in the RMP/EIS, the LGCA believes that the BLM 
significantly underestimated the potential for recent and upcoming technologies to develop existing 
resources.  This position is backed up by letters and comments from those in the industry (see Mineral 
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Resource discussion and comments).  The number of acres administratively unavailable to oil and gas 
leasing increases from approximately 155,000 under current conditions (Alternative A) to over 290,000 
acres under the BLM-preferred alternative (Alternative D).  This is not consistent with the goals and 
policies of any of the county and conservation district land use plans.  

1.7 GIS DATA  

GIS has emerged at the forefront as one of the most important tools in land use planning.  Analysis for all 
resources, spatial locations, and acreage calculations rely heavily on GIS.  It is disconcerting to see 
significant inconsistencies and inaccuracies in GIS data in an RMP/EIS that will guide management on 
5.6 million acres for 20 years.  The Bighorn Basin RMP will have major impacts to the local communities 
and stakeholders in the Bighorn Basin.  Inaccuracies in the RMP/EIS need to be acknowledged and fixed 
prior to the release of the Final RMP/EIS, leading to the Record of Decision (ROD).   

The analysis processes, shapes, and acreages contained within the RMP/EIS GIS data should be complete, 
accurate, and highly reproducible.  The DQA (Public Law 106-554, §515) requires Federal agencies to 
ensure that influential information, such as that used in the preparation of resource management plans, be 
characterized by reproducibility and transparency.  The RMP/EIS GIS data does not meet these 
requirements.  Significant coordination between the LGCA (via the consulting firm Ecosystem Research 
Group (ERG)) and the BLM was required to work through several GIS-related issues.  A number of 
issues were resolved, but many major data issues remain unresolved.  Coordination by ERG’s highly 
skilled GIS staff should not be required to use data to recreate acreages and analysis.  The definition 
queries for selection processes should have been thoroughly tracked in GIS, or at the least in a text 
document.  Again, this did not occur.    

GIS data sets and methodologies should be in the administrative record for the RMP/EIS.  GIS files that 
match the acreages in the RMP/EIS also need to be included in the administrative record.  The files that 
the BLM supplied to ERG do not match information in the RMP/EIS.  Proper documentation of GIS 
methodologies is required to recreate analyses and acreages reported in the RMP/EIS.  Two options to 
document GIS analysis and definition query processes when conducting GIS analysis surrounding public 
land use policies and projects are as follows:    

• A complete library of the original GIS data sets with completed geometry and attribute 
information is required.  The library would be supplemented by a text document clearly outlining 
the definition queries and selection processes documented in order to recreate the analysis 
processes performed by ICF International (BLM contractor working on the RMP/EIS) to arrive at 
the acreages and conclusions reported in the RMP/EIS.  Metadata for all GIS files should be 
complete according to the Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC) guidelines. 

• A more common and simplistic approach is to set the definition queries or selection process, run 
the analysis processes, and export them into new, final analysis GIS files and disseminate those to 
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the public or cooperating agencies.  All appropriate metadata needs to be completed under the 
FGDC metadata guidelines for all original and final analysis files. 

At least one of the two options for documenting GIS analysis should be included in the project’s 
administrative record.  These methodologies are standard protocol for GIS professionals. 

1.8 RESOURCE AREAS ANALYSIS 

Plainly stated, the LGCA is disappointed with the lack of depth provided by the BLM in analyzing the 
resource areas discussed below.  It is our contention that the RMP/EIS in its present iteration is 
incomplete in numerous capacities.  Chapter 3 – Affected Environment describes the current condition in 
such general terms it leaves the LGCA questioning the existing state of the natural environment.  Is it 
above average with minor problems or below average condition with significant issues?  The stated 
problem with Chapter 3 is that it lacks critical scientific substantiation through data and research.  This is 
true for both current and historic conditions.  The many unanswered questions, as well as overwhelming 
skepticism regarding statements advanced in Chapter 3, continue into Chapter 4 – Environmental 
Consequences.   

Following a brief introduction, Chapter 4 discloses methods and assumptions for each respective 
resource.  To be factual and accurate, the RMP/EIS should title the sections “Assumptions” and remove 
“Methods.”  The term method suggests that it is a standard operating procedure carried out numerous 
times previously in the biological, physical, and social sciences for deriving an end point.  As such, the 
method has been published, tested by researchers and scientists, and substantiated as a “best” method.  In 
the case of the RMP/EIS, the end point should be an effects conclusion.  Yet, the supposed methods in the 
RMP/EIS are not clear, referenced, or appreciably used to make effects determinations.  A concurrent 
dilemma with having insufficient methods is that Chapter 4 does not divulge measurement indicators.  
Both methods and measurement indicators are indispensable in an EIS.  Measurement indicators define 
the variable(s) most likely to impact, negatively or positively, a resource upon plan implementation.  Sans 
methods and measurement indicators, an EIS is ineffectual.  

