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APPENDIX F
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS

Comments were provided by a variety of respondents and sources. The following table identifies the
agencies, businesses and industry organizations, environmental and conservation groups, other groups, and
individuals that responded to the DEIS. The letter identification numbers are attached to each comment.

Respondent Organization
Letter
Identification No.

Governmental Agencies (Federal)
Bunyak, John National Park Service, Air Resources Division FG-01
Cody, Cynthia U.S. Environmental Protection Agency FG-02
Harris, Reed E. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service FG-03

Governmental Agencies (State of Utah)
Orth, Tom Utah Division of Air Quality SG-01
Barber, Brad T. Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget SG-02
Dykmann, James L. Utah State Historic Preservation Office SG-03

Governmental Agencies (Local)
Leamaster, Darrel V. Castle Valley Sewer and Sanitation District LG-01
Funk, Rex Emery County Road Department LG-02
Johnson, Eugene Emery Water Conservancy District LG-03
Anderson, Bryant Emery County Planning and Zoning LG-04
Payne, Val Emery County Public Lands Department LG-05

Businesses and Industry Organizations
Langley, L. G. Anadarko Petroleum Corporation B/I-01
Chandler, III, Collis P. Chandler and Associates, LLC B/I-02
Smith, Marc W. Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States B/I-03
Payne, Fred E. Payne Land Services B/I-04
Moseley, Claire M. Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association B/I-05
Belton, Terry Texaco Exploration and Production, Inc. B/I-06
Peacock, Lee J. Utah Petroleum Association B/I-07
Grifiths, Cary Utah Pipe Trades Union B/I-08
Thompson, Joe Utah Pipe Trades Local Union No. 57 B/I-09
Gillen, Darrell L. Williams Production Company B/I-10
Webster, J. Blake Interwest Mining Company B/I-11

Environmental and Conservation Organizations
McHarg, W. Herbert Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance E/C-01
Carpenter, Len H. Wildlife Management Institute E/C-02

Other Organizations
Kirkwood, Ken Carbon/Emery Motorcycle Association O-01
 Carbon-Emery Trail Users Association O-02
Warren, Scott Sageriders Motorcycle Club O-03
Peterson, Alan J. Utah Trail Machine Association O-04
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Individuals
Borton, Stephen I-01
Burgess, Cory and Joan I-02
Colt, Chris I-03
Coones, John E. I-04
Foote, Mr. and Mrs. Deane L. I-05
Glenn, Patrick I-06
Gnojek, Tom I-07
Hanawalt, H. George I-08
Hardy, Leo I-09
Jensen, LaRue I-10
Justensen, Dorothy I-11
Justesen, Lu Ann I-12
Keleher, Barb I-13
Kenney, Claudia J. I-14
Kilbourne, Pete I-15
Knoop, Karla D. I-16
Loveless, Ned T. and Gladys R. I-17
Luke, Marjorie M. I-18
Mansfield, Benjamin J. I-19
Melville, Marvin I-20
Sheya, Paul J. and Lynne I-21
Snow, Harry E. I-22
Swasey, Lee M. and Margaret F. I-23
Tatton, Brent I-24
Tuttle, Dawnette I-25
Tuttle, Milton Bland I-26
Ungerman, Lorin O. and Orilla I-27
Wakefield, Thomas Kent I-28
Willis, Dennis and Terry I-29

People Attending the Castle Dale Public Meeting
Unidentified Individuals I-30
Rowley, Vernel I-31
Wellnitz, Paula I-32
Williams, Mark H. I-33
Wilson, Brian I-34

People Attending the Price Public Meeting
Unidentified Individuals I-35
James, Mike I-36
Reed, Carter I-37
Sheya, Paul I-38

People Attending the Salt Lake City Meeting
Payne, Fred I-39
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Geology and Minerals
1. Page 3–1, Section 3.1.1: In the second line of the section the word “upwarp” is incorrectly typed as

“upward”. The second sentence may be clearer if it read “The North Area lies within the …
physiogeographic subprovince [is] known as the Mancos Shale lowland (Stokes, 1986).”  (SG–02)

Response: These sentences have been edited for clarity. Please refer to Section 3.1.1 to review
the revisions.

2. Page 3–2, first paragraph of Section 3.1.2: This paragraph refers the reader to subsurface geology
on Plates 3–1a and 3–1b. These plates have errors. Particularly incorrect are the contacts of the map
units in the stratigraphic interval from the Emery Sandstone Member of the Mancos Shale up
through the Star Point Sandstone. The label for the middle member of the Ferron Sandstone is also
incorrectly shown in areas that should be Emery Sandstone. These two maps do not accurately
reflect the mapping done by the authors cited from the U.S. Geological Survey.  (SG–02)

Response: Upon review of the plates, the ID team agrees the plates had many errors. Because the
information presented on these plates was not used in the impact analysis, the ID team
decided to drop both from the FEIS rather than try to correct all the errors made when
the information was digitized.

3. Page 3–5, last paragraph of Section 3.1.3: The material presented in this paragraph is confusing, as
if some material was omitted or misplaced. It should be rewritten for clarity and ease of
understanding.  (SG–02)

Response: This paragraph was rewritten to clarify the narrative. Please refer to Section 3.1.3 to
review this revised discussion.

4. Page 3–7, last paragraph of Section 3.1.5.3: The first sentence of this paragraph should read
“Portions of the project area are …” to have subject and verb agreement.  (SG–02)

Response: The sentence has been revised. Please refer to Section 3.1.5.3 to review the change.

5. Plate 3–2b: This plate incorrectly shows active coal leases in Township 18 South, Range 7 East on
North Horn Mountain where no federal coal leases have been sold. Conversely, there are active coal
leases in Township 17 South, Range 6 East on Trail Mountain associated with the Trail Mountain
mine that are not shown.  (SG–02)

Response: This plate has been reviewed and incorrect information has been corrected. Please
refer to the plate in the FEIS to review the changes.

6. The Ferron DEIS does not address the future impact of the gas field on the local coal industry. When
the whole gas field is developed, shall natural gas be competing with coal for firing the local power
plants? What should become of local coal miners, and support industries and jobs for the coal mines,
if a huge market for coal suddenly disappears? The gas well field is low maintenance and requires
very few workers or support, once the pipelines are in place. What should become of our local
economy if coal mines close or scale down, and miners and others lose their jobs? Even though the
coal industry sees a long term weakness (30 to 60 years from now), the gas field will be developed
well before then. These questions need to be analyzed in this DEIS before the gas wells go in.  (I–21)
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Response: Conversion of local coal-fired power plants to natural gas was not an issue for
analysis in the Ferron Natural Gas Project EIS. Natural gas extracted under the
Ferron Natural Gas Project would not be a factor in the electrical utilities’ decisions
about converting to natural gas. The productive life of this project would be
insufficient for the utilities to use as a basis for switching to natural gas. Thus, any
decisions by the utilities to convert to natural gas would be the result of factors
unrelated to the Ferron Natural Gas Project.

7. The statements at 4.1.1.1.2, page 4–2 and 4.1.1.2, page 4–4, regarding lack of conflict between
proposed wells and active coal leases or kcras are accurate. However, coal lease boundaries and
active mine permit boundaries do not always coincide. The DEIS does not address potential conflicts
between proposed wells and active coal mine permit areas.  Locations where such conflicts may
occur include proposed wells in Deer Creek Canyon, in Sections 1 and 2, Township 17 South, Range
7 East and near the Des Bee Dove Mine Sediment Pond, NW ¼ Section 36, T I 7 S, R 7 E.  (LG–05)

Response: Plate 3–2b in the DEIS (Plate 3–1 in the FEIS) shows the boundaries of active coal
leases, not boundaries of active mines. Based on available information on active coal
leases, the ID team did not identify any conflicts between coal leases and proposed
wells. The locations identified in the comment involve State- and privately-owned
lands. Thus, the BLM and Forest Service would have not authority to determine the
ultimate locations of wells in these sections.

Water Resources
1. A major effort is being undertaken by cooperation of the federal government and several states to

reduce salinity in the Colorado River so as to provide water of sufficient quality to meet downstream
users’ needs and treaty obligations with Mexico. This program named Colorado River Basin Salinity
Control, has set water quality standards and is implementing a program to control salinity
contributions from all sources. A concern exists that if the proposed brine disposal methods fail,
saline brine would be contributed to the Colorado River and undo the progress of the control
program. Disposal of saline waste waters should be carefully monitored to ensure the waste brines
are not allowed to reach the San Rafael River or tributaries and/or the Colorado River system. If
during monitoring of the disposal, brines are reaching the river system, then operation of the project
should be suspended until the problem is fixed.  (I–34, SG–02)

Response: Disposal wells would be monitored daily according to UDOGM’s requirements. If
they failed, some other approved method of disposal would have to be used or the
wells would be shut in. Also, surface water quality monitoring sites exist (Plate 3–2
of the FEIS), which would continue to provide information.

2. Page 4–7 – 4.2.1.1.3.1 Sedimentation: The third paragraph needs clarification because it is
confusing. It is unclear whether the maximum rate of sediment loss of 10.75 tons/acre/year is the
total estimated sediment loss for the Project Area including both natural conditions and project
effects, or is only additional sediment loss resulting from the project. We interpret the paragraph to
say the 775 acres of disturbed land produces 10.75 tons/acre/year. Natural conditions without the
Ferron Natural Gas Project ranges from 2 to 12 tons/acre/year. Therefore, with the project the total
amount of sediment loss would be 12.75 to 22.75 tons/acre/year. Similarly, sediment delivery to
streams would be 5.1 to 9.1 tons/acre/year. Both these values are higher than natural conditions. No
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discussion of natural sediment loss or delivery conditions was included in Chapter 3.  (FG–02, FG–
03, I–35)

Response: A discussion of natural sediment loss values has been added to Section 3.2.3.2.  Also,
the discussion in Section 4.2.1.1.3.1 has been modified to clarify the results of the
impact analysis. The interpretation developed by the reader is not correct in light of
the projections that were done and described in greater detail in Appendix E.

3. Page 4–8 – 4.2.1.1.4 Spill impacts to Surface and Groundwaters: This section states rules and
regulations (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No.1, Notice to Lessees 3a, and UDOGM rules) which
identify strategies to reduce accidental spills. The section further describes potential impacts from
accidental spills resulting from standard well field operations. This section does not describe any
contingency plan that would be implemented if a spill occurs, especially at wells in floodplains.
Thirty-four wells are proposed in floodplains adjacent to perennial streams or in intermittent or
ephemeral channel beds. Oil spills during a precipitation event or spring run-off could result in oil
contaminants entering the river system and potentially affecting endangered fish. The Service is
concerned about potential impacts to the endangered Colorado River fishes, especially the Colorado
squawfish (Price River) and the razorback sucker (San Rafael River). A contingency plan should be
developed for accidental spills and this potential impact to the endangered fish should be addressed
in the EIS as well as in the Biological Assessment for the project.  (FG–03)

Response: The project would not involve storage of any large quantities of oil. Consequently, no
large spills of oil would occur. Pipeline pressures are monitored during standard
operations and any pipeline breaches would be noted and immediate action taken to
correct the situation. The development of contingency plans are not anticipated, but
can be required from operators on individual well approvals in accordance with NTL
3A.   Appendix B indicates spill plans would be developed to ensure environmental
protection from hazardous substances.  Small spills would be kept on location by
berms and drainage control (see Section 4.2.3).

4. Page 3–12, Figure 3–4: It would be helpful for the reader to have a legend explaining the cross-
hatched and stippled patterns.  (SG–02)

Response: A legend has been developed. Cross-hatched areas are zones where the aquifer is
absent; stippled areas are where the aquifer is partially saturated. Please refer to this
revised figure to review the revisions.

5. Pages 3–18 and 3–19, Table 3–2: Column headings are missing for sixth, tenth, and last data
columns in the table. To help the reader better understand any geographic changes in water quality,
it would be useful to also have township and range information with the section number given for
each well.  (SG–02)

Response: The sixth, tenth, and last data columns reflected specific gravity, a ratio, and sulfate
reducing bacteria concentrations.  These columns have been eliminated from this table
in the FEIS. Please refer to Table 3–2 to review these revisions.

6. Page 3–23, Figure 3–7: The legend for this figure has the colors for the aquifer absent and the fresh
blocks reversed. Is the data presented in Figure 3–7 original work done by the EIS authors or was
it modified from some other source?  (SG–02)
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Response: Figure 3–7 has been revised. It was modified after Figure 68 in Freethey and Cordy
1991. Please refer to this figure in the FEIS to review the revisions.

7. The EIS does not identify any recharge areas for the Ferron Sandstone Aquifer and what impacts to
the surface water resources may be associated with it due to the mining activities in the Ferron
Sandstone Aquifer.  (LG–03)

Response: Section 3.2.1 indicates that the recharge area for the Ferron Sandstone aquifer is
along fault zones to the west of the Project Area. Section 3.1.5.4 indicates that most
coal mining in Carbon and Emery counties is in the overlying Blackhawk Formation
within the Cretaceous Mesaverde group. However, one exception exists. The coal in
the Southern Emery coal field, located south of the South Area is found in the Ferron
sandstone. There are no expected cumulative impacts between mining of the
Blackhawk and gas production from the Ferron. There are no overlapping effects to
surface water from coal mining and CBM development in the Ferron, due to the
distance between them, and the general west to east flow pattern. A supporting
technical document, “Ferron Natural Gas Development EIS, Aquifer Modeling
Report” (AHA 1998), indicates that there would be drawdown of the Ferron aquifer
near the eastern outcrop adjacent to the Price and Green Rivers, but that the
reduction in discharge would be less than nine percent (Section 5.3.2.1). 

8. The DEIS does not identify the precise degree of imbalance between recharge and discharge of water
in the Ferron Sandstone Aquifer. This concern needs to be identified before the project is started.
(LG–03)

Response: Recharge and discharge of the Ferron Sandstone was modeled with projected losses
of produced water. This information is summarized in Section 5.3.2.1 and was derived
from the supporting technical document, “Ferron Natural Gas Development EIS,
Aquifer Modeling Report” (AHA 1998).

9. The DEIS does not address the issue of subsidence due to pumping water out of the Ferron
Sandstone Aquifer and what counter measures would be put in place if subsidence occurs.  (LG–03)

Response: Subsidence was addressed in Section 4.2.1.1.3 of the DEIS. Please refer to this section
of the FEIS to review the discussion.

10. The DEIS does not address alternative solutions to possible failure of the injection well system or
an overload of excess water. If water is stored in evaporative ponds water rights must be obtained.
The water balance summary used is not accurate and does not balance with acres and irrigation water
depletions. More research is necessary.  (LG–03)

Response: Evaporation ponds are not a feature of any alternative. Lined emergency pits are
available for temporary use at the disposal well facilities. As discussed in Section
2.1.1.1.1.5, pumps would be shut off if an emergency pit reaches capacity.
Subsequently, water would be injected as soon as the well is again operative. The pits
would not serve as long-term storage basins.
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11. The matter of transmission line breaks and contamination to land and water due to breakage or leaks
in the system needs to be addressed. It is illogical to expect that this will not occur. More research
needs to be done and guidelines established for addressing these concerns.  (LG–03)

Response: A drop in water line pressure or the visual observation of leakage are the usual
indicators of problems. As for monitoring and inspection, field visitation by company
personnel would be ongoing.  Additionally, routine inspections are conducted by the
BLM and UDOGM. Please refer to Section 2.1.1.1.3.2.2 for further information.

12. A firm program of inspection and monitoring should be established to insure protection of the
system, the water and surrounding resources.  (LG–03)

Response: See response to previous comment.