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

The environmental impact statement shall succinctly describe the environment of the area(s) to be 
affected or created by the alternatives under consideration.  The descriptions shall be no longer 
than is necessary to understand the effects of the alternatives.  Data and analyses in a statement 
shall be commensurate with the importance of the impact, with less important material 
summarized, consolidated, or simply referenced.  Agencies shall avoid useless bulk in statements 
and shall concentrate effort and attention on important issues.  Verbose descriptions of the affected 
environment are themselves no measure of the adequacy of an environmental impact statement.  

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

Information missing from the RMP/EIS is extensive and varying in degrees of absence (from wholesale 
nondisclosure of historic, baseline, and existing conditions and quantitative effects analysis to repeatedly 
not referencing with citation(s) what is portrayed as statement of fact).  CEQ regulations speak directly to 
the inclusion or exclusion of “incomplete or unavailable information” in Section 1502.22: 

When an agency is evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on the human 
environment in an environmental impact statement and there is incomplete or unavailable 
information, the agency shall always make clear that such information is lacking. 

(a) If the incomplete information relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts is 
essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives and the overall costs of obtaining it are not 
exorbitant, the agency shall include the information in the environmental impact statement. 

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

As such, the LGCA is gravely concerned that management actions in the future will unduly restrict or 
prohibit multiple uses in the Planning Area for the next 20 years.  In the proceeding subsections, the 
LGCA summarizes the most egregious findings and conclusions for each resource area in the order in 
which they are presented in the RMP/EIS.  Following discussion of resource areas, the LGCA offers 
mitigation/corrective actions that work to protect multiple uses, local governments, stakeholders, and 
citizens in the Bighorn Basin.   

1.8.1 Air Quality 

The LGCA in interested in seeing that the BLM use reasonable planning measures for the protection of 
high-quality air resources and to maintain compliance with laws and regulations, while encouraging 
development of natural resources throughout the Basin.  In its current incarnation, the RMP/EIS does not 
fulfill these goals.  Generally, the LGCA requests that changes in the air quality monitoring process be 
made in order to fully characterize the current and future air quality conditions by: 1) increasing the 
number of air quality monitoring stations in the Planning Area, 2) performing quantitative modeling of 
the expected activity, 3) providing revised impact analysis following changes in expected activity, and 4) 
determining actual impacts to air quality in the Planning Area.  Please refer to the more detailed 
comments for additional deficiencies in the RMP/EIS. 
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1.8.2 Geologic Resources 

Given that management of geologic resources primarily focuses on the preservation of unique features 
such as paleontological resources, fragile, easily eroded features, and scientifically important strata, these 
features are evaluated in the Heritage and Visual Resources and Special Designations and Other 
Management Areas of the RMP/EIS.  Therefore, the LGCA offers any pertinent geologic comments in the 
sections discussing the aforementioned resource areas. 

1.8.3 Water 

Regarding water resources, the LGCA has several concerns with the RMP/EIS.  First, the AMS listed 
three indicators for water: 1) chemical characteristics, 2) physical characteristics, and 3) biological 
characteristics.  Yet, none of the indicators is mentioned in the RMP/EIS and no baseline information 
regarding the indicators is provided in Chapter 3 of the RMP/EIS.  Furthermore, in order for there to be 
adverse impacts to water resources, there must be demonstrated negative impacts as measured by 
indicators.  Without the presence of baseline data pertaining to chemical, physical, and biological 
characteristics, it cannot be demonstrated that adverse or positive impacts would occur as a result of any 
alternative action. 

Secondly, under the Methods and Assumptions section on pages 4-27 and 4-28 of the RMP/EIS, 
numerous assumptions are listed, but only one method pertaining to Water Erosion Prediction Project 
modeling is listed.  The BLM should provide additional information regarding the methods used in their 
analysis to evaluate impacts to the water resource. These methods shall include how measurement 
indicators fit in to the analysis of impacts.  The BLM shall provide baseline data related to the indicators 
for water of physical, chemical, and biological characteristics of surface and groundwater in the Planning 
Area. 

1.8.4 Mineral Resources 

It is imperative to the LGCA that the occurrence and development potential and impacts analysis for 
mineral resources in the Planning Area are accurately and fully disclosed in the RMP/EIS.  In particular, 
it is important that the projected oil and gas development potential be accurately characterized, as this will 
allow for effective long term management and planning.  Given the high level of importance concerning 
both the beneficial and detrimental impacts associated with energy development, the RMP/EIS should 
thoroughly address the likely increase in demand over the 20-year planning period and the increase in 
development that recent advances in technology will yield.   

The RMP/EIS states under Section 4.2.5 Leasable Minerals – Oil and Gas (pg. 4-55) the following: 

The potential for oil and gas occurrence in the Planning Area ranges from high to low, depending 
on location, as documented in the Reasonable Foreseeable Development Scenario (RFD). The 
RFD for oil and gas in the Planning Area analyzed the potential for anticipated drilling activity 
over the next 20 years. Lands in the Planning Area are classified as having moderate to no 
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potential for development of oil and gas resources, depending on location and based on projected 
drilling densities (BLM 2009u). Drilling in existing fields accounts for a large proportion of the 
growth, with a lesser share attributed to additional new discoveries in both conventional and 
unconventional reservoirs.  

However, it is documented in Figure 40 of the Draft Bighorn Basin RFD, and cited in the RMP/EIS, that 
92 percent of the Planning Area is classified as high occurrence potential for oil and gas (USDI 2009a).  
While it is appropriate to use past drilling densities in part to establish a baseline for development 
potential, it is incorrect to disregard the high occurrence potential throughout the Planning Area. 

It is further stated under RMP/EIS Section 4.2.5.1 Methods and Assumptions (pg. 4-56) that: 

The unconstrained baseline RFD for oil and gas in the Planning Area is based on a set of 
reasonable geologic, engineering, and economic assumptions about resource occurrence only, and 
past and present activity, without management constraints on future activities….In addition, 
because the RFD is a snapshot in time, it cannot capture how future advances in technology may 
make it possible to exploit certain oil and gas plays in the future that are currently not economical 
or commercially exploitable. 

Yet, recent oil and gas discoveries and comparisons of past assessments indicate that there needs to be an 
accounting of advances in technology.  For example, in 1995 the United States Geological Survey 
(USGS) reported that the Williston Basin contained 150 million barrels of recoverable continuous-type oil 
accumulations (Attanasi 1998).  In 2008, the USGS estimated continuous oil reserves at a total mean 
resource of 3.65 billion barrels of oil for the province (USDI 2008).   

The RMP/EIS posits that management direction for oil and gas leasing be based on past drilling densities 
disclosed in the RFD and, in doing so, may significantly underestimate the development potential of 
recoverable oil and gas resources within the Bighorn Basin.  Therefore, the impacts to oil and gas 
resources are most likely miscalculated, which in turn leads to insufficient analysis from many other 
resources listed in the RMP/EIS. 

1.8.5 Fire and Fuels 

The RMP/EIS presents actions common to all alternatives that include prescribed burning, hazardous fuel 
reduction in WUIs, and protection of facilities and habitable structures from wildfire.  The LGCA 
supports these actions to the extent that the economic value of marketable timber or goods is not lost to 
prescribed wildfire.  The LGCA questions the long-term viability of suppressing fire in greater 
sage-grouse habitat since sagebrush systems have evolved with fire.  Also, as noted in the 
RMP/EIS, the long-term effects of suppressing fire would likely result in higher fuel loadings 
and increased fire severity and behavior.  The fire and fuels analysis could benefit from a better 
explanation or quantification of fuels conditions.  In its current form, there is only a cursory discussion of 
the existing condition of fuels. 
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1.8.6 Vegetation 

It is essential to the LGCA that the vegetative resources in the Planning Area are accurately and fully 
disclosed in the RMP/EIS.  The vegetation sections of the Draft Bighorn Basin RMP/EIS are consistently 
incomplete, contradictory, and unclear.  An Affected Environment chapter should comprehensively 
disclose resources, spatially and tabularly, describe historic vegetative processes and conditions, and then 
make the case for management affecting current conditions.  With this foundation set, the Environmental 
Consequences section can clearly describe how management will direct resources towards desired 
conditions.  This is not the case with the Bighorn RMP/EIS.  The LGCA feels very strongly that the 
RMP/EIS vegetation section is inadequate as a basis for making management decisions with far-reaching, 
both spatial and temporal, ramifications. 