13. The Environmental Protection Measures associated with Alternative 2 would require that
leaseholders avoid blasting or geophysical drilling within ¼ mile of a spring or water well. In most
cases leaseholders would use vibroseis rather than dynamite in terrain such as the Ferron Natural Gas
project. A ¼-mile restriction is unreasonable and unnecessary to address any safety concerns. Since
this is not required in the lease, and the BLM’s authority to relocate drilling activities is limited to
200 meters, this requirement exceeds BLM’s authority. BLM should also provide a map identifying
streams and water wells.  (B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: This EPM was a measure prescribed by the Land Management Plan. It is not an
exclusion, it is an avoidance measure. Additionally, it is examined on a case-by-case
basis during the APD stage. Streams and springs are identified on Plate 3–2,
Hydrology.

14. I am concerned about the effects of injecting waste water into the Navajo Sandstone and the impact
this may have on the formations potential for future culinary, agricultural, and wildlife water uses.
The DEIS tries to assure us that ground water impacts will be minimal. The biggest problem is lack
of data to support the case. One cannot conclude the salt water will not penetrate into deeper
formations and contaminate sources of freshwater, such as springs and seeps. The South Area lies
immediately west of the San Rafael Swell and the North Area lies to the north. Thus the project
appears to be in the vicinity of the San Rafael Swell. This would suggest that the Navajo-Nugget
aquifer may be suitable for water uses within the Project Area. But to the contrary, the DEIS states
on page 3–17 although fresh water occurs in the aquifer along the perimeter of the San Rafael Swell
near the recharge area, water quality degrades with increasing distance from the area of recharge
(Figure 3–7). Data from four wells in the North Area and two in the South Area are used as evidence.
Where are these wells? Why are they not plotted on Figure 3–7? Are they representative samples
sufficient to characterize the Navajo-Nugget over the entire EIS area or are some of them clustered
together showing data of only local significance. What is the reference to the analysis that generated
the Figure 3–7?  (I–15, I–31)

Response: Existing publications (referenced in DEIS and FEIS) outline the basics of water
quality and direction of flow in the Navajo Aquifer throughout the Project Area. Data
gathered from disposal wells completed since initiation of the Drunkard’s Wash
project confirm the general trends shown in these publications. Data show the
existence of stagnant saline water deep down structure in the west and northwest
direction from the San Rafael Swell, which is under the Project Area. A recent
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unpublished study completed for the Drunkard’s Wash area models and predicts
injectivity and pressure response in the aquifer due to injection. This study verifies,
as predicted, that higher pressure influence will remain in the western and deepest
part of the aquifer. The volumes comparisons were also verified and show in the study
area that the cumulative injected volume amounts to less than one percent of the water
already in place in the aquifer. This helps put into perspective the dilution and
pressure influence concerns. The results of this study are very relevant to the Ferron
Natural Gas Project’s Project Area because the model/study area is located between
the North and South areas. Geologically the same formations are involved and appear
to be continuous, including the confining zones.

15. Page 3–13 provides a description of ground water flow. Figure 3–4 is used to show the flow patterns.
However, no information is shown specific to the Project Area, although the South Area is shown
approximately one mile west of the map content and the North Area is not shown at all. How does
one know where the water is going? How confidently can flow patterns be predicted without flow
data in the project area?  (I–15, I–33)

Response: The description in Section 3.2.2.1.4 includes a flow description. Figure 3–4 was
intended to clarify the concept in the area of the San Rafael Swell.

16. Consistent with the lack of the data, the DEIS honestly states on 4–6, a regional groundwater
modeling study for the Navajo aquifer was not included as part of the analysis for this DEIS. Yet
without adequate groundwater information, it is difficult to jump to the statements about
environmental consequences found on pages 4–5 to 4–15. On page 4–6 of the DEIS … the radius
of influence (resulting from injection) during the five highest years of peak water production of
approximately 1500 gallons gpm (51,429 bpd) the radius of influence would extend four miles and
produce a hydraulic head greater thin 8,960 feet. Assuming fresh water flow patterns in the Navajo-
Nugget are constant, on a long-term basis, produced water disposal would not affect these flow
patterns. Going back to the Section 3.2.2.1.4, I see the discussion about groundwater flows on the
San Rafael Swell, not the Project Area. I also see a discussion about thrust faults in the Navajo and
statements about the lack of information regarding thrust faults in the Navajo. This is followed by
the statement such faults, if they exist, could significantly. Significantly what? What is the rest of
the sentence? If we don’t know about the geologic structure in the Navajo within the project area,
how do we know about its groundwater flow patterns?  (I–15)

Response: Numerical analysis has been done and is described in Section 4.2.1.1.1. Please refer
to this section to review this information. The Cumulative Effects Area for ground-
water resources includes the San Rafael Swell, which is on the eastern periphery of
the Project Area. Such faults, if they exist, could significantly “affect groundwater
flowpaths”. This change has been made in Section 3.2.2.1.4. Please refer to this
section to review the revision.

17. On page 4–6, regarding Alternative one, the DEIS states impacts to springs are not likely to occur
as is not operationally viable to construct in wet areas. This statement focuses on direct impacts of
construction. What are the effects on the groundwater that feeds the springs? Would these impacts
be different in Alternative 2? The DEIS states on page 4–10 regarding Alternative 2, the water
quality within the Navajo-Nugget would be diluted slightly, although probably immeasurably. What
volumes are being considered when talking about dilution? Is it based on the four mile radius of
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influence discussed on 4–6? Please include these calculations regarding dilution in the FEIS, perhaps
as an appendix.  (I–15, I–32, I–33)

Response: Gas development would not impact the recharge area or flow path. The producing
formation is not the source of water to springs. This lack of anticipated impacts would
be identical for Alternative 2.

Section 4.2.1.1.1 has been modified to address dilution of the Navajo-Nugget by
disposal of produced waters.

18. The DEIS does not consider alternative methods of disposal of produced water. The companies must
provide the produced water for useful application in the local area. This area, which is a desert, is
in a major conflict with an adjacent county regarding water supply for culinary and agricultural
purposes. The DEIS should examine the purification of water for local use and if such purification
is not feasible, the BLM should document the reasoning.  (I–21)

Response: The DEIS did consider alternative methods of disposal of produced water (Section
2.4.5). The oil and gas lease terms do not require produced water to be put to
beneficial use.

19. On page 4–10, the DEIS states that project proponents would purchase water for development (13.5
ac-ft in the North Area and 57.8 ac-ft in the South Area) from a variety of users, resulting in very
minor shifts in water consumption from existing uses to this project. No change in costs to
consumers should occur as a result of this project. This analysis is insufficient. The fact that water
for these projects is being diverted from Huntington Creek, Scofield Reservoir, and Price River (494
ac-ft, River Gas CBM EIS page 2–5) is absolutely insane given that they are producing so much
water from their own wells. It is also insufficient in that a huge amount of water is to be consumed
from the adjacent RGC CBM project. The DEIS must address the water needs and impacts more
specifically.  (I–21, I–35)

Response: The cumulative impact discussion in Section 5.3.2.1 noted that water use in the San
Rafael and Price River basins totals 202 mgd, of which domestic and public supply is
6.81 mgd. CBM producer consumption for development is less than one percent of
domestic and public supply. It is technically infeasible to use saline produced water
for drilling and illegal to use saline produced water for surface applications.

20. Information in the water resources section of Table 2–15, summarizing impacts, should be presented
so that a more meaningful comparison between alternatives can be made. While the information on
rates of sediment and salt delivery are useful, the total loading quantities and a comparison to
background (which is not the same as No Action) should also be given in the table.  (I–16)

Response: Table 2–15 in the DEIS (Table 2–17 in the FEIS) has been updated and Section 3.2.3.2
has been modified to reflect soil loss and soil salinity characteristics of proposed
disturbance areas. Please review Table E-5 in Appendix E for comparisons between
undisturbed conditions and the three alternatives.

21. It is not clear whether the water quality information provided for the Navajo-Nugget aquifer reflects
the background quality of the aquifer. The source of the information is given as samples taken from
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existing, active disposal wells. How is it known that the analyses do not represent the influence of
the injected Ferron waters?  (I–16)

Response: Water quality information obtained from disposal wells for the Navajo Aquifer was
obtained prior to commencement of disposal and should represent the water quality
of the aquifer at that location.

22. It seems that the Navajo aquifer groundwater model recently developed for the Price Coalbed
Methane field would have been a useful tool to describe the hydrogeologic characteristics of the
Project Area, along with the regional references cited.  (I–16)

Response: See response to Water Resources comment 14.

23. The fact that EPA and UDOGM have regulatory responsibility for underground injection is used on
page 4–6 to justify the lack of groundwater modeling for this project. However, under NEPA, the
BLM is required to disclose all of the potential environmental consequences of the project.
Groundwater modeling appears to be key to thoroughly assessing some of those consequences,
regardless of whether or not other agencies require such a study.  (I–16)

Response: Section 4.2.1.1.1 does discuss the environmental consequences of disposal of water
into the Navajo. Water quantity impacts have been modeled locally by Texaco and
Anadarko and the results were used in this EIS.

24. Under the Proposed Action, 12 wells would be located in the floodplains of perennial streams, and
22 wells would be located in the beds of intermittent or ephemeral channels. Impacts associated with
such locations were very cursorily addressed by stating “this would result in substantial sediment
loss and increased pollution potential.” An expanded discussion is warranted, and quantification of
overall impacts should include impacts specific to these sites. For example, the provided soil
loss/sediment delivery analysis only reflects upland sheet and rill erosion, not in-channel erosion or
sediment production. Further, the discussions on spill impacts do not discuss the greater impact
potential associated with these in-stream sites.  (I–16)

Response: As Section 1.2 indicates, this FEIS is programmatic in nature. As such, locations of
wells and facilities reflect a general planning concept. All federal wells are subject to
the APD process and well locations would be moved as necessary during field
permitting to protect resources.

25. The potential impacts to surface water and groundwater as a result of disposal water occasionally
being diverted to emergency pits are not described. (See item 1 under the Chapter 2 comments
provided above.) Infiltration of stored water, and the potential consequences to shallow groundwater
and stream channels should be discussed.  (I–16)

Response: The emergency pits would be lined with impermeable geosynthetic liners. As discussed
in Sections 2.1.1.1.1.5 and 2.1.1.1.3.5.1, use of the emergency pits would be temporary
and would not result in impacts to surface and ground waters. The Companies would
not fill these pits beyond their capacities and would pump waters from the pits into the
adjacent disposal well once repairs are made.
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26. Because sediment and salinity impacts would likely continue until the well sites and roads are
abandoned and reclaimed, a monitoring program should be defined to validate the success of the Best
Management Practices comprising the Environmental Protection Measures for water resources. We
suggest the FEIS address the possibility of establishing a project monitoring workgroup to include
the BLM, UDEQ, UDOGM, and counties to track the success of nonpoint source control and to
modify measures as appropriate.  (FG–02)

Response: Thank you for the suggestion.

27. Section 4.2, WATER RESOURCES (page 4–5):  Water continues to be a resource which generates
a great deal of concern. The Council and the Department would prefer that the water from the Ferron
Sandstone be treated and put to beneficial use, rather than being disposed of on injection wells.
However, it is recognized that such treatment is not currently economically feasible. The Council
and the Department continue to be interested in assessing the effects of injection to the Navajo
Sandstone aquifer. Therefore, it is recommended that the last sentence of the second paragraph at
page 4–6 be modified to read, “As data become available, modeling and analysis  will be completed
with the objective of protecting underground sources of drinking water from contamination by
disposal activities.”  (LG–05)

Response: As noted in Section 3.2.2.2.2, the Ferron Sandstone waters do not meet state drinking
water standards for total dissolved solids and barium, at a minimum.  Sodium,
chloride, and iron also present domestic use limitations. Modeling was performed to
assess the effects on water withdrawal from the Ferron Sandstone. This technical
report is entitled “Ferron Natural Gas Development EIS Aquifer Modeling Report”.
It was prepared for the Ferron Natural Gas Project and was issued in April 1998.

Figure 3-7 shows that sources of fresh water in the Navajo are not connected with the
saline portions of the Navajo into which produced water would be injected. Thus,
modeling and analysis would serve no objective.

28. We support the protection of water resources provided by Alternative 2, but, would prefer that the
tenuous mitigation language, found at Section 4.2.3, page 4–14, be revised by replacing “should”,
“could” and “would” with “shall”.  (LG–05)

Response: The EIS is not a decision document. Thus, use of the terms “should”, “could”, and
“would” is preferred. The Records of Decision issued by the decision makers will
determine what “shall” be done.

Air Quality
1. The use of 1995 data is not adequate. Adequate baseline data is necessary for an informed decision

and air quality research should be part of the EIS. Determination of air quality impacts should be
based on quantitative data about existing conditions and conditions that would achieve the Class I
air quality standard.  (E/C–01)

Response: The 1995 IMPROVE data from Canyonlands National Park was determined by the
National Park Service and the Utah Department of Environmental Quality as the latest
and most representative background visibility data for national parks in central Utah.
Measurements of visibility were discontinued at Arches National Park in 1993. Data
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have never been collected at Capitol Reef National Park.  Therefore, the National
Park Service determined that the data from Canyonlands should be used to represent
the background condition at Capitol Reef and Arches National Parks.

2. The analysis should include a numerical estimate of the reduction in visibility throughout the area
and the establishment of standards for the project area.  (E/C–01)

Response: The potential effect to visibility in the Price area was identified as an issue for the EIS.
The U.S. Congress has decided that visibility standards would be protected only in
Class I areas through the New Source Review permitting process.  The State of Utah
Department of Environmental Quality manages the New Source Review process and
evaluates the potential of any large pollutant source to degradate visibility at Class
I areas.  Neither the U.S. Congress, the EPA, nor the State of Utah have established
any visibility standard outside of Class I areas.  In spite of the lack of any laws or
standards, the analysis included a numerical estimate of visibility impacts in the
Project Area to include much of Carbon and Emery counties (see Section 4.3.1.1.2.9).

3. The analysis should consider the cumulative impacts of all existing, proposed, or reasonably
foreseeable projects (including the Hunter 4 power plant) and increased vehicle traffic throughout
the entire area.  (E/C–01)

Response: The analysis does indeed consider all cumulative sources since the background NOx
concentration was measured in 1981.  PacifiCorp and UDEQ were contacted and
PacifiCorp has withdrawn its permit application for a fourth coal-fired unit.
Furthermore, they have no future plans to re-apply for a coal-fired power unit because
of expense to reduce emissions to acceptable limits.  

Increased tailpipe emissions were not considered in the analysis for two reasons.
First, as described in the Land Use analysis, Section 4.10), traffic is only expected to
increase by one to three percent.

4. The analysis should evaluate the effects of using gas and electrical pumps.  (E/C–01)

Response: The FEIS analyzes electrically-powered compressors and pumps. Please refer to the
electrical discussions in Chapters 2, 4, and 5 to review these additions.