Within the Invasive Species and Pest Management section there is nearly nonexistent disclosure of 
relevant field-verified data.  The most glaring deficiency within this subject area is that only 10% of the 
Worland Field Office has been inventoried for invasive nonnative annual bromes.  Clearly an EIS cannot 
accurately analyze the impact of invasive species when only 10% of the Worland Field Office has been 
inventoried.  Prior to finalization, the BLM must conduct a new, expanded inventory and reanalyze 
impacts. 

1.8.7 Fish 

Throughout the RMP/EIS, there are many terms and practices regarding fish resources that are not 
defined or described. The issues have been highlighted where clarification is needed, including questions 
that will assist in better identifying where such information is lacking.    

1.8.8 Wildlife 

Wildlife species descriptions, analysis, and findings/conclusions in the RMP/EIS are best described as 
intuitive and aspirational.  For instance, under the subheading “Management Challenges” in section 3.4.6 
Fish and Wildlife Resources – Wildlife of the RMP/EIS (pg. 3-98), the following is stated: 

Management challenges for big game species include poor habitat conditions, fire management, 
drought, increased development and urbanization, habitat fragmentation, motorized vehicle 
misuse, disease, hunter access, and the impacts of livestock grazing management on the frequency, 
quality, and composition of key forage species. The WGFD monitors disease in big game species. 
The BLM and the WGFD continually coordinate and evaluate actions affecting herd units and 
habitat conditions to determine the appropriate management direction. 

Big game species that depend on woody plant communities (e.g., pronghorn, mule deer, and 
moose) are generally declining in numbers due to a decline in habitat quality and quantity. Species 
that depend on herbaceous plants (e.g., elk and bighorn sheep) generally have stable or increasing 
populations. 

The statement that “habitat conditions, fire management, drought, increased development and 
urbanization, habitat fragmentation, motorized vehicle misuse, disease, hunter access, and the impacts of 
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livestock grazing management on the frequency, quality, and composition of key forage species” may be 
true to varying degrees.  However, the preceding statement, as well as the inadequate Affected 
Environment summaries of individual species, provides an egregious lack of data and research to support 
such conclusions.  For instance, if woody plant communities for pronghorn, mule deer, or moose have 
indeed declined, the Affected Environment should identify the key variables and provide quantifiable data 
to show baseline conditions compared against historic conditions (which are also not disclosed in the 
RMP/EIS) that would support such a contention.  Under CEQ 1502.22 – Incomplete or Unavailable 
Information, the BLM has a duty to provide relevant information unless it is proven to be unattainable or 
the agency would incur exorbitant costs to obtain the information.  Neither of which are the case in this 
circumstance. 

Recognizing the mandate outlined in CEQ 1502.22, the LGCA requires that the BLM qualify and 
quantify the aforementioned management challenges for big game species prior to any management 
decision(s) that alter or minimize allotment management plans or allotments, road-use designations, oil 
and gas activities, or additional multiple-use activities.  At present, the BLM could choose to alter grazing 
allotments, road designations, hunting units, etc. as a rationale for improving big game habitat based on 
exceedingly inadequate and incomplete information.  The effects of such could have detrimental social, 
economic, and political impacts. 

It is disconcerting to the LGCA that impacts to wildlife from predation in the Bighorn Basin are 
minimized and whitewashed in the RMP/EIS.  Predators, including gray wolves and grizzly bears, have 
adverse impacts to big game in the Bighorn Basin.  The RMP/EIS states that management challenges to 
big game include (RMP/EIS pg. 3-98):   

habitat conditions, fire management, drought, increased development and urbanization, habitat 
fragmentation, motorized vehicle misuse, disease, hunter access, and the impacts of livestock 
grazing management on the frequency, quality, and composition of key forage species. 

Note that predators and predation are not listed as a management challenge for big game.  The BLM must 
acknowledge, account for, and analyze the predation of big game species in the RMP/EIS.    

1.8.8.1 Special Status Species – Wildlife 

Greater sage-grouse receives the greatest focus in the Special Status Species – Wildlife section.  As a 
federally-designated candidate species, BLM special status species, and important resource in the Bighorn 
Basin, the LGCA acknowledges that certain protections for greater sage-grouse are warranted.  Without 
protective measures, greater sage-grouse may be elevated to threatened or endangered status, drastically 
reducing multiple-use options in the Bighorn Basin.  The LGCA understands the constraints that are 
associated with threatened and endangered species status and understandably strive to avoid such an 
outcome.  State-of-the-art mitigations (controlled surface use, timing limitations, lek buffering) are 
available to ensure that effects to greater sage-grouse from oil and gas activities are significantly 
minimized.  To that point, greater sage-grouse populations in the Bighorn Basin are healthy and select 
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members of the LGCA assert that mitigations are excessively restrictive and applied too broadly, 
discouraging resource use and development.       

The discussion of greater sage-grouse in the RMP/EIS Affected Environment is deficient, rendering 
impossible proper analysis of impacts disclosed in Environmental Consequences.  First, management 
challenges are not isolated, but amalgamated.  As with big game, the RMP/EIS provides a laundry list of 
challenges facing greater sage-grouse (pg. 3-111): 

There are many sources of habitat fragmentation, all of which may affect the greater sage-grouse. 
Industrial development, livestock and wildlife grazing, mining, gravel pit operations, oil and gas 
activity, land exchanges and disposal, vegetation manipulation, fuel reduction projects and other 
activities may cause an artificial component to a natural habitat condition. Structures such as 
powerlines and towers and industrial disruptive activities may cause avoidance and abandonment 
of habitat. Livestock grazing, fuels treatments, and weed spread infestations are factors which may 
cause habitat degradation depending upon severity, intensity, and design. West Nile virus, which 
recently has had lethal effects on greater sage grouse in parts of Wyoming, could become an 
important factor in greater sage-grouse survival. There has been little research to document the 
presence of the virus and its effect on greater sage-grouse in the Bighorn Basin. 

Again, as with big game, the RMP/EIS does not include predation as a management challenge facing 
greater sage-grouse.  Certainly predation is one of many factors affecting greater sage-grouse in the 
Bighorn Basin.  In the opinion of the LGCA it is disingenuous of the BLM to not include predation in the 
list of stressors affecting greater sage-grouse.         

To rectify the deficiency, the LGCA has designed an analysis rubric for greater sage-grouse that:  1) 
segregates management challenge variables (including predation), 2) identifies desired conditions based 
on cited research and data on existing conditions, and 3) compares each variable against historic 
conditions and where major departures are present, identifies needed actions to narrow the gap.  Devoid 
of the BLM adopting the suggested strategy below, or something similar and scientifically-acceptable, the 
LGCA will require the BLM to implement a comprehensive greater sage-grouse monitoring and data 
collection program prior to any management decision(s) that alter or minimize allotment management 
plans or allotments, road-use designations, oil and gas activities, or additional multiple-use activities.   

1.8.9 Wild Horses 

Wild horses in the Planning Area are a nonnative species that negatively impacts resources and resource-
uses.  The Affected Environment discussion of wild horses states that population growth is expected at a 
15% annual rate.  But, in Environmental Consequences – Methods and Assumptions, it is stated that the 
number of wild horses would increase by 18% annually.  As a nonnative species that unduly affects 
grazing permittees, the LGCA firmly asserts that the BLM should manage wild horses in the Planning 
Area only to the extent that the minimum requirements of the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act 
(WFRHBA) are met.  Should any expansion of wild horses occur, which is not mandated by the 
WFRHBA and thus unnecessary, this expansion must result in no reduction in livestock AUMs.   



BIGHORN BASIN LOCAL GOVERNMENT COOPERATING AGENCIES 
BLM DRAFT BIGHORN BASIN RMP AND EIS COMMENTS EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Draft 

August 2011 ES-20 LOCAL GOVERNMENT COOPERATING AGENCIES 

Coinciding with management objectives outlined in the WFRHBA, the LGCA asks that the BLM 
continues compliancy with the 2003 Consent Decree signed between the Wyoming Attorney General and 
the Assistant Attorney General, Environmental and Natural Resources Division, U.S. Department of 
Justice.  Currently wild horses in the Planning Area are within the mandated appropriate management 
level (AML) range established in the Consent Decree.  Yet, the LGCA’s stated position is that wild horse 
populations should be further reduced to a total head that is at or near the minimum AML. 

1.8.10 Heritage and Visual Resources 

Comments regarding Heritage and Visual Resources are focused on cultural and visual topic areas.    

1.8.10.1 Cultural 

Cultural features are one of the many unique elements of the Bighorn Basin.  The LGCA acknowledge the 
importance of cultural artifacts and sites, but are distressed by the constraints associated with this 
resource.   Concerns related to cultural resources are in regard to the significant buffers around important 
cultural sites, potentially precluding surface disturbing activities over tens of thousands of acres in the 
Planning Area.  The LGCA is also concerned that the BLM may work to protect portions of historic trails 
in areas where there is no on-the-ground locatable evidence of such historic trails.  It is the position of the 
LGCA that appropriate mitigation measures can be employed that would protect cultural resources 
without precluding development on surrounding lands. 