5. The air quality analysis should consider exhaust, dust, etc. in relation to National Park and proposed
wilderness lands. It also should include climate impacts. Mitigation of dust impacts from roads
should be mitigated.  (E/C–01)

Response: Fugitive dust emissions were included.  The control of construction-related emissions
would be required by the Utah Air Conservation Rule R307-12, which requires
adequate control of construction dust for projects that disturb more than ¼ acre.
Control of operational dust from roads is only required for roads where average
traffic exceeds 150 vehicles per day.  Although the average project traffic would be
considerably less than this level, the DEIS recommends the application of dust
suppressants (water or chemicals) along roads near residential areas and at
congested project traffic levels.  The Ferron Natural Gas Project would not affect
climate.
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6. The air quality analysis involved an overly conservative and unreasonable approach to predicting
the impact from emissions to air quality and visibility. Predicted field conditions are overstated. The
modeling assumption that predicts full conversion of NOx to NO2 is erroneous. If the EPA
recommends that a 75 percent conversion be used for emissions modeling (Federal Register, vol.60
No.153, pg. 40469, August 9, 1995), then it should be used for regional haze predictions for the sake
of continuity and good engineering practice. However, even with the overstated predictions, a 1.2-
percent increase in NOx emissions impacting Capitol Reef is relatively insignificant.  (B/I–02, B/I–
03, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: It must be emphasized that the air quality analysis in the DEIS is not a permitting
process.  It is a NEPA analysis to disclose potential impacts.  Since the Companies do
not yet have a firm and binding proposal concerning the location, size, or type of
natural-gas compressors that would be used to move natural gas, conservative
assumptions were used in the DEIS analysis.  The FEIS contains an analysis of
potential air quality impacts when refined emission factors are used for the
compressor emissions.  

It is true that the EPA recommends a 75 percent conversion from NOx to NO2 for the
air quality analysis related to NAAQS compliance. The IWAQM screening method
used in this analysis and coordinated with the National Park Service and the UDEQ
assumes that all NOx is converted to NO2 when visual impacts are analyzed at Class
I areas. However, only 40 percent of NO2 would be converted to particles that may
reduce visibility.  The visibility analysis only looks at specific days when the prevailing
wind would transport pollutants to the Class I areas.  In limited cases, the daily
transport of pollutants was predicted to be toward the Class I areas at a sufficient
magnitude to result in potential adverse effects on visibility.

7. Based on the air quality analysis documented in the DEIS and Air Quality Technical Document; the
frequency, magnitude, and duration of these impacts from the Ferron Natural Gas Project along, and
the combined Ferron and Price Coalbed Methane projects, the effects to visibility at Capitol Reef,
Canyonlands, and Arches national parks are adverse impacts.  (FG–01)

Response: Additional air quality analysis has been completed using refined emission and stack
parameters that are attainable in the industry.  Two options were analyzed.  One
option is that all compressors would be electrically powered.  The second option is
that the compressors would be modeled using the following parameters:

emission rate: 0.7 gm/hp-hr
stack height: 17.1 m,
stack diameter: 0.356 m,
exhaust temperature: 739.7 K
exhaust velocity: 72.1 m/s
building downwash for compressor buildings 28 ft high, 65 ft X 35 ft

The results of the analysis using these parameters are shown in Section 4.2 of the
FEIS. When using 1986 meteorological data from Clawson for the Ferron
compressors only, there may be one day over a five percent reduction at Capitol Reef
and no days at Canyonlands or Arches.  When using a second year of Clawson data
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(provided by the Utah Division of Air Quality) from 1987, there may be three days
reduction more than five percent at Capitol Reef and one day at Canyonlands.

This analysis demonstrates that even if all the Ferron compressors are installed at the
operating level indicated in the DEIS, there may be an impact on visual resources at
the closest Class I areas.  However, it must be pointed out that the analysis was
performed using the conservative methods mandated by the Interagency Workgroup
on Air Quality Modeling (IWAQM).  This method assumes that all NOx converts to
NO2.  In contrast, the EPA and State of Utah assume that only 75 percent of NOx
converts to NO2.

The results of the cumulative analysis with recommended mitigation are shown in
Section 5.3.3.  When using 1986 meteorological data from Clawson for the Ferron and
Price CBM compressors, there may be two days over a five percent reduction at
Capitol Reef and one day at Canyonlands.  When using a second year of Clawson data
(provided by the Utah Division of Air Quality) for 1987, there may be nine days
reduction more than five percent at Capitol Reef and eight days at Canyonlands and
five days reduction more than 10 percent at Capitol Reef and one day at Canyonlands.

The cumulative analysis demonstrates that there would be an adverse impact to visual
resources at Capitol Reef and Canyonlands if all the natural gas-fired compressors,
including the five proposed compressors for the Price CBM development, are
permitted and operated at the levels indicated in both the Ferron Natural Gas and
Price CBM EISs.  Further analysis of potential visibility impacts would be directed by
the Utah Division of Air Quality in the future when permit applications are submitted.

8. Because the effects to visibility at the three national parks in central Utah identified in the DEIS and
Air Quality Technical Document are adverse effects, a refined modeling analysis should be
conducted to estimate effects to visibility more accurately. This modeling should be accomplished
using the EPA CALPUFF modeling system. A written protocol for this analysis should be submitted
to the EPA, NPS, and State of Utah for approval before the actual modeling is conducted.  (FG–01)

Response: This air quality analysis has demonstrated a potential adverse effect at Class I areas
using conservative analysis methods.  The analysis demonstrated that the cumulative
effect of 12 Ferron and five Price CBM gas-fired compressors would have an adverse
impact on Class I areas.  It is the responsibility of the Utah Division of Air Quality to
make the final permitting determinations during the permitting process when specific
plans of operation and size and location of individual compressors are known.  The
Utah Division of Air Quality may require a CALPUFF-type analysis when they believe
a level of development is approaching that may adversely affect Class I areas.

9. The FEIS should discuss, in detail, mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to visibility at the three
national parks. Mitigation measures could include electric compressor engines, very-well controlled
natural gas fired compressor engines, and offsets of nitrogen oxide emissions from the nearby power
plants.  (FG–01)

Response: The FEIS (Section 4.3.3) has recommended mitigation in the form of reduced
emissions for gas-fired compressors or solely the use of electric compressors.
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10. A statement should be added to the FEIS that addresses the highly conservative approach used in the
air modeling and that this approach tends to over-predict the emissions’ impacts.  (B/I–01, B/I–10)

Response: A statement has been added to the air quality analysis for the Proposed Action
(Section 4.3.1.1) concerning the conservative nature of the analysis.  The mitigation
recommended for Alternative 2 demonstrates that air quality and visibility impacts at
Class I areas would be reduced when applying the refined emission and stack
parameters that have been determined to be attainable. These parameters are:

 emission rate: 0.7 gm/hp-hr
stack height: 17.1 m,
stack diameter: 0.356 m,
exhaust temperature: 739.7 K
exhaust velocity: 72.1 m/s
building downwash for compressor buildings 28 ft high, 65 ft X 35 ft

11. The use of 400bF and its associated exhaust velocity hurts the air quality modeling. A lean burn
engine (Caterpillar or Waukesha) will have an exhaust temperature in the range of 650 to 900bF. The
modeling needs to be redone with higher exhaust temperatures and associated velocities to determine
if the greater plume rise will yield a lower, annual maximum NO2 concentration for the Ferron
project engines. Using 400bF contributes to causing the NO2 to exceed the 25 cg/m3 NO2 increment.
Possible this increment exceedence would not have been an issue in the report if a reasonable
temperature and velocity had been used in the first place.  (B/I–01, B/I–06)

Response: You are correct in your assumptions.  The analysis in the FEIS for mitigation
recommended for Alternative 2 verifies your assumptions.  When refined emission and
stack parameters are analyzed, there would be no exceedances of the PSD Class II
increment from the FNG Project’s engines.

12. Is it OK to use an ISC, short-term model to predict annual concentrations? The model selected was
the ISCST 390, which by its definition (SC for short term) means for short-term use.  (B/I–01)

Response: The use of the ISCST390 dispersion model is recognized by the EPA for permitting of
most air pollutant sources in the United States.  The terminology “short term” refers
to the form of the model that uses from one to five years of hourly meteorological data
either measured at the proposed site or close enough to the proposed site to be
recognized as representative of the site.

13. The use of upper air meteorological data from Salt Lake City may not be suitable for the area of the
project and Capitol Reef National Park, where haze problems are predicted. The use of the upper air
data may predict erroneous concentrations and should not be relied on to evaluate this project. These
data could prematurely condemn the use of lean burn engines because of the unreliable results
generated by the model.  (B/I–01, B/I–06)

Response: Compilation of a meteorological data set for dispersion modeling is a complex
process.  The first step of the process is to collect data (wind direction, variation of
wind direction, wind speed, variation of wind speed, temperature, pressure, humidity,
and solar radiation at the 10-meter level) at the proposed site for at least 90 percent
of all hours in a minimum period of one year.  Atmospheric stability (the ability of the
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atmosphere to vertically disperse air pollutants) can be calculated either using the
variation (a degree of turbulence) of the wind speed and direction, or by calculating
the solar radiation and the temperature variation between the surface and the 10-
meter level.  The next step is to calculate the mixing height, the height to which
pollutants may be vertically dispersed from the height of release to the atmosphere.
This data can only be calculated from sites where the National Weather Service
measures the vertical profile of the atmosphere (up to approximately 100 km) every
12 hours every day of the year.

For the Ferron Natural Gas Project air quality analysis, the Utah Division of Air
Quality provided the BLM with a two-year data set that had been processed.  The
surface data was collected at Clawson for a two-year period.  Upper air data was
available from Salt Lake City and Grand Junction, Colorado.  Because Salt Lake City
is slightly closer to the Price area and the data was to be used for permitting
procedures in Utah, the use of Salt Lake City data was selected.

14. Predicted regional haze values are based on using upper meteorological data from Salt Lake City for
the data over the Ferron project sources and over Capitol Reef, Canyonlands, and Arches national
parks. Also, the study assumed the two years of Clawson site ground level meteorological data is
typical of what the weather pattern would be over the three National Parks. A look at a USGS
topographic map shows that a 7,000- to 10,000-foot mountain range runs north to south on the west
side of the Ferron Project Area. The Ferron project sources are at an elevation of about 6,000 feet.
The use of Clawson meteorological data (at 5,900 ft elevation) along with the upper air data from
Salt Lake City probably yields results not typical of what they would be if actual meteorological
were available for the modeling. The haze projections at the northern most boundary of the Capital
Reef National Park should not be assumed reliable. The mountain range is only 8 to 10 miles to the
west of the Park receptor and the wind patterns coming off these high mountains are probably
different in magnitude and direction than the meteorological data from Salt Lake City and Clawson.
The haze projections presented in the report are not reliable enough to base pass or fail judgement
on the project.  (B/I–01, B/I–06)

Response: You are correct in assuming that the wind flow patterns may be different at Capitol
Reef.  However, no meteorological data has been collected at Capitol Reef.  A more
sophisticated model, CALMET/CALPUFF, is available to simulate long-range
transport of pollutants to distant locations and includes atmospheric chemistry
algorithms to more correctly predict the transformation from NOx to ammonium
nitrates for visibility calculations.  This model incorporates terrain effects and
simulated meteorological fields which vary over time and space.  This model could be
required to be used by the Utah Division of Air Quality if the development of the
Ferron and Price CBM projects actually reaches a level where visibility may be
adversely affected at Class I areas.

15. The modeling provides NO2 results for a receptor located outside Capitol Reef National Park’s
boundary, according to the 1:250,000, USGS, SALINA, Utah, topographic map. The receptor is
about four km east of the closest Capitol Reef boundary. Additionally, nine of the first 20 receptors
used in the modeling are based on this particular receptor.  (B/I–01, B/I–06)

Response: According to the USGS Fruita NW 7.5 minute quadrangle, the point in question is
located 1,000 feet north of the Capitol Reef boundary in Township 27 South, Range
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7 East. Although the area is not explicitly surveyed, this approximate location would
be in Section 7 of this Township-Range block. Although this location is slightly north
of the Capitol Reef boundary, it has been chosen by the Utah DEQ as a representative
area to evaluate potential visual effects at Capitol Reef.

16. The DEIS states that companies would apply dust suppression techniques, such as watering or
chemical application. Our concern is that chemical application such as magnesium chloride can be
very expensive and often times not necessary. As long as water can be used and is an effective
technique this is preferable mitigation. We support the restrictive application of this requirement to
residential areas and in areas of intense traffic congestion.  (B/I–01, B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: The mitigation recommended in Section 4.3.3 stated that dust suppression techniques
should be used along roads near residential areas and at congested project traffic
areas.  The mitigation did not recommend any specific method of controlling dust.  The
application of either water or chemicals on roads would be decided on a site-specific
and case-by-case basis when APDs are evaluated.

17. BLM’s jurisdiction on air issues is clearly limited, even when the issue is to protect Class I airsheds
in national parks. The National Park Service has imposed a 5 percent visibility reduction standard,
but this has no regulatory impact. While it may be appropriate for the BLM or National Park Service
to make recommendations to Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ) on emission
controls or limits, they must generally defer to the state agency on regulating oil and gas activities
on air quality issues. UDEQ — Air Quality Division has primacy in regulating oil and gas activities
and in permitting facilities with regard to the emissions of hazardous air pollutants and other matters
affecting air quality.  (B/I–01, B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: The FEIS analyzes the potential effects to air quality and visibility when more refined
and attainable emission limits and stack parameters are considered.  The FEIS
analyzes and discloses the potential adverse effects if the Ferron and Price CBM
projects reach a full level of development with all natural gas-fired compressors.  The
Utah Division of Air Quality will evaluate the potential effects of each proposed
compressor during the permitting process.  The Utah Division of Air Quality may
require a more sophisticated visibility modeling exercise, for example the EPA model
CALMET/CALPUFF, if a level of development is reached that may adversely impact
visibility at Class I areas.  Furthermore, if development reaches a level where the any
more gas-fired compressors would cause adverse visibility impacts, the Utah Division
of Air Quality would have the authority to require that any subsequent compressors
may have to be powered by electricity.

18. The use of the most conservative operating parameters coupled with the conservative nature of the
models used (15C5T390) tend to produce impacts in excess of the actual effects on the surrounding
environment. Several of these parameters should be altered to reflect higher stack heights (3 feet
above the roof height), higher exhaust temperatures, increased exhaust flow rates, and actual stack
diameters. The results of these models could be shown in comparison to the more conservative
approach, thereby providing a range of emission impacts.  (B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: Potential air quality impacts for the Proposed Action and the recommended mitigation
present a range of impacts. The mitigation recommended for Alternative 2
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demonstrates that air quality and visibility at Class I areas impacts would be reduced
when applying the much more refined emission and stack parameters as follows:

 emission rate: 0.7 gm/hp-hr
stack height: 17.1 m,
stack diameter: 0.356 m,
exhaust temperature: 739.7 K
exhaust velocity: 72.1 m/s
building downwash for compressor buildings 28 ft high, 65 ft X 35 ft

19. The use of less conservative operating data also would help to alleviate potential for exceedences
of the Class II PSD increment at the “few locations on elevated terrain in the immediate vicinity of
some compressors due to direct impacts” The potential to exceed the Class II PSD increment will
place leaseholders in a position of having to install more stringent controls on the compressor
engines, possibly limiting hours of operation or even having to go with “rich burn” engines with
Non-Selective Catalytic Reduction Systems (NSCR) with air/fuel ratio controllers. With more
reasonable input parameters more stringent controls will not be necessary.  (B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: You are correct that less conservative operating data would reduce the potential
impacts especially to exceedances of the Class II PSD increment.  The analysis shown
as mitigation indicates that the emission limits of compressors operating at an
emission rate of 0.7 grams per horsepower-hour would not result in any Class II PSD
increment exceedance directly from the project’s compressor engines.

20. Please note the “windrose” (Figure 3–13) indicates the predominant winds are from the
North/Northwest and the West. This conclusion seems reasonable when coupled with the modeled
prediction that the highest annual NO2 concentrations predicted at the nearest Class I location at
Capitol Reef National Park (77 kilometers to the south) is 0.062 cg/m3. However, the ability of the
models to predict, with any degree of accuracy, concentrations at these distances is questionable due
to terrain and varying wind patterns. It would be interesting to see the windrose for the Capitol Reef
National Park area and have that referenced in the FEIS.  (B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: No meteorological data have been collected at Capitol Reef.  The ISCST390 model is
conservative, particularly at distances over 50 km.