1.8.10.2 Visual 

With respect to Visual Resources, most of the comments relate to ambiguous determination of the Visual 
Inventory Classes and the Visual Resource Management (VRM) classes.  Specifically unclear is the 
sensitivity levels in the inventory and why several VRM classes were expanded from Alternative A to 
Alternative D (e.g. Sheep Mountain Anticline).   

1.8.11 Land Resources 

Comments regarding Land Resources are focused on rights-of-way, corridors, and travel management, 
recreation, LWCs, and livestock grazing.   

1.8.11.1 Rights-of-Way, Corridors, and Travel Management 

The LGCA is very sensitive to changes in access and potential for resource uses as a result of land 
resource management actions.  Of particular concern in the RMP/EIS is the change in travel restrictions 
that would limit motorized use from the current management standard of “existing roads and trails” to the 
proposed “designated roads and trails,” which will have a significant adverse impact on energy 
development, grazing, and recreation uses by stifling access.  While the issues that precipitate restrictions 
in renewable energy development, general rights-of-ways, or travel management are covered under the 
relevant resource sections, the LGCA requests that more information be included in the Land Resources 
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section that cross-references the rationale for proposed change.  With expanded descriptions of decisions 
which affect land resources, a fuller understanding can be reached concerning the variations between 
alternatives and, ultimately, the future actions undertaken in the Planning Area.  

1.8.11.2 Recreation 

Common throughout the sections addressing Recreation Resources is that statements are made with little 
or no supporting research or citations.  The BLM must address and correct statements advanced in the 
Recreation Resource discussion prior to any alteration of recreational pursuits in the Planning Area. 

1.8.11.3 LWCs 

Section 201 of FLPMA directs the BLM to inventory for LWCs.  Prior to the Bighorn Basin RMP 
revision, the Cody and Worland Field Offices of the BLM inventoried for LWCs.  When reviewed by the 
LGCA, skepticism arose about the wilderness characteristics, or lack thereof, contained within the areas.  
Given the vast local knowledge of the areas by LGCA members, there was skepticism of the designations 
based on roads and structures known to be present.  The LGCA directed ERG to conduct a confirmation 
inventory of LWCs. 

ERG used BLM GIS data for roads, range improvements, oil and gas fields, and data from other agencies 
such as the Wyoming Pipeline Authority and the Wyoming Oil and Gas Commission to inventory 
structures within the BLM-defined LWCs that detract from wilderness characteristics.  The BLM ignored 
their data and other readily available data sources for structures when designating LWCs.  Objections to 
the LWC designations from BLM resource specialist were documented on signature sheets and refuted 
during the designation process. 

The LGCA/ERG LWC Inventory found that almost 20% of the 3.2 million acres of BLM lands in the 
Bighorn Basin were erroneously identified as having wilderness characteristics.  In the 3.2 million acres, 
the BLM has identified 56 LWC areas comprising a total of 571,000 acres.  Within 571,000 acres there 
are 634 miles of roads, of which 518 miles are two-track, 442 reservoirs, 296 miles of fence, 569,273 
acres of active allotments, 154 range improvements, 10 miles of water pipeline, 17 water wells, eight oil 
fields, 68 miles of oil and gas pipeline, eight active oil and gas wells, and 59 plugged and abandoned oil 
and gas wells (248,315 acres (43%) have oil and gas leases).  Following the release of the BLM’s 
inventory findings, the LGCA conducted a local stakeholder review.  Additional features detracting from 
wilderness characteristic were identified during the stakeholder review.  Based on both the BLM and 
LGCA inventory processes, the LGCA does not support the BLM’s designated LWCs in the Planning 
Area.  In addition, the LGCA has requested the BLM to initiate a new inventory process and postpone 
indefinitely the management of LWCs until a comprehensive and objective inventory is completed. 

1.8.11.4 Livestock Grazing 

The RMP/EIS states that the current AUMs of 305,887 acres will only be reduced by 1–2% over the life 
of the RMP.  However, according to the RMP/EIS, the direct impacts to livestock grazing result from 
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management actions that change AUM allocations or restrict livestock grazing.  Yet, the only disclosure 
of impacts is for surface disturbing activities and closures.  There are no direct impacts disclosed under 
any of the alternatives for management actions that change AUM allocations.  There are no impacts 
disclosed for management actions relating to wildlife habitat, special status species, special designations, 
etc., although it states that “when rangelands are not meeting resource objectives, the BLM implements 
changes in grazing management”.  There are also several areas in the management action Table 2-5 
(RMP/EIS pg. 2-160–162) that state management must be consistent with “other resource objectives,” but 
does not disclose which resources or objectives.  The other resource management actions could have 
significant impacts to livestock grazing, but are not disclosed in the RMP/EIS. 

1.8.12 Special Designations and Other Management Areas 

The BLM produced and released a Draft ACEC Report on February 26, 2010.  Although this report was 
never finalized, the BLM has carried forward a number of the ACECs in the Draft RMP/EIS.  The 
LGCA’s overarching concern with any ACEC is the fact that this designation focuses on the often-
undocumented environmental values of an area to the potential detriment of other uses, and thus narrows 
management flexibility.  In Appendix F, page F-4, ACEC designation is described, appropriately, in the 
same sentence as wilderness study areas, another management classification with stringent constraints.   

Unlike other special designations, such as wilderness study areas (WSAs), the designation of an 
area as an ACEC does not by itself automatically prohibit or restrict other uses in the area (with 
the exception that a mining plan of operation is required for any proposed mining activity within a 
designated ACEC). However, to be considered for designation, special management beyond the 
standard provisions established by the RMP must be required to protect relevant and important 
qualities. 

The LGCA believes that ACEC designations are but another affront to the congressionally-mandated 
multiple use and sustained yield direction for public lands.  The RMP notes in Appendix F (pg. F-4) that 
the nomination process can be accomplished by the public or by BLM staff.  The LGCA believes that any 
ACEC nomination by the public during the scoping process needs to be weighed against competing and 
valid arguments to minimize management restrictions including ACECs within the Planning Area.  The 
LGCA’s scoping comments, as well as comments by others requesting a reduction of additional 
management constraints appear to have been trumped by the Citizens Alternative proposal to increase 
ACECs in the project area as demonstrated by the proposed additional ACECs in the RMP/EIS, 
particularly under Alternatives A, B, and D.    

1.8.13 Socioeconomics 

The Socioeconomic sections of the RMP/EIS were analyzed in terms of how well the BLM utilized 
Appendix D of the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook and the adequacy of the data used in the impacts 
analysis.  The following findings guide the analysis of the individual sections: 
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• The BLM failed to conduct the required economics workshop, which allows the public to 
“identify desired economic and social conditions” and to “collaborate with BLM staff members to 
identify opportunities to advance local economies and social goals through planning and policy 
decisions.”  This failure has lead to a disconnect between the concerns of the communities of the 
Planning Area and the BLMs socio-economic analysis. 

• The impact analysis does not satisfy Table D-3 of Appendix D.  In particular, the impact analysis 
does not describe or quantify impacts to particular communities (the geographic dispersion of 
impacts). 

• The RMP/EIS lacks adequate data from other resource areas, in particular, mining and grazing.  
By underestimating potential effects from these areas the BLM and the LGCA are missing an 
opportunity to develop policies and mitigations should there be an oil and gas boom or a vast 
reduction in AUMs due to restrictions on land use. 

1.9 MITIGATIONS 

Each of the resource areas discussed previously, and in more detail in the full comment document, is 
substantially devoid of critical information.  As such, the LGCA has formulated a set of 
mitigations/corrective actions to address inadequacies in the RMP/EIS.  This is a proactive approach to 
inhibit the BLM from implementing management actions derived from the RMP/EIS that are groundless 
in fact and validation.  Legitimately, the LGCA has serious reservations that in the future the BLM will 
use the finalized RMP to impose restrictions and prohibitions on multiple uses in the Bighorn Basin that 
afford both economic well-being and recreational enjoyment to citizens and stakeholders.  Numerous 
protections are granted to wildlife species through constraints on oil and gas development, road 
designations, ROW avoidance/mitigation areas, and domestic livestock grazing.  While protective 
measures for wildlife or other resources may be warranted, it must be based on factual information 
derived through established scientific means.  For instance, page 2-13 of the RMP/EIS states: 

Management actions include maintaining or improving important wildlife habitats through 
vegetative manipulations, habitat improvement projects, livestock grazing strategies and the 
application of applicable guidance. 

The preceding excerpt is overly general and open-ended to what “livestock grazing strategies” may be 
implemented to maintain or improve important wildlife habitats.  This is but one example of many found 
in the RMP/EIS that either explicitly or implicitly leads the LGCA to believe that the BLM, through an 
imprecise, incomprehensive, and inaccurate finalized RMP will minimize multiple uses in the Bighorn 
Basin under the auspices of resource protection.  To counteract such from happening, 
mitigations/corrective actions are included in comments for each resource.  For instance, the following 
mitigation/corrective action was devised by the LGCA for wildlife and grazing: 

• Prior to any proposed modification of an allotment management plan(s) (AMP) or elimination of 
livestock grazing allotments in the Planning Area as a protective measure for greater sage-grouse 
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and/or other wildlife species, the BLM must design and implement a comprehensive monitoring 
study based on state-of-the-art methods that evaluates species population density and viability, 
habitat quality and quantity, and the effects of livestock grazing in the Planning Area.  At the 
conclusion of the study the BLM will coordinate with livestock grazing permittees and local 
governments in the Bighorn Basin preceding any proposed modification of AMPs or elimination 
of livestock grazing allotments in the Planning Area.  If disagreements arise, they shall be settled 
through a conflict resolution and mediation process.  