21. The GRI-HAPCALC modeling program for predicting Hazardous Air Pollutants as a comparison
to the data provided in AP–42 should result in lower concentrations of HAPS.  (B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–
10)

Response: The GRI-HAPCALC model was used to predict hazardous air pollutant impacts from
the amine and dehydration units (see Section 4.3.1.1.2.10).

22. Given the very low emissions impact at Capitol Reef National Park of 0.062 cg/m3 and the wind
patterns, it is hard to believe the regional haze impact would be this significant. The modeling
appears to be predicting conflicting results.  (B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: Your comment refers to the average annual NO2 concentration at Capitol Reef.
Visibility impacts are related to the 24-hour average concentrations. While the annual
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wind flow may be away from a particular area most of a given year, the remainder of
the time that the wind flows toward the area may be enough to cause visibility impact.

23. Since the proposed Ferron compressors would contribute only 1.2 percent of the NOx emissions in
the area, the viability of the regional haze predictions are questionable. How can an increase of only
1.2 percent result in predicted visual resource degradation of 5 to 10 percent on 18 days at Capitol
Reef National Park when the near-field regional haze is only impacted for 2 days of visibility
reduction of more than 10 percent?  (B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: Potential visibility impacts at distant locations can occur with very low concentrations
of pollutants regardless of the total emissions. The apparent discrepancy between the
near-field and far-field modeling analysis is due to the differences in modeling
approaches.

24. To the best of our knowledge, River Gas has only two natural gas fired compressors, not five.  (B/I–
02, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: The selected alternative in the Price CBM FEIS identified five potential natural gas
fired compressors that may be installed in the future.  Therefore, this level of gas fired
compressors was analyzed in the air quality cumulative impact analysis because five
compressors were determined to be a reasonably foreseeable future action.  The FEIS
acknowledges that all five natural gas compressors may not be installed in the Price
CBM development.  The cumulative impact of adding 12 Ferron compressors and five
Price CBM compressors has been analyzed.  If some of the Price CBM or Ferron
compressors are not installed or operated with electric power, the air quality and
visibility impacts would be less than analyzed.

25. The DEIS includes no modeling of the possible emissions associated with the RFD scenario. Instead,
the DEIS indicates additional compressors would be necessary and the impacts would be similar to
the Price CBM and Ferron Natural Gas projects. If this is the case, and no mitigation measures, such
as electric compressors are implemented, the visibility degradation at Capitol Reef National Park
could be increased by an order of magnitude.  (FG–02)

Response: The FEIS acknowledges that potential adverse impacts to visibility at Class I areas
would occur if the full development of all natural gas fired compressors is reached for
the Ferron and Price CBM compressors.  Furthermore, it is acknowledged that the
Utah division of Air Quality would evaluate the effects of incremental compressors
during the permit process.  The Utah Division of Air quality may require more refined
visibility modeling, for example using the CALMET/CALPUFF model, if the
development indicates a potential adverse impact on visibility at Class I areas.  The
Division may require that any further installation of compressors has to be electrically
powered to prevent adverse impacts on visibility.  Under the RFD scenario, it is likely
that future compressors would have to be electrically powered to prevent adverse
impacts to visibility at Class I areas.

26. Section 4.3.3 of the DEIS discusses mitigation that could offset the visibility degradation from the
Ferron and Price CBM projects. Although the discussion suggests the mitigation would eliminate
days of 10 percent or higher visibility reduction, it offers no conclusion about the 5 percent visibility
reduction level that is considered significant by the NPS. The FEIS needs to address the 5 percent
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visibility reduction level with the mitigation considered for the 10 percent visibility reduction level.
(FG–02)

Response: The FEIS addresses both the five and ten percent visibility potential effects (see
Sections 4.3.3.3 and 5.3.3.4).

27. Potential mitigation measures should be incorporated into the alternatives discussion in a fashion
similar to the discussion of BMPs for surface-disturbing activities.  (FG–02)

Response: The option for use of electricity to power production facilities was included in
Alternatives 1 and 2. Other measures to mitigate impacts to air quality were not
incorporated into Alternative 2 similar to the BMPs for surface activities. Many of
these other measures would be the responsibility of State regulatory agencies and
outside of BLM jurisdiction.

28. Section 4.4.3, Mitigation (page 4–27 of the DEIS) does not address fugitive dust. In light of the air
quality analysis, appropriate measures need to be added.  (LG–02)

Response: Mitigation to reduce fugitive dust is discussed in Section 4.3.3.

29. Section 4.3, AIR QUALITY (page 4–15)  The Council and the Department concur with the
information contained in this section with the exception of language found at Section 4.3.3
Mitigation (page 4–23). We recommend that the companies propose watering or other dust
suppression techniques on roads during operational use periods, in addition to the required dust
suppression during construction activities. Additionally, it is recommended that the last sentence of
the third paragraph at Section 4.3.3 be modified to read, “Dust suppression shall be applied along
roads near residential areas and at congested project traffic areas.”  (LG–05)

Response: The mitigation described in Section 4.3.3 was developed through the analysis in the
DEIS.  This mitigation is recommended to the BLM authorized officer to make the
decision whether to implement the mitigation in the Record of Decision.

30. Regional haze is identified as an issue but is not discussed in the Affected Environment. Regional
haze is a national concern over Utah’s National Parks. It is also a concern of local residents. There
has been significant degradation of visual range over the last 20 years (EPA). For analysis of
regional haze to be meaningful, the present, already degraded situation must be disclosed. The
affected environment should describe and quantify the present situation including the trends of the
last 20 years, both for Class I airsheds and for the local area.  (I–29)

Response: The 1995 IMPROVE data from Canyonlands National Park was determined by the
National Park Service and the Utah department of Environmental Quality as the latest
and most representative background visibility data for National Parks in central Utah.
Visibility data has been collected at Canyonlands since 1987.  Measurements of
visibility was discontinued at Arches National Park in 1993.  Data has never been
collected at Capitol Reef National Park.  Therefore, the National Park Service
determined that the data from Canyonlands should be use to represent the background
condition at Capitol Reef and Arches National Park.
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The potential effect to visibility in the Price area was identified as an issue for the EIS.
The U.S. Congress has decided that visibility standards would be protected only in
Class I areas through the New Source Review permitting process.  The State of Utah
Department of Environmental Quality manages the New Source Review process and
evaluates the potential of any large pollutant source to degradate visibility at Class
I areas.  Neither the U.S. Congress, the EPA, nor the State of Utah have established
any visibility standard.  In spite of the lack of standards, the analysis included a
numerical estimate of visibility impacts in the Project Area to include much of Carbon
and Emery Counties (see Section 4.3.1.1.2.9).

31. The Affected Environment discusses the presence of persistent inversions in the winter time. Along
with this there should be discussion that identifies mixing heights and the potential for
photochemical smog. Along with low level, persistent inversions, the Project Area enjoys many
bright, sunny days in the winter. With increases in NOx, it would seem the potential for
photochemical smog would be high. In fact. it is commonly seen here in the winter. Monitoring and
analysis should not be delayed until such time as we are a non-attainment area. Air quality that is
“better than Orem on a bad day,” is not good enough.  (I–29)

Response: Potential air quality impacts are disclosed in Section 4.3 of the FEIS.

32. Fugitive dust. This section should disclose the impacts of dust from roads on the following users:
hikers, runners and bicyclists using the trails system. Currently on many of the trails such muscle-
propelled users are exposed to high concentrations of dust from passing vehicles. Because these
folks are frequently breathing heavily through the mouth (bypassing the nasal air filters) they inhale
large amount of dust. I have observed people forced to quit their activity to recover from dust
aspiration. The statement that dust would provide no threat to human health and safety is an
unsubstantiated conclusion. In addition to dust ingestion by trails users, dust presents a safety risk
to trails users due to reduced visibility. The second vehicle, following in the dust plume may not see
the trail user. Residents in north Price, have already experienced and increase in dust in their homes
due to traffic on CUM roads. Increased home maintenance costs again represent an externalization
of gas production costs. These impacts and associated costs should be analyzed and best available
technology proposed for mitigation.  (I–29)

Response: Dust impacts were discussed in Section 4.3.1.1.2.1 of the DEIS.  Your suggestions
concerning dust effects on muscle-propelled users have been included in the FEIS
under the Recreation impacts section.

33. Visibility Impacts. This analysis uses the wrong baseline — standard visual range measured in 1995.
That reflects an already severely-degraded condition. Would there be an increase in the number of
days that visibility is reduced in the National Parks? If no increase in the number of days with
decreased visual range, would average visual range be reduced? Would it be any worse on the worst
of days? Is any additive effect acceptable when the present situation exceeds the Class I air quality
standard? Also, visual range was identified as a local concern regardless of what happens in the
Parks. What is the effect on visual range for local residents during typical winter inversion
conditions? There are no standards established for the Project Area that can be violated, however,
this EIS should analyze and disclose the local impacts because the citizenry raised it as an issue.
Also, impacts should be quantified, in miles because percentages depend on what is used as a base.
(I–29)
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Response: IMPROVE data has been collected at Canyonlands National Park since 1987.  The
1995 data was selected by the National Park Service and the State of Utah as the most
representative year and thus reflects the current condition.  The major sources in
Castle Valley, i.e., the coal-fired power plants, have been operating since the late 70s
and early 80s.  Therefore, they are in the background data that serves as the baseline
to evaluate future changes, i.e., the Ferron and Price CBM natural gas-fired
compressors.  The analysis in the DEIS evaluated the changes that may occur in
visibility as a result of Ferron and Price CBM compressors all operating at an
emission rate of 2.0 grams per horsepower-hour.  The FEIS analyzes mitigation that
reduces the emissions to 0.7 grams per horsepower-hour and uses more refined stack
and exhaust parameters.  The FEIS addresses potential visibility impacts at three
National Park Service Class I areas and analyzes effects on local visibility.

The DEIS did analyze potential effects to local visibility (see Section 4.2.1.1.2.9).
Since a full year of meteorological data (two years in the FEIS) collected at Clawson
was used to simulate meteorological conditions, the analysis included days with
inversions.

34. Does this analysis include the contribution of the Hunter 4 power plant should it be completed? This
power plant is already approved and partially constructed. It is not mentioned as a potential source
even in the Cumulative Impacts Chapter.  (I–29)

Response: PacifiCorp and the Utah DEQ were contacted on this issue.  PacifiCorp has
withdrawn its permit application to construct Hunter Unit 4.

35. Section 4.3.3 Mitigation. This section is weak and ineffective. “Dust suppression should be applied
along roads. What is the effect of this mitigation? How and what kind of dust suppression? What is
the effectiveness of dust suppression? The fact the companies have not volunteered to mitigate this
impact is immaterial. Since when is mitigation only what a project proponent volunteers to do?  (I–
29)

Response: The FEIS indicates that dust suppression (either watering or chemical application)
reduces dust by 50 percent on the average.  The difference between proponent-
committed control measures and mitigation developed through the EIS analysis
process are identified in the FEIS.  The mitigation of applying dust suppression along
roads near residences and at congested project traffic areas was not proposed by the
Companies nor is required by the State of Utah Air conservation Rule R307-12-1.
This mitigation was developed in response to public scoping issues and analysis and
is disclosed in the EIS process for the decision maker to consider. 

36. 4.3.4 Unavoidable adverse impacts. The statement that there are no unavoidable impacts to air
quality is an unsubstantiated conclusion. The fact that pre-project conditions may return in 20+ years
may indicate there is no irretrievable loss of air quality. The human health risks associated with dust
are not unavoidable. The loss of visual range may or may not be unavoidable, it is impossible to
determine from the analysis presented.  (I–29)

Response: Section 4.3.4 has been revised.
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37. The proposed project is in an area already inundated by large quantities of NO2 emissions from three
major power producers. The Utah Division of Air Quality (UDAQ) remains concerned that ambient
levels of NO2, well above the normal rural background, increases the risk of localized exceedences
of the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS), as well as the overall visible deterioration
of the airshed in a fairly pristine area of our state. The Division would welcome the introduction of
an ambient NO2 monitoring site to the western Castle Valley area to track increases in annual levels
of NO2 as this project and other proposed coalbed methane extraction projects develop over the next
few years. This data would also be very helpful in evaluating of the deterioration in background
visual range at the five Class I areas in southern Utah, maintained by the National Park Service
(NPS).  (SG–01)

Response: The BLM agrees and is willing to work with the Utah DEQ concerning these issues.

38. Modeled impact of IC compressor sites in the DEIS suggest the potential for exceedences of the
annual NO2 Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) increment in areas of elevated terrain.
Actual site location information in the DEIS has not been specified in this early state of project
development. In the event that the project continues to propose IC compressor sites, these sites will
be required to obtain Approval Orders from the Division prior to construction. The Division will re-
evaluate each specific site for localized pollutant dispersion, and their impacts on the federal
standards at that time. The proposed project’s developers should recognize the importance of site
location and dispersion techniques in reducing ambient impacts on this area.  (SG–01)

Response: The analysis in the DEIS did indicate a possibility of PSD Class II increment
exceedances.  The FEIS acknowledges the Utah Division of Air Quality’s
responsibility during the permitting process to evaluate all air quality and visibility
impacts. The mitigation present in the FEIS demonstrates that potential impacts could
be mitigated with more refined and readily attainable in the industry emission factors.

39. The information in the DEIS concerning potential impacts on Class I area visibility should be
considered unacceptable from a multi-agency standpoint. The reported ‘multiple exceedences of the
10 percent reduction in visual range level’ each year in Class I areas surpass levels considered
acceptable for protecting visibility. It is my feeling that the data used in the analysis may be overly
conservative, and the predicted impact over stated. We ask that this data receive further review in
the EIS process to determine its accuracy and to establish whether of not the proposed impact on
visibility is as significant as is stated. Should further review validate the previously predicted impact,
FLM agencies should consider requiring the electric compression option mentioned in the EIS to be
used throughout the coalbed/methane extraction project area.  (SG–01)

Response: In the absence of specific design and engineering specifications, reasonable but
conservative assumptions were analyzed for compressor emissions and stack
parameters.  Additional analysis has been performed, to evaluate additional
mitigation, considering more refined emission factors and stack parameters.  The
analysis has demonstrated that the reduced emission factors for the Ferron Natural
Gas Project would result in acceptable direct impacts to the Class I areas.  When both
the Ferron Natural Gas Project and the Price CBM compressors were considered
cumulatively, the cumulative effects would be acceptable when modeling the scenario
with the 1986 Clawson meteorological data, but adverse cumulative impacts may
occur when modeling with the 1987 Clawson data.  The level of acceptable impacts
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analyzed in the EIS is a reduction in Standard Visual Range of less than 10 percent
at Class I airsheds.

Additionally, the Proposed Action and Alternative 2 analyze air quality effects if the
field is totally electric powered.  Obviously, no adverse air quality impacts would
occur under this scenario because no pollutant emissions from compressors would
occur.

During the permitting process, the UDEQ may require more sophisticated modeling
(for example CALPUFF) at the point in time when specific engineering and operating
parameters are submitted for permit considerations.  Also, while the BLM may
recommend the use of low-emission natural gas compressors or electrically powered
compressors, it is recognized that the UDEQ has the final authority to limit the level
of compressor emissions. It is further acknowledged that the UDEQ may require the
use of electric compressors if it deems it necessary.

Soils
1. The Environmental Protection Measures presented in Section 2.2 of Chapter 2 would require

leaseholders to avoid construction on frozen or saturated soils without any criteria defined for
making this determination. The authorized BLM officer will determine what is “wet, muddy, or
frozen based on weather and field conditions at the time.” The BLM should identify such criteria
in the FEIS.  (B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: This Environmental Protection Measures were developed from the land management
plan. The criteria depend upon the specific soil type, weather conditions, and
anticipated use.  The decision to avoid construction at any specific time would depend
upon these factors applied on a case-by-case basis.

2. Section 4.4, SOILS (page 4–24)  The Council and the Department concur with the information
contained in this section and we support Alternative 2, as discussed at Section 4.4.1.2 (page 4–25),
but, we suggest the mitigation language at Section 4.4.3 (page 4–27) be modified by replacing
“should” with “shall”.  (LG–05)

Response: This section refers to mitigation developed through the impact analysis in the DEIS.
If the authorized officers for the BLM and Forest Service implement the mitigation in
the Record of Decisions, the action verb would be “shall” in the Record of Decisions.

Vegetation
1. Page 4–28 – 4.5 Vegetation: The DEIS does not describe the impacts of project construction on the

vital seed banks that occur in the soils. In deserts, with variable environmental conditions (i.e.
temperature, precipitation, etc.), all plants do not grow each year and seed banks are important
sources for a species to remain viable. Removing vegetation and top-soil for project facilities results
in loss of the seed bank and changes in vegetation composition (invasion and introduction of noxious
weeds). This impact should be included in the EIS.  (FG–03)

Response: Some seed bank would be lost temporarily. However, the Reclamation Plan (Appendix
A) and Weed/Vegetation Management Plan (Appendix C) compensate for these losses.
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2. The requirement to clean and wash vehicles and equipment, entering from out of county, is
unreasonable. We are unaware of any such requirement in the leases, BLM regulations or any
additional law.  (B/I–01, B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: The recommended mitigation to wash vehicles and equipment entering the Project
Area has been reviewed and determined to be user specific and arbitrary. The
Companies’ Weed/Vegetation Management Plan (Appendix C) coupled with Federal,
State, and County requirements for control of noxious weeds has been determined
sufficient.

3. Section 4.5, VEGETATION (page 4–28)  The Council and the Department concur with the
information contained in this section and are supportive of the proposal, in this section and
elsewhere in the DEIS regarding reclamation of portions of the disturbance not needed for facilities
or operational activities.  (LG–05)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

4. Regarding Land Exchange, discussed at Section 4.5.5 (page 4–35), we are hopeful that SITLA will
adopt a position consistent with Alternative 2.  (LG–05)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

Riparian Areas
1. Page 4-35 and 4-36 - 4.6.1.1 Alternative 1 — Proposed Action: The DEIS states that no specific

reclamation is proposed for riparian areas that are disturbed by facility placement, and thus it is
anticipated that long-term impacts to the Huntington and Cottonwood Creeks riparian communities
would occur as a result of the project. Page 3–67 (Section 3.5.2.11) states that riparian and wetland
communities account for 889 acres, less than 1% of the Project Area. Riparian areas are important
habitat for a variety of wildlife species. In southeast Utah, 72% and 52% of all vertebrate species
in submontane and montane ecological associations, respectively, utilize riparian areas.
Approximately 1.1% of the riparian and wetland communities in the Project Area will be lost
because of project impacts. Mitigation and reclamation plans should be developed and implemented
to offset this loss.  (FG–03)

Response: As discussed in Section 4.6.3, Mitigation, of the DEIS and FEIS, mitigation measures
were developed for Alternative 1 to address potential effects to riparian areas on
federally-administered lands. These measures include the environmental protection
measure identified for Alternative 2 and the use of containerized plants to reclaim
riparian areas. However, readers must understand most of the affected riparian areas
under all three alternatives were involved in the land exchange and have changed to
state ownership. All disturbed areas on federal lands would have reclamation
requirements, which would include measures to offset any losses to riparian areas.

Wildlife
1. The Price Coalbed Methane and Ferron Natural Gas projects would develop substantial portions of

crucial big game winter range, which would cumulatively affect the number of deer and elk
wintering in the combined project areas. The combined developments would leave insufficient areas
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for wintering big game to escape disturbances. Measures proposed in the DEIS are insufficient to
mitigate the reduction in populations likely to occur under the alternatives considered, particularly
during a hard winter.  The FEIS should consider additional mitigation measures, such as a few winter
“security” areas on crucial big game winter range. (I–03, I,–04, I–09)

Response: As discussed in Section 2.4.2 of the DEIS, exclusion areas, such as “wildlife security
areas”, were considered as an alternative to the three alternatives considered in
detail. But, the parcels of land within the Project Area that made sense biologically
and could function effectively as wildlife security areas overlapped with entire leases
held by the Companies. Due to this overlap, the BLM would prohibit development of
these leases if the project’s operations were excluded from the security areas. Thus,
the ID team was unable to delineate wildlife security areas that did not prohibit
development of an entire lease in the Project Area while still making sense
biologically.

2. The DEIS does not address the cumulative effects of the Ferron Natural Gas Project and the Price
Coalbed Methane Project.  (E/C–01, I,–04, I–09)

Response: The DEIS did address the cumulative effects of the Ferron Natural Gas Project in
conjunction with other projects in Carbon and Emery counties, including the Price
Coalbed Methane Project. An entire chapter (Chapter 5 in both the DEIS and FEIS)
is devoted to the presentation of the results of the cumulative effects analysis.

3. The DEIS does not provide for or adhere to the newly-proposed USFWS Utah Field Office
Guidelines for “Raptor Protection Proximal to Disturbance from Land Use Activities”. To avoid
impacts, the project should adhere to these guidelines. (E/C–01, I,–04, I–09, SG–02)

Response: The ID team considered the proposed guidelines (USFWS 1998b) in the impact
analysis and developed specific environmental protection measures that address these
guidelines. For more details, please review the environmental protection measures for
special-status species discussed in Section 2.2 of Chapter 2 in the FEIS.

4. The DEIS does not address damage to fisheries from new roads built across streams nor does it
provide for mitigation for this damage.  (E/C–01, I,–04, I–09)

Response: The network of roads was considered in the analysis of impacts to aquatic species.
Unfortunately, the discussions for each alternative in Section 4.7.2 only mentioned
crossings of streams by pipelines. These discussions were supposed to address
crossings by both pipelines and roads. The discussions of effects to aquatic species for
each alternative have been revised to include results of the analysis of crossings of
streams by roads. Please refer to the sections on aquatic species under Section 4.7.2
to reviewed the revised discussions.

5. The mitigation proposed in the DEIS does not adequately address the real wildlife losses. The
construction of project facilities in crucial big game winter range would have serious negative effects
on the carrying capacity of the deer and elk critical winter range and migration pathways. The FEIS
should consider excluding development in crucial winter range areas or creating security areas in
these locations for wintering big game.  (E/C–01, I,–04, I–09, SG–02)
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Response: See response to wildlife comment 1. Also, the wildlife discussion has been revised to
disclose effects on carrying capacity. Please refer to Section 4.7.2 to revise the
revisions.

6. The DEIS only evaluates acres directly affected and indirectly affected by the project. It does not
evaluate the population losses due to the construction and completion of the alternatives, particularly
losses due to a decrease in carrying capacity of winter ranges that will limit the number of animals
UDWR would be able to manage within the four local herd units. No estimate of the actual decrease
in numbers of harvestable big game is provided. The FEIS must indicate that big game populations
in the four herd units are increasing in size and UDWR will have to manage them below the state
management objectives for harvest in each unit. (E/C–01, I,–04, I–09, SG–02)

Response: The discussions of effects to mule deer and elk have been revised to reflect the effects
of reducing carrying capacity on the UDWR’s ability to fully attain its objectives for
populations of these animals in the herd units encompassing the Project Area. Please
refer to the individual sections on mule deer and elk under Section 4.7.2 of Chapter
4 to review the revisions.

7. The DEIS does not address vehicular travel on roads that will result in higher winter fatalities. Also,
it does not mention losses to resident predators, such as bobcat and mountain lions.  (E/C–01, I,–04,
I–09)

Response: The effects of vehicular traffic on wildlife was addressed in Section 4.7.2 of the DEIS
and is addressed in the FEIS. Additional discussions were added to the mule deer
sections under Section 4.7.2 that discuss the likely effects on predators, such as
mountain lions, of lower populations of mule deer in the Project Area. Please refer to
the mule deer sections under Section 4.7.2 to review these revisions.

8. Work on wells during the critical winter period should be coordinated ahead of time with UDWR
habitat biologists and the regional manager to minimize disturbances as much as possible.  (I,–04,
I–09, SG–02)

Response: The BLM and Forest Service encourage the Companies to coordinate with biologists
of both agencies and the UDWR to the extent feasible before conducting maintenance
efforts to minimize disturbances when the animals occupy their winter ranges.
However, the BLM and Forest Service recognize emergency work probably cannot be
coordinated ahead of time.

9. UDWR’s biggest concerns are with the number of roads through the priority and critical winter range
and the cumulative effects from the “spiderweb” network of roads from Helper to Ferron due to the
Price Coalbed Methane Project and Ferron Natural Gas Project. If implemented, the Ferron Natural
Gas Project will enhance existing two-track and unimproved roads as well as build additional roads,
which will result in a dramatic increase in the vehicular travel and disturbance in this area, at least
during periods of construction and development.  (SG–02)

Response: The ID team agrees that the two projects together would increase the number of miles
of roads in the Project Area. As discussed in Chapter 2 and the mitigation sections of
Chapter 4, several environmental protection measures and mitigation measures were
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developed to reduce the adverse effects of this new construction of roads. Please refer
to Section 2.2 and 4.7 to review these measures.

10. Information from UDWR’s Law Enforcement has shown a dramatic increase in the illegal harvest
of big game in the currently developed Coalbed Methane Project.  (SG–02)

Response: The ID team acknowledges that illegal harvests could increase with implementation
of the alternatives. This acknowledgment has been added to the discussion of effects
on wildlife in chapters 4 and 5. Please refer to sections 4.7.2 and 5.3.7 to review this
revised discussion.

11. Page 3–75 – 3.7.2.2 Raptors: The first paragraph states that surveys and other observations have
documented the presence of nests for five species: golden eagle, ferruginous hawk, red-tailed hawk,
prairie falcon, and peregrine falcon. Page 3–85 (Section 3.8.2.1 Bald Eagle) states one bald eagle
nest is located within the Project Area. We believe the document should be consistent.  (FG–03)

Response: The introductory sentence of Section 3.8.2.1 has been modified to clarify the
inconsistency. Please refer to this section to review the revision.

12. Page 4–38 – Section 4.7.2.1.1 Aquatic Species: This section should be expanded to include all
impacts to the fishery (inside and outside the Project Area, particularly downstream) resulting from
increased sedimentation (Page 4–7), temperature (Page 4–36), and potential impacts resulting from
oil spills (increased contaminants during spring run-off or summer thunderstorms for well pads
located within the floodplain or channel bed). These impacts can include loss of spawning (direct
loss due to construction and indirect loss due to changes in habitat, embeddedness, etc.), changes in
fish composition with increased water temperature, and direct mortality.  (FG–03)

Response: Additional information has been added to this section to expand the discussion of
impacts to aquatic species. Please refer to Section 4.7.2.1.1 of the FEIS to review
these revisions.

13. Page 4–38 – Section 4.7.2.1.1 Aquatic Species: Construction of pipelines through perennial streams
should be conducted during low water periods, and avoid critical spawning periods. Increased
sedimentation can result in filling of interstitial spaces and the loss of eggs or fry in spawning
gravels. The UDWR should be contacted to determine dates of fish spawning in the Project Area.
(FG–03)

Response: The analysis determined fisheries in the Project Area are limited. COE permitting
required for crossings of streams would address sedimentation. Also, no perennial
streams would be crossed on BLM lands.

14. Page 4–42 – 4.7.2.1.2.4 Raptors: Number 3 of the first paragraph states temporary reductions in prey
populations. This statement probably should read: “temporary or permanent reductions or changes
in the prey populations.” A fourth potential impact includes an increase in territory size that could
result in decreased raptor populations.  (FG–03)

Response: This paragraph was revised in response to this comment. Please refer to Section
4.7.2.1.2.1 to review the revisions.
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15. Page 4–43 – 4.7.2.1.2.4.1 Nesting Related Impacts: The DEIS states that wells, access roads, or other
facilities would be constructed within 0.5 mile of raptor nests under Alternative 1. The protection
measures identified for Alternative 2 should be followed to protect raptors and their habitat.  (FG–
03)

Response: Alternative 1 is the Proposed Action, which is the Companies’ proposal for the Ferron
Natural Gas Project. The Companies did not propose to avoid construction of
aboveground facilities within 0.5 mile of raptor nests. Consequently, the
environmental protection measures included with Alternative 2 were not incorporated
into Alternative 1. However, the decision makers for the BLM and Forest Service
could elect to include any of the environmental protection measures as mitigation, if
they select Alternative 1.

16. Page 4–43 – 4.7.2.1.2.4.2 Buffer Zones: Please provide a discussion on impacts to raptors resulting
from workover and emergency workover situations. Increased activity around an active raptor nest
may result in abandonment and loss of eggs or young.  (FG–03)

Response: Additional discussion about the effects of activities at constructed well sites has been
added to Section 4.7.2.1.2.4.2. Please refer to this section to review these revisions.

17. Page 4.44– 4.7.2.1.2.4.3 Prey-Related Impacts: The USFWS concurs there is a potential that the
project may result in short-term changes in prey base populations and that prey numbers may return
to pre-disturbance levels. However, loss and fragmentation of habitat may result in an overall decline
or changes in prey base populations. The DEIS states that rodent and lagomorph cycles are
controlled by natural forces. While these populations may be cyclic, stress, loss and fragmentation
of habitat, and increased predation (including road kills, hunting, and higher food chain species)
resulting from the project may cause further decreases in populations over that of the cyclic
fluctuations. Habitat loss and fragmentation may result in changes in the prey base when one species
outcompetes another species for the same area. Subsequent change in raptor species may result.
These impacts should be addressed.  (FG–03)

Response: Section 4.7.2.1.2.4.3 was revised to reflect the concerns expressed in this comment.
Please refer to this section to review the revisions.

18. Current wording regarding mitigation states that a one-time payment of $1250 (1996 dollars) per
well be paid, and that these funds would be used to “enhance” habitat that would directly benefit
wildlife. UDWR requires a wording change which states that mitigation funds would be used to
“enhance or secure” wildlife habitats.  (SG–02)

Response: The environmental protection measure was modified to clarify the actual situation —
which is BLM’s planning and NEPA documents require off-site mitigation for direct
disturbances. The Companies chose to provide monies into an account that would fund
off-site mitigation rather than doing the mitigation work themselves. The fund is
dedicated to doing mitigation work to enhance habitats.

19. In an effort to address big game displacement by vehicular travel, new roads should be gated,
inhibiting circumvention, from 1 December through 15 April at locations determined by BLM and
UDWR personnel, and signs should be placed stating that roads are closed to protect wintering big
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game populations. Additionally signs should be posted on improved roads which request limited use
of roads to reduce disturbance to big game during the critical winter period.  (SG–02)

Response: Signs will be on gates. Additional signs could attract more people to critical wintering
range for viewing the animals than the signs would deter. Therefore, additional signs
would not be installed on improved roads. 

20. Radio monitoring units (“telemetry”) should be used on all wells in priority and critical big game
winter range in order to reduce road travel and visitation to the well sites. This measure should be
mandated in critical wildlife areas. If no commitment to telemetry is made, it should be removed
from the analysis.  (I–29, SG–02)

Response: Use of telemetry by the Companies has been added as a mitigation measure. Please
refer to Section 4.7.4 to review this revision. 