It is critical that the mitigations/corrective actions developed by the LGCA are carefully reviewed and 
understood by the BLM as they will be an integral step that the BLM must incorporate into any 
management decision that limits resource uses, both traditional and non-traditional, in the Bighorn Basin 
upon implementation of the Final RMP.     

1.10 THE NEXT STEP 

It is paramount that the BLM address and correct the significant inadequacies highlighted by the LGCA in 
the RMP/EIS prior to its finalization and subsequent issuance of a ROD.  The intent of the LGCA is to 
actively collaborate with the BLM as the agency revises the RMP/EIS to address the numerous concerns 
expressed in the comment document.  As representatives of the citizens of the Bighorn Basin and 
advocates of responsible multiple uses, it is the firm position of the LGCA that the BLM acknowledge 
that as currently written the RMP/EIS does not provide the level of detail and analysis necessary to make 
planning decisions for the next 20 years.   

Weight and priority given to wildlife and vegetative resources at the expense of multiple resource uses 
will have the affect of crippling the economy and stifling the culture, customs, and traditions so important 
to the LGCA and residents of the Bighorn Basin.  Making the situation more alarming is that findings and 
conclusions in the RMP/EIS are not grounded in science and field-verified data, but partisan, over-
reaching assumptions and aspirations that encapsulate the vision the BLM has of the Bighorn Basin.  The 
LGCA recognizes that the BLM is in fact one of many stakeholders in the Planning Area.  Conversely, 
the BLM appears to dismiss the importance of stakeholders who do not share the same management 
philosophy as the agency.  Such an attitude is short-sighted, flawed, and not in keeping with the BLM’s 
mission to “to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of the public lands for the use and enjoyment 
of present and future generations.”  Section 302 of FLPMA is clear in stating: “the Secretary shall manage 
the public lands under principles of multiple use and sustained yield, in accordance with the land use 
plans developed by him under section 202 of this Act.” 

In addition to the expressed concern the LGCA has with the primacy given to wildlife species and habitat 
protection (e.g. CSU, NSO, and TLS constraints and LWC and ACEC designations) is the apparent 
understated oil and gas development potential presented in both the RMP/EIS and RFD.  Marathon Oil 
has stated that in their professional opinion the RFD is understated by a factor of 25 to 50.  Using a 
conservative estimate that the RFD is understated by a factor of 10, well potential in the Mowry Shale 
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currently under lease would increase from 487 to 4,870.  In the entire Mowry Shale formation, both 
leased and non-leased, the well potential increases from 920 to 9,200. Economically, an underestimate at 
such a scale would have impacts that ripple throughout and beyond the Bighorn Basin.  At minimum the 
RFD and oil and gas development sections of the RMP/EIS must be updated to reflect true potential.  
Realistically, both should be entirely redone and impacts from increased development should be analyzed 
across all affected resources.   

In the opinion of the LGCA, the mitigations developed and incorporated in the comment document are a 
necessary protection against unwarranted BLM management actions that will adversely affect multiple 
parties in the Bighorn Basin.  With the mitigations in place and noted in the administrative record, the 
next step is for the BLM to open all lines of communication with the LGCA and stakeholders to work 
toward a solution for rectifying numerous issues, crossing all resource areas, in the RMP/EIS.  With 
enthusiasm the LGCA will work in partnership with the BLM to reach solutions to the problem areas in 
the RMP/EIS.  As both community members and public officials embodying decades of experience with 
and knowledge of resource uses and issues in the Bighorn Basin, the LGCA will bring a wealth of 
knowledge to the RMP/EIS correction process.  It is in the best interest of all parties involved and 
affected that the RMP, when finalized, is a planning document worthy of the beauty, diversity, and 
specialness that is the Bighorn Basin.  Any less than a well-crafted RMP that both protects and utilizes 
resources to their potential in the Planning Area is a failure that will threaten sense of place and future 
remunerative and recreational pursuits throughout the Bighorn Basin for decades.  
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