21. Annual nesting raptor surveys are being conducted, and a wintering bald eagle roost survey should
be conducted. The 1998 raptor survey data also should be included in the FEIS, and adjustments
should be made for the updated information.  (SG–02)

Response: Results of the 1998 survey have been included in the FEIS. If included as a condition
in the decision makers’ decisions, annual springtime surveys for nesting raptors would
continue to occur on public lands. However, the analysis identified no impacts that
would justify winter surveys. If some new concerns are identified in the future, the ESA
and Eagle Protection Act provide protections and justification for the addition of
surveys and mitigation at a future date.

22. In the proposed project, there are many locations where pipelines and roads cross both intermittent
and perennial streams. Many of these streams either contain or are headwaters for productive trout
fisheries and native fish use areas. Barriers to migration native fish should not be created.
Downstream waters, including the Price River and the San Rafael River provide habitat for
threatened and endangered fish, including roundtail chub, Colorado squawfish pike minnow), and
razorback sucker.  Crossings should also be designed to limit sedimentation. Additionally, the
rise:run ratio should not be altered, as this creates headcuts and increases sedimentation. To alleviate
increases in sedimentation, construction of stream crossings should be done at times other than
periods of heavy runoff.  (SG–02)

Response: The ID team concurs with the concerns identified in this comment. Additional
mitigation was added to address these concerns. Please refer to Section 4.7.4 to
review these additional measures.

23. Page 5–17, Tables 5–5 and 5–6 along with the text of Section 5.3.7.2: These tables and the text
discussing them are not consistent with the earlier discussions in Sections 4.7.2.1.2.1 and 4.7.2.1.2.2.
According to Section 4.7.2.1.2.1, crucial winter range disturbed in the north area by the Ferron
Natural Gas Project was estimated at 164 acres- direct and 2,819 acres-indirect, not 220 and 4,029
acres respectively as shown in Table 5– 5. The earlier section indicates the high-value winter range
disturbed in the north area was 65 acres-direct and 1416 acres-indirect, not 100 and 1830 as shown
in the table.  (SG–02)
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Response: The wildlife sections of chapters 4 and 5 were reviewed for inconsistencies and
wording that could result in the appearance of inconsistencies. As a result of this
review, several changes were made. Please review the wildlife sections of chapters 4
and 5 to review these revisions.

24. Section 4.7.2.1.2.1 also differs from Table 5–5 for wildlife acreage disturbed in the south area by
the Ferron Natural Gas Project. The numbers for the direct disturbance match in both the table and
the Chapter 4 discussion, but the acreage for indirect disturbances disagree. The Chapter 4 text
section lists indirect crucial range disturbance at 7,990 acres while the table lists 11,784 acres; the
high value acreage disturbance in the earlier section is 6,270 acres versus 9,473 acres listed in the
table. Using figures from Section 4.7.2.1.2.1 gives a total disturbance of 69,186 acres rather than
73,196 acres given in Table 5–5. Chapter 5 should restate the explanation given in Chapter 4 that
the indirect disturbance of acreage does not preclude wildlife from using those lands, but merely
reduces their use by displacing the animals temporarily when there is human activity. Chapter 5
should also mention the directly disturbed acreage is very small, and human intrusions can be
mitigated by limiting access, as proposed in Alternative 2.  (SG–02)

Response: The wildlife sections of chapters 4 and 5 were reviewed for inconsistencies and
wording that could result in the appearance of inconsistencies. As a result of this
review, several changes were made. Please review the wildlife sections of chapters 4
and 5 to review these revisions.

25. Discussion on elk habitat in Section 4.7.2.1.2.2 , while basically agreeing with the direct acreage
disturbed, disagrees with figures listed in Table 5–6 for indirect disturbances in the south area.
Discussion in Chapter 4 lists the indirect disturbance as 8,940 acres of the crucial winter range and
2,940 acres of high-value winter range, which is in opposition to indirect disturbance figures in
Table 5–6 of 16,410 crucial acres and 7,940 high-value acres. If the more-thorough discussion in
Chapter 4 is correct, the total elk habitat disturbance mentioned in Chapter 5 should be reduced from
67,738 acres to 58,144 acres, or 7.4 percent of the total winter range. Directly disturbed lands total
only 2,876 acres, or 0.4 percent of the total elk winter habitat.  (SG–02)

Response: The wildlife sections of chapters 4 and 5 were reviewed for inconsistencies and
wording that could result in the appearance of inconsistencies. As a result of this
review, several changes were made. Please review the wildlife sections of chapters 4
and 5 to review these revisions.

26. Reclamation requirements (included in the Environmental Protection Measures under Alternative 2)
on big game winter range, including hand planting of seedling browse plants and use of seedling
protectors, are not defensible requirements because they are arbitrary and highly suspect in relation
to other activities that land managers promote, such as seasonal hunting to reduce herd size. These
requirements should be removed.  (B/I–01, B/I–02, B/I–03, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: Planting of browse seedlings and seedling protectors is a common practice throughout
the west because reclamation via seeds has a comparatively low rate of success. Often
the higher costs of using browse seedlings is offset by the faster response and lack of
a need to reseed multiple times.

27. The buffer zones for raptor nests are not being appropriately applied. Limited restrictions based on
monitored sensitivities to human activity are more appropriate than a blanket ½ mile buffer zone
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around empty nests. Studies show a significant variance in tolerance to human activity and this
information should be appropriately applied to the target species being protected, including peregrine
falcons. For example, evidence exists that a ¼-mile restrictive zone for the red-tailed hawks may be
adequate. Additionally, quantitative scientific data for this restriction or substantiated basis for these
buffer zones do not exist in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Golden Eagle Protection Act.
Anadarko also objects to provisions that would prohibit occupancy at any time within a ½-mile
radius of active raptor nests based on subjective evidence that nests have been occupied during the
past 3 years. The issue of buffer zones should be addressed on a case-by-case basis rather than
imposing a broad restriction for all raptors.  (B/I–01, B/I–02, B/I–03, B/I–04, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: The requirement was not intended to be all inclusive. Rather, this specific EPM
includes the ability to modify the requirement on a case-by-case basis. It grants
protection project wide and grants exceptions on case-by-case basis. Evidence of
occupancy is not subjective — occupancy is confirmed during the annual springtime
survey. Also, because raptors commonly reuse nests, the ID team considered all nests
occupied at least once in the previous three years as active.

28. The Gate Agreement requires operators to install some gates on newly-constructed roads to limit
public access during winter season. Carbon and Emery counties are not signatories to this agreement.
The BLM should coordinate closely with the counties and local government to avoid potential
disputes with local citizens over the lack of public access.  (B/I–01, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: The ID team agrees. As stated in the Environmental Protection Measure in Section
2.2, the BLM and Forest Service would coordinate closely with Carbon and Emery
counties in determining where gates would be installed.

29. In addition to seasonal restrictions (December 1 – April 15), in Chapter 2.2, Page 2–37, BLM cites
the need to offset direct and indirect impacts to elk and mule deer. Wildlife habitat mitigation and
protection plans are being developed by BLM and the lease holders, designed to protect these
animals and to offset possible displacement of critical winter habitat. We support some form of
habitat mitigation fund and limiting public access during the critical winter season to help achieve
these objectives. These plans, if agreed to by the lease holders, will be implemented at considerable
cost to the lease holders and are strictly voluntary. Although there is language in existing land use
plans that identifies the need to consider mitigation to offset potential habitat loss or displacement,
there are no requirements. Nor do the lease terms, stipulations, BLM regulations, or any other laws
require such enhanced mitigation and protection. These additional protection measures should not
be treated as standard operating practices or imposed on lease holders of future projects without their
agreement.  (B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: FLPMA grants authority for environmental protections, such as those to which this
comment refers. Section 1508.20 of CEQ’s regulations for implementing NEPA also
addresses off-site mitigation. Additionally, proponents of the Ferron Natural Gas
Project are not the first companies to have these types requirements applied to their
projects. However, to clarify the situation, this EPM has been revised to indicate it is
an agreement willingly entered into by the Companies. The funds would substitute for
acre-for-acre offsite mitigation. If the Companies elect not to make the payments, then
acre-for-acre mitigation would take over. The acre-for-acre mitigation is specified by
the management plans.



Appendix F — Responses to Comments on the DEIS

F–33

30. The only requirement for conducting raptor surveys in the lease stipulations or BLM rules is that pre-
disturbance site-specific surveys be conducted, not a pre-drilling field-wide raptor survey as required
in Chapter 2.2. Also it is not clear who should pay for those surveys. We feel it is the responsibility
of UDWR and USFWS to conduct these surveys and to continually update their wildlife inventory
databases. If these agencies are not adequately funded to carry out their responsibilities, then federal
and state agencies’ budgets need to be addressed.  (B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: Section 6 of the oil and gas standard lease terms requires lessees 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.
Additionally, the lessee is required to take reasonable measures deemed necessary by
the lessor to accomplish the intent of this section, including surveys. Agency budgets
are beyond the scope of this EIS.

31. We feel conflicts with wildlife management areas should be ruled in favor of wildlife with no
construction in those zones to occur until the Utah Legislature creates a land use planning process
for State Wildlife Reserve properties.  (I–21)

Response: State wildlife management areas in the Project Area involve no federal surface or
mineral ownership. Consequently, the BLM and Forest Service have no jurisdiction
over these properties.

32. Section 4.7, WILDLIFE (page 4–37)  The DEIS discusses the potential for displacement of mule
deer and elk in response to project activities. The DEIS does not address the potential for displaced
animals to impact adjacent agricultural lands. The DEIS should address this potential and identify
mitigation for such occurrences. Considering the limited potential for revegetation of disturbed areas,
as discussed at various locations in the DEIS, the potential for displacement of animals in response
to reduced habitat will continue much longer than just the life of the project, as stated at page 4–51.
(LG–05)

Response: The ID team revised portions of Section 4.7 to indicate agricultural lands in and near
the Project Area would likely receive at least some mule deer and elk displaced from
crucial or high priority winter ranges. Mitigation currently is available through
UDWR for damages to agricultural lands caused by deer and elk. This mitigation
would continue to be available with implementation of one of the alternatives. Once
the facilities have been reclaimed, the level of human activity in the areas would
decrease and fewer deer and elk would likely be displaced from crucial or high
priority winter ranges.

33. The mitigation payment, discussed at page 4–47, even if applied to enhancement of habitat adjacent
to affected areas, would not be immediately effective in preventing displacement of the animals.
(LG–05)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

34. Gating and closure of roads, as discussed at pages 4–46 and 4–47, must be coordinated with Emery
County. Only county officials are authorized to close roads which are a part of the county’s road
network. Additionally, this authority applies to roads upon which the county currently has a
legitimate R52477 assertion.  (LG–05)
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Response: The BLM and Forest Service recognize Carbon County and Emery County’s
jurisdiction over their roads. As stated in the Environmental Protection Measure in
Section 2.2, the BLM and Forest Service intend to coordinate closely with Carbon and
Emery counties about gates proposed for any roads under their jurisdiction. Gated
roads would not be closed. The gates would only restrict access. The public would
have access between April 15 and December 1 annually.

35. The selected roads to be gated are not identified. Without identifying these roads, it is impossible
to assess the effectiveness of this measure. Yet Chapter 4 ascribes great benefits arising from these
imagined gates.  (I–29)

Response: Gate locations are not identified because of the need to be engineered to prevent
OHVs from getting around and the need to coordinate with the counties. The BLM and
Companies have entered into an agreement for the gates, which identifies preliminary
locations for gates. This agreement is available for public review.

36. No chemical or mechanical treatments should be used to enhance wildlife habitats, Specifically,
chaining of pinyon-juniper areas for wildlife should not be used because the length of time the trees
take to regrow is too long.  (I–32)

Response: Any proposed treatments would be analyzed individually through the NEPA process.

Special-Status Species
1. We object in Chapter 2.2 to the one mile buffer zone for the peregrine falcon. We recognize this is

a listed species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). However, we are not aware of any
requirement under ESA, BLM regulations, or under the oil and gas lease that would impose a one
mile buffer. Nor is there any scientific basis for such a restriction. Why should the buffer zone for
a peregrine falcon be greater than for other raptors simply because it is a listed species? We believe
this restriction is arbitrary, unreasonable, and unnecessary. This could adversely impact future
development and creates uncertainty in planning activities.  (B/I–02, B/I–10)

Response: The EMP of a one-mile buffer zone around nests of peregrine falcons is supported by
BLM’s planning documents and is specifically addressed in the American Peregrine
Falcon Recovery Plan. The ESA requires development of recovery plans. Thus, a
specific foundation for the EMP exists.

2. The Winkler footcactus was listed as a threatened species under ESA just prior to the release of the
DEIS. Under Chapter 2.2 (Page 2–38), the BLM requires that lease holders file their APDs in
Winkler footcactus areas prior to April 1 every year or drilling in those areas will not be allowed
until the following year. The purpose of this restriction is to provide enough time for footcactus
surveys of the area prior to commencement of drilling activities. We understand the need for survey
time, but feel this April 1 deadline is too rigid and arbitrary. We believe this should be handled on
a case by case basis and in a more flexible manner. This permitting restriction is not required under
the lease, BLM regulations, or ESA.  (B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: As described in the FEIS, the reason for the time frame identified in the EMP is the
blooming habits of the cactus. In general, this cactus blooms between April 15 and
May 15. However, blooming sometimes varies — earlier or later. To account for this
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variation and ensure the surveys are completed at the appropriate time, the
Companies need to submit APDs for wells in areas potentially inhabited by the cactus
by April 1 so the BLM can prioritize field work.

3. For other sensitive species, ESA does not afford the same protection as it does for threatened and
endangered species. However, it has been BLM’s policy to treat sensitive species as if they were
listed. This policy should be re-evaluated because it is not based on any lease or regulatory
requirement, nor has it been subject to public comment and scrutiny.  (B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–10, I–39)

Response: National regulatory policies of the BLM and Forest Service specifically address
“sensitive species.” These policies direct both agencies to evaluate the potential of
proposed actions to contribute toward a trend to federal listing of a sensitive species
or the loss of a population’s viability. In recognition of these policies, the ID team
evaluated the alternatives’ potential effects on sensitive species and documented the
results of that evaluation in the EIS. Changing BLM’s policy is not within the scope
of this analysis.

Cultural Resources
1. Development of the Programmatic Agreement (PA) among the BLM, Utah SHPO, the Advisory

Council on Historic Preservation, Texaco Exploration and Production, Inc., Anadarko Petroleum
Corporation, Chandler and Associates, LLC., and Questar Pipeline Company is the key to evaluating
the alternatives’ potential effects on cultural resources. The analysis presented in the Final EIS needs
to concur with the information contained in the PA.  (SG–03)

Response: The ID team agrees. Consequently, the information presented in the FEIS concurs with
the information contained in the PA.

2. In addition to educating personnel working on the project, indirect effects to cultural resources could
be mitigated by developing educational materials for the public and museum exhibits.  (SG–03)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

3. Section 4.9 of Chapter 4. At the time the DEIS was released, the Cultural Resource Management
Plan (CRMP) among the BLM and leaseholders had not been completed. Included in this plan will
be a Programmatic Agreement among the BLM, the State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO),
and the National Historic Advisory Council. This may include avoidance, identification, notification
and consultation with SHPO and/or the Advisory Council. We reserve the right to submit additional
comments after we have had an opportunity to review the CRMP. If any obligations are imposed
under that plan that are not based on current law, regulations, or lease requirements, we will likely
object.  (B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

Land Use
1. Already both Anadarko and River Gas have had numerous conflicts with area landowners as well

as adjacent county and city dwellers regarding equipment storage, noise, dust and potential danger
to pets and children. RGC has provided a precedent in already filing a lawsuit against Carbon County
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for a conflict regarding impacts on private property adjacent to their development in Gordon Creek.
To a lay observer, these gas companies appear to respond only to specific complaints and lawsuits
and do not alter their overall behavior or policies to improve relations with the local public. It seems
to me that any EIS should have documented and cataloged the complaints lodged against these gas
companies and the proposed plans to mitigate repetitive problems with plans to avoid future
conflicts. No mention of a problem resolution process is mentioned in this DEIS to my examination.
(I–21)

Response: The purpose of the NEPA process is to evaluate the potential impacts of a proposed
action and alternatives.  Documenting complaints lodged against project proponents
is not part of the NEPA process.

2. It is distressing to see such a huge tract of BLM land, currently managed for multiple use, be
considered for conversion to a single use (i.e., mining-industrial). As an example, summary chart on
page S–17 states “Construction activities would alter the recreational experience for local users
through a loss of solitude and the natural setting. After construction, the loss of solitude would be
less because of greatly reduced traffic. Installation and operation of facilities would still affect the
natural setting of the Project Area for the life of the project (i.e. 20 years). BLM recreation
management objectives would not be met in Roaded Natural areas.” Page 3–106 states that the BLM
is to “…allow geophysical activity to occur only so long as management plans are met …” Negative
effects of this project on grazing, wildlife, recreation, and on the quality of life for local residents
are not mitigated by the economic benefits (about 125 jobs short term, 43 jobs long term, payroll less
than 1 percent of base payroll for the two counties (P 3–17)), damage to our local coal-based
economy, and poor tax returns ($14 M returned to the two counties over the 25 year project life (P
S–I 7)). We believe the public should not be shortchanged in this process and that BLM management
plans, including the Recreation Management plan, be held primary and considerations for mineral
activity be made subordinate. In as much as multiple use land is converted to single use in such a
huge area, especially around the populated centers of Carbon and Emery counties, reasonable
mitigation to local residents for the loss of multiple use characteristics must be made, and must be
considered in the development from the EIS process forward. Just mentioning that it may occur is
not sufficiently specific.  (I–21)

Response: Approval of the project would not change a huge tract of land from multiple use to
single use. The BLM has already leased these properties to the Companies. Therefore,
considerations for mineral activity cannot be made subordinate.

Multiple land use characteristics would not be lost, but would be altered.  Recreation
and wildlife habitat would still be available in the Project Area, including around the
populated centers of Carbon and Emery counties. The FEIS addresses mitigation that
would reduce the environmental impact of natural gas operations. The decision on
what specific mitigation would be applied for individual well sites would be made
during the Application for Drilling Permit process.

3. There is a precedent (River Gas) to convert the roads built by a developer on public land over to
County ownership. This is concerning to us. This practice constitutes conversion of a private roads
over to public maintenance. This is not addressed sufficiently in this DEIS. How much mileage and
how much money must be spent by the counties to maintain roads likely to be granted to them once
the development is complete? How does this compare to the money generated by the development
to the counties? However, public maintenance of private roads strikes us as public subsidy for
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private industry that in this instance is not warranted and is certainly not acceptable. In any case it
is not sufficiently described in this DEIS.  (I–21)

Response: Section 2.1.1.1.4.1 in the DEIS states that “access roads would be reclaimed by
plowing and seeding unless the landowner and/or land manager wishes to make use
of any roads and accepts responsibility through execution of a release for future road
maintenance.  Roads not needed for further use would be reclaimed consistent with
the requirements of respective land owner”.  In other words, roads would be turned
over to the landowner or land manager only if the owner or manager wanted the road
for some future use.  If the owner or land manager decided to retain the road, all
responsibility to maintain the road would be released to the land owner or manager.

4. Because many new roads would be on state and federal lands, public access to public land should
be assured regardless of road ownership.  (I–21)

Response: Access to public lands through non-public lands is determined by the individual
landowner.

5. Section 4.10, LAND USE (page 4–66)  The DEIS states, at page 4–71, that visual and audible
impacts may affect residential land used. Table 4–14, page 4–72, lists 23 wells in the South Area
(Emery County) that will be within ½ mile of residences. The DEIS does not address possible
mitigation of impacts to residences. The DEIS should require the application of mitigation measures
related to well siting, facilities location, pump jack orientation and selection of component color to
minimize impacts to residences.  (LG–05)

Response: You are correct that 23 wells may be sited within ½ mile of a residence in the South
Area.  However, only four of these wells would be on BLM land. The other 19 would
be on State or private leases. As disclosed in the EIS, the BLM only has the authority
to implement mitigation on federal leases. Impacts to residences are disclosed in
Section 4.10.1.1.3.4.  Mitigation with respect to visual resources is addressed in
Section 4.13.1.2. Section 4.14.1.1.3 discloses that residences within 2,000 feet of a
well would be adversely impacted by noise for one to four days during drilling. This
section also discloses that noise levels from a pumping unit would be below 55 dBA,
the level that the EPA recognizes as acceptable for the public welfare, at distances
beyond 500 feet from a pumping unit. Site-specific mitigation for individual wells
related to well siting, facilities location, pumping unit orientation and selection of
component color to minimize impacts to residences would be determined during the
APD process.

6. The DEIS states on page 4–75, “The purpose of the road gates would be to restrict public use along
these public roads to reduce impact to big game in their winter range habitat.” Many of the roads in
the project area are Emery County roads, and only county officials are authorized to close public
county roads. The DEIS should recognize this.  (LG–05)

Response: Gates would be installed on BLM roads as necessary to reduce impacts to winter
ranges. The text in section 4.10.1.2 has been amended to include the information that
only county authorities are authorized to close county roads. Please refer to this
section to review the revisions.
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7. In Section 4.10.3, Mitigation (page 4–76), the DEIS fails to recognize that many of the “existing
roads across public or National Forest lands” are county roads. The county should be identified as
one of the “agencies” setting standards for upgrading or maintaining roads.  (LG–05)

Response: Section 4.10.3 has been modified to correct this discrepancy. Please refer to this
section to review these revisions.

8. The DEIS states in Section 4.10.4, Unavoidable Adverse Effects (page 4–76) “There would be
unavoidable impacts from noise and dust associated with the use of roads and lands near residential
areas.” This contradicts the statements, at page 4–23 and elsewhere in the DEIS, which indicate that
dust suppression will be required on areas, including roads, during construction activities.
Additionally, the impacts resulting from dust can be avoided if dust suppression measures are
required during project operation, as well as during construction.  (LG–05)

Response: The statement in Section 4.10.4, Unavoidable Adverse Effects (page 4–76 of the DEIS)
“There would be unavoidable impacts from noise and dust associated with the use of
roads and lands near residential areas.”, has been changed to indicate that noise is
the unavoidable impact, and that dust suppression will minimize adverse effects of
dust. Please refer to this section to review the revision.

9. Section 4.10.1.1.3.5, Transportation. Trails should be considered in this section. An objective of the
Carbon County Trails Plan is to provide alternative transportation links to the various communities
of Carbon County. While the plan has a strong recreation emphasis, alternative transportation is also
an objective and a valid component of the transportation system.  (I–29)

Response: The Carbon County Preliminary Trails Plan is addressed in the Recreation Section.
The discussion has been amended to include a potential additional use of the trails as
alternative transportation.

10. As chairman of the Carbon County Airport Advisory Board, I request you provide greater detail (i.e.,
a topographic map) showing the well sites and their relationship to the airport. There is a special
concern for obstructions off the departure end of runway 36. Because this runway slopes upward at
2 percent, aircraft departing have take off reduced performance, intruding into the safety margins
provided for the FAA, which assume level runways. Similarly, a pilot executing a go around has to
contend with rising terrain. Rising terrain is also a concern for departures from runway 32. Also,
need an analysis that includes the height of drilling and workover rigs. Can workovers always be
scheduled at least 30 days in advance to allow for FAA action? There is no discussion of the
Huntington Airport. There are wells within 3 miles of the departure end of runway 25. Although this
airport is not a federal aid airport and not subject to as strict a regulation by the FAA, flight safety
is still a concern.  (I–29)

Response: The DEIS disclosed that the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) would require
notification at least 30 days before proposed construction takes place near an airport
(FAA form 7460–1 “Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration”).  All rigs within
20,000 feet (3.8 miles) pose a potential hazard to aircraft; therefore, the FAA form
7460–1 "Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration” would need to be submitted
to the FAA at least 30 days before construction. Any submittal to the FAA and well
siting considerations would be done individually for each well that may affect flight
operations at the airport during the APD process. There would be no impacts to
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Huntington Airport, because all wells and drilling rigs under the flight path would be
within the height restriction.

11. Section 4.10.3 Mitigation. How is this mitigation? It reads more like agency standard operating
procedures. How is this mitigation effective?  (I–29)

Response: Section 4.10.3 has been modified in response to comment no. 7. Please refer to this
section to review the revisions.

12. Section 4.10.4 Unavoidable Impacts. This section states, correctly, there would be impacts from dust
to residences near CBM roads. This contradicts the unsubstantiated conclusion drawn in the air
quality section. However, this impact is not unavoidable, the management practices to mitigate this
impact are well known. Propose and analyze the mitigation for this impact.  (I–29)

Response: The statement in Section 4.10.4, Unavoidable Adverse Effects (page 4–76 of the DEIS)
“There would be unavoidable impacts from noise and dust associated with the use of
roads and lands near residential areas.”, has been changed to indicate that noise is
the unavoidable impact, and that dust suppression will minimize adverse effects of
dust. Please refer to this section of the FEIS to review the revision.

Livestock Management
1. Section 4.11, LIVESTOCK MANAGEMENT (page 4–76):  The underlying message conveyed by

this section of the DEIS is that livestock grazing and project activities are incompatible. Even
Alternative 2 protections cannot minimize the incompatibility. Additionally, no specific mitigation
measures are available to address the impacts, other than, notification of the permitee, by the
companies prior to and disturbances to of existing livestock facilities. However, it appears that the
livestock permitee is responsible for repair of such disturbances.  (LG–05)

Response: Livestock management and gas development are not incompatible uses and no
intention to convey such an impression existed. The activities associated with
development of the project would have little effect on livestock management.
Additionally, the Companies would be responsible for mitigating any disturbances to
existing livestock improvements, such as fences, gates, and water sources.

2. This section contains conflicting statements regarding the duration of impacts. At page 4–76 the
DEIS indicates that “…most of the impacts would be limited to the life of the project. Long-term
impacts beyond the life of the project are not anticipated to occur, if vegetation productivity is
restored at the closure of the project.” At page 4–79 the DEIS states, “The reclamation efforts could
take several decades to restore vegetation.”  (LG–05)

Response: Section 4.11.1.1 was revised to eliminate this unintentional conflict. Please refer to
this section to review the revision.

3. Impacts discussed in this section, which result in decreased livestock grazing potential should be
addressed in Alternative 2 as has been done in other sections of the DEI S, where specific measures
are identified as Additional Environmental Protection Measures.  (LG–05)

Response: The comment is not clear as to which section it is referring. The Environmental
Protection Measures discussed in the impact analysis are part of Alternative 2, not



Appendix F — Responses to Comments on the DEIS

F–40

alternative 1 or 3. However, the decision makers can decide to incorporate these
measures as mitigation for alternatives 1 or 3 if they so desire.

4. Alternative 2, found in Section 4.11.1.2 (page 4–79), is extremely inadequate.  (LG–05)

Response: The primary concern of the comment is not clear. As noted in Section 4.11.1.2, impacts
to grazing would be similar to those described for Alternative 1. Because the effects
were already described under Alternative 1’s discussion, they were incorporated into
the discussion for Alternative 2 by reference.

5. Alternative 2 and Mitigation (Section 4.11.3 on page 4–80) should include:
Livestock improvements, such as fences, corrals, springs, ponds, troughs, etc. shall be protected
either through avoidance during siting of facilities, relocation or restoration to pre-disturbance
condition, if disturbance is unavoidable.

Cattleguards shall be installed on all high use roads to replace gates for ease of access and to reduce
the potential for gates to be left open, thus, improving livestock management.

Signs shall be placed on high use roads advising travelers of the presence of livestock in the area.

Mitigation measures, for other resources, such as control of noxious weeds, revegetation of disturbed
lands to return them to productivity, and erosion control, will also serve to mitigate impacts to
livestock.  (LG–05)

Response: Thank you for your suggestion. Additional mitigation measures for livestock
management have been added to Section 4.11.3. Please refer to this section to review
these revisions.

6. Mitigation payments, similar to that proposed for mule deer mitigation, at page 4–47, could be
applied to impacts to livestock. The funds could be applied directly to range improvement projects
or used to offset the loss of AUMs or as compensation for decreased livestock productivity or
increased operating costs, as described at page 4–79.  (LG–05)

Response: The loss of AUMs to the project’s facilities would be minimal. Also, livestock would
not be displaced from adjoining areas as would deer and elk. As a result, livestock
would benefit from less competition for available forage with deer and elk in the areas
from which deer and elk are displaced. Increased operating costs, while minimal in
these cases, are unavoidable.

Recreation
1. The DEIS does not recognize the Carbon County Trails Plan. Consequently, it identifies only one

recreation trail in the North Area (the Kenilworth Loop). The Carbon County Trails Map identifies
eight proposed motorized/ATV trails, three hiking trails, and three four-wheel drive trails that the
DEIS does not address. The DEIS needs to recognize the additional trails identified on the Carbon
County Trails Map.  (I,–04, O–01, O–02, O–03, O–04, I–09)
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Response: Sections 1.5.5 and 3.12.2.1 of the DEIS do recognize the Carbon County Trails Plan.
The system of informal trails shown on the most recent Carbon County trails map have
been added to Plate 3–10 in the FEIS.

2. The DEIS identifies no mitigation for the loss of existing and proposed recreational opportunities
that implementation of the alternatives would adversely affect. The FEIS needs to include mitigation
to minimize the adverse effects. Some possible measures include limiting the construction of new
roads to minimize visual and auditory effects on users of the recreational trails and preserving off-
highway trails for the benefit of off-road enthusiasts (which also would minimize conflicts between
recreationists and construction.  (I,–04, I–09)

Response: Mitigation was included in the DEIS and is included in Section 4.12.3 of the FEIS.
Additionally, road construction would be minimized. Through the analysis, other
resources also push for minimizing the amount of road construction. Many trails for
off-road vehicles use existing roads and/or are in the best location to place roads for
the development from an overall resource protection perspective. Thus, these trails
and roads proposed for the development of natural gas coincide.

3. The DEIS assumes no organized or group events use either the south or north areas. This is incorrect.
Several organized groups use these public lands regularly, including members of the Rocky
Mountain Elk and Deer Foundations; Utah Sportsman Association; and other local hiking, biking,
and ATV and off-highway driving clubs.  (I,–04, I–09)

Response: The discussion of existing recreational uses has been amended to include the
information that “several organized groups use these public lands regularly, including
members of the Rocky Mountain Elk and Deer Foundations; Utah Sportsman
Association; and other local hiking, biking, and ATV and off-highway driving clubs.”
Please refer to this discussion in the FEIS to review the changes. Please refer to
Section 3.12.2.1 to review these revisions.

4. The Project Area is roaded natural and semi-primitive, not rural. The project would totally change
the recreational experience in the area.  (E/C–01)

Response: As discussed in Section 4.12.1, the quality of the recreational experience in the Project
Area would change with implementation of the project.

5. Members of the Southeastern Utah OHV Club have developed the Castle Valley Trail System
(CVTS), which is a proposed system of trails and roads that provide access from the local
communities and services to the recreational opportunities available on public lands for ATV and
other trail users. Although the CVTS has not been adopted, the FEIS should at least address it.  (I–
23, I–33)

Response: The CVTS is addressed in Section 4.12.1.1.2 of the FEIS.

6. Local OHV users are interested in working with land managers and gas producers to facilitate
development of the CVTS.  They would like to see a trail system (50 inches wide) developed to
provide North-South link in the South Area.  (I–23, I–33)
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Response: When a formal proposal is submitted, the appropriate land managers (BLM, State of
Utah, and private) would consider the proposal.

7. Recreation Planning, Section 3.12.4.1, Page 3–121. Off-highway vehicle (OHV) use …… OHV use
on BLM lands in the South Area is either Open to ORV use, ORV use limited to Seasonal
Restrictions (ORV open, except from December 1 to April 15 limited to designated roads and trails),
or ORV use limited to designated roads and trails. (BLM San Rafael RMP May 1991 and BLM Map
Off-Highway Vehicle Designation Areas — San Rafael Resource Area — January 22, 1996).  (I–23)

Response: As noted in Sec. 3.12.4.1, the South Area has been identified in the San Rafael RMP
as an open OHV area with use limited to specific roads and trails. To date, final road
and trail designation has not been completed.

8. Recreation Section 4.12.1.1.2, South Area, Page 4–86, Recreation Opportunities. The DEIS mentions
the OHV Trail Network that the SEUOHVC and CVTS is proposing, we expect that, through a
cooperative effort with the BLM, other land managers, and the gas producers, the proposed trail
network can and will be fully developed.  (I–23)

Response: When the SEUOHVC and CVTS submit a formal proposal to the affected land
managers (BLM, SITLA, Emery and Carbon County Commissions, and private land
owners), the proposal would receive the appropriate consideration.

9. Section, 4.12.3, Mitigation, Page 4–88. We realize that the gas producers have the right to drill on
their valid leases and that our recreational experience with respect to changes in solitude and the
natural setting will be altered. We feel that these unavoidable adverse effects can, in part, be
mitigated by utilizing the existing roads, newly-constructed roads, and also constructing ATV trails
to interconnect between those roads where appropriate, to create the desired trail network. These
trails would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis and constructed to preclude full-sized vehicles. The
enclosed Plate S–3b shows one option of where these possible connections could be constructed.
These connections would provide the trail users with a break from the monotonous ride along
improved roads and put them away from the more heavily used collector roads.  (I–23)

Response: Thank you for your recommendation. CTVA’s proposal for a trail system is a separate
action that would have to be addressed in another NEPA document when a formal
proposal is submitted.

10. Table 2–15, Page 2–57, Recreation.  BLM ROS Class “Semi-primitive Motorized” is not mentioned
nor addressed. More than 50 percent of the South Area is in this class and it must be mentioned that
the BLM recreation management objectives would not be met in the Semi-primitive Motorized areas,
even with the added protection of Alternative 2.  (I–23)

Response: Table 2–15 of the DEIS (Table 2–17 in the FEIS) has been revised to address semi-
primitive motorized. Please refer to this table to review the revision.

11. The whole portion in Chapter One and the Summary referring to the Carbon County Trails Plan
should be rewritten to conform to other chapters in the DEIS or include a statement that will not
leave the impression to the reader that a formal, designated and maintained series of trails exist in
the North Area. It should also be noted that the Carbon County Trails Plan is inconsistent with
development. The companies hold legal rights to development on the surface where as the Carbon
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County Trails Plan does not. Additionally it should be noted that leases were issued and drilling
began in the North Area prior to any formal trails plan being developed.  (B/I–01, B/I–02, B/I–06,
B/I–10)

Response: The DEIS does indeed indicate the Carbon County Trails Plan map has not been
ratified with the affected landowners nor has it taken into consideration the valid lease
rights to produce natural gas.  The trails identified on the Carbon County Trails Plan
map are shown on Plate 3–10 in the FEIS for informational purposes only. Please
refer to this plate to review the information.

12. Development of natural gas that is occurring in and proposed for the North Area is and will continue
to adversely affect users of trails (informal and formal) in the area. Gas development contributed to
the demise of the Butch Cassidy Blowout, a race held in the North Area before gas development
occurred. Additionally, new roads are disrupting trails and the dust generated by traffic on these
roads makes it difficult for trail users to breath.  The DEIS does not reflect this current recreational
management situation and should be revised.  (I–15)

Response: The DEIS does disclose that natural gas development would result in the loss of
solitude and the natural setting of the recreational experience.  The DEIS does
disclose that project-related traffic would occur only in portions of the Project Area
throughout the life of the project, rather than in the entire Project Area. Most roads
would be affected during construction activities only for a few weeks. Traffic
associated with operational activities is sparse. It is not likely that the dust raised from
these activities would occur for any significant length of time along any access road.

13. Page 3–116 and Sections 4.12 and 5.3.12 describe effects to recreational trails. The fact that there
is only one (?) designated trails system or the fact that the existing state of trail uses are mostly
informal on unmarked routes does not mean these routes are unimportant. Those features are the
result of trails in use in an area of mostly public land (over 90 percent in Emery County and
60 percent in Carbon County) by people who have never had any threats posed to their access or use
of public lands adjacent to their homes before. Although the Kenilworth loop is the only trail
described in the DEIS (the recreation map 3–12a), there are many more documented trails in the
Carbon County Trails Plan, all of which are used and have been negatively impacted by Anadarko’s
present development. The Price CBM Project has already disturbed a large number of informal trails
and the historic and informal trails in and around Kenilworth are threatened. The Cumulative
Impacts section of the DEIS must document this. We believe informal trails are just as important to
local residents as formal trails described in booklets and they need to be considered fully in the EIS,
with plans for mitigation if disturbed or destroyed.  (I–21)

Response: The trails identified in the Carbon County Trails Plan map are shown on Plate 3–10
of the FEIS.

14. The statement (page 4–82) “Recreationists who seek a primitive experience characterized by a high
degree of natural integrity and appearance, and solitude may seek them elsewhere on public lands
in Carbon and Emery Counties”, and similar statement on page 4–84, are not sufficient mitigation
analysis, as this represents a conversion of multiple use land to single use (see below). Page 4–8
states “construction of offsetting trails could help replace some lost recreation opportunities” is the
only mitigation mentioned. Are other options available? What has been done in other areas in the
area of trail loss mitigation?  Also, it is proposed that the companies work with local officials and
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citizens of Emery County to provide alternative recreational opportunities. This could be
accomplished by developing recreational facilities. Such an endeavor would not replace, in-kind, lost
recreational opportunities, but would serve as a form of off-site mitigation.  Anadarko and BLM
agreeing to study the development of trails is another good intention that cannot be analyzed in its
present construction. This should state that BLM and Anadarko will assure trail losses are mitigated.
(I–21, I–29, LG–05)

Response: Section 4.12.3 on mitigation has been revised and expanded. Please refer to this
section to review the changes. But, BLM cannot require mitigation for trail losses on
state- and privately-owned lands. However, the Environmental Protection Measure
in Section 2.2 was changed to include all the Companies and both the North Area and
South Area. The Companies could participate with the local communities in
developing recreational opportunities.

15. We disagree with the statement on page 4–135 of the DEIS that says “…proposed well field
development would not affect any of the primary recreational attractions in the region.” The Carbon
County Trails Plan is an adopted document that was essentially ignored in the DEIS. We find that
extremely disturbing. Every trail in the Carbon County Trails Plan needs to be in this DEIS. The
final decision of the BLM on these projects must abide by the Carbon County Master Plan, including
the Carbon County Trails Plan.  (I–21)

Response: The trails of the Carbon County Trails Plan map in the North Area have been added
to Plate 3–10.  The BLM would consider this plan while honoring valid lease rights.

16. Page S–17 states: Construction noise to 55 decibels, 24 hours per day during construction, will be
present to at least 20 homes. This is in addition to what is planned outside the EIS project area. Page
4–110 of the River Gas EIS states: “The industrial character of project activities and facilities would
change the rural and undeveloped quality of life currently afforded in rural residential areas. Page
4–144 of the River Gas EIS states, “For those in the Project Area who strongly value outdoor
recreation experiences … the proposed project would likely degrade the quality of life for those
individuals. Similarly, the reduced availability of outdoor recreation opportunities in the local area
may reduce its appeal to potential new residents and businesses.” No adequate analysis or summary
of these impacts seems to exist in the Ferron Natural Gas DEIS. There are many mitigations that the
companies involved in the Ferron project could make to compensate for the taking of public land for
private purposes. On page 5–19, the DEIS states cumulative impacts “would primarily affect the
dispersed recreational opportunities and quality of recreational experiences possible on public lands
within 30 to 45 minutes of Price and surrounding areas particularly evident between Price and
Kenilworth.”  (I–21, I–30).

Response: Your comment concerning noise above 55 dBA for construction noise only refers to
the one to four day drilling period for a specific well.  Also, see response to recreation
comment 14.

17. The companies should be allowed the ability to construct their new roads and drill sites in areas that
would not destroy the existing two-track roads or single track trails. Additionally, the companies
should not be required to reclaim these existing roads and trails.  (O–01, O–03, O–04)

Response: The transportation network of the project was developed to utilize existing roads to
reduce environmental impacts and expense. The field development shown in the DEIS
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is a conceptual plan taking into account the valid lease rights. The exact siting of wells
and roads would be determined during the APD process. All environmental concerns
(e.g., wildlife corridors, avoiding streams, avoiding high erosion potential areas,
minimizing visual impact, recreational opportunities) would be considered during the
APD process.  The Companies would not be required to reclaim existing roads not
used for the project.

18. Solitude and the natural setting are not only important to the local citizens as factors related to
recreation; these factors are a part of the daily lives of the citizens and a significant factor in their
choice to live in this area.  (LG–05)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

19. The Council and the Department concur with the statement found at the top of page 4–81,” Impacts
to recreation resources are considered significant if they substantially change or degrade the existing
recreation opportunities, or if the objectives of various land management plans such as county plans
or the federal management plans cannot be met.”  (LG–05)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

20. The discussion of the Castle Valley Pageant and the pageant site, found at KOP S8 page 3–126,
provides an accurate description of the pageant and the site. The final sentence in the paragraph,
“The scenic setting is an essential element of the pageant”, is particularly germane. Additionally, the
statement at page 4–88, accurately defines significant impacts to visual resources as those which,”…
substantially change or degrade the character of the landscape as seen from sensitive viewpoints”.

Development of the proposed seven (7) wells within the viewshed of the pageant site would result
in significant impacts, both recreational and visual. However, the DEIS, at KOP S8, page 4–105,
fails to recognize the significance of the impacts and, in fact, minimizes the historical, social and
cultural importance of the pageant by referring to it as a “spectacle”.

The Castle Valley Pageant, presented annually since 1978, has grown from two night performances
to eight nights, with an attendance of over 20,000 visitors. Additionally, it is one of only eight
pageants sponsored worldwide by the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints. The pageant is
an extremely important historic, cultural and recreational event in Emery County and the natural
setting is an essential element of the pageant.

It is preferred that no wells be drilled in the vicinity of the pageant site, but, if wells are drilled,
maximum mitigation measures must be implemented regarding well siting, facilities location, pump
jack orientation and selection of component color, to minimize visual and audible impacts to the
pageant and the pageant site. The mitigation measures must also consider the performance time-
frame for the pageant (late July through early August).  (LG–05)

Response: As a result of the Land Exchange, the land surrounding the Castle Valley Pageant is
now State-owned land. The BLM no longer has the authority to authorize any
restrictions on drilling.

21. Wells located adjacent to the Huntington Canyon Scenic Byway (5R31) and along Cottonwood
Creek (Straight Canyon) also represent significant impacts. Of particular concern is the well
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proposed near the Little Bear Campground, as discussed at KOP S6, page 4–105. Approximately
5,000 visitors utilize the campground annually during the months of June, July, and August. These
visitors are seeking a convenient outdoor camping or picnicking experience in a relatively remote
setting. The presence of a well which, would be visually and audibly intrusive to campers and
picnickers”, will certainly impact their recreational experience. Measures to minimize and mitigate
both visual and audible impacts at the Little Bear Campground must be implemented.  (I–30, LG–05)

Response: The wells you refer to around the Little Bear Campground are all on private leases.
The BLM has no authority to require mitigation on these leases. All the wells along
SR31 would be installed on private and State-owned leases. The DEIS disclosed that
the wells visible from SR31 would cause a visual impact. Mitigation is recommended
for these sites, but the BLM has no authority to enforce the application of mitigation
measures on these leases.

22. The DEIS seems to recognize that mitigation for impacts to recreation may be ineffective. This is
evidenced by the fact that no alternative to the Proposed Action is identified. The statement at
4.12.1.2, page 4–87, reads; “…none of the Environmental Protection Measures directly address
recreation. Therefore, the impacts to recreation opportunities in the Project Area would be the same
as described in the Proposed Action.” The lack of viable mitigation is further expressed at 4.12.3
Mitigation (page 4–88). “No measures are available to reduce the effects on the recreation
experience with respect to changes in solitude or the natural setting.” The Council and the
Department concur with the sobering statement found at Section 4.12.4, Unavoidable Adverse
Effects (page 4–88). “The loss of solitude and the change in natural setting cannot be avoided with
natural gas development. The construction of well pads, roads and ancillary facilities would change
the natural setting of the Project Area over the lifetime of the project and beyond until reclamation
activities are complete.”  (LG–05)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

23. The impacts to recreation identified in the DEIS will affect generations of local citizens. Individuals
who have grown  up” in rural communities, such as those in the vicinity of the project area in Emery
County, tend to maintain emotional ties to their “home towns”, even though they reside elsewhere.
These individuals are affected during each return visit; therefore, project impacts are not limited to
the resident citizens alone.  (LG–05)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

24. The San Rafael RMP states no management restrictions are necessary in the roaded natural (RN),
rural (R), and urban (U) designations under the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS). Chapter
4 indicates the proposed action and alternatives would change the landscape character in the Semi-
Primitive, Motorized (SPM) class. This is clearly out of conformance with the RMP. A plan
amendment should be prepared to address these conflicts and to quantify the impacts of CBM
development on these designations. (I–29)

Response: The San Rafael RMP does indeed state that management restrictions are unnecessary
in areas designated as Roaded Natural, Rural and Urban under the Recreation
Opportunity Spectrum. The Plan also identifies specific conditions for management
of areas designated as Primitive and Semi-Primitive Nonmotorized. The RMP does
not, however, offer special conditions for Semi-Primitive Motorized areas. Oil and gas
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leases, which carry certain rights that are not discretionary, were issued within areas
in the San Rafael RMP that were inventoried as Semi-Primitive Motorized.  Analysis
of the RMP supports the assertion that special management conditions were not
contemplated for leases in Semi-Primitive Motorized areas and a plan amendment is
unnecessary for consideration of the Proposed Action and Alternatives.  Mitigation,
consistent with lease rights, has been recommended in Sections 4.12 and 4.13 that
would reduce adverse impacts to Semi Primitive Motorized areas.

25. Reclaiming roads to trails at project completion is not very meaningful. The desirability of such
action 30 to 50 years hence cannot be assessed. The loss of trails to present users is an
externalization of production costs and should be mitigated as required by the Carbon County Trails
Plan.  (I–29)

Response: The lease rights supercede the Carbon County Trails Plan on BLM lands in the North
Area.

26. Section, 4.12 Recreation:  This section incorrectly states the project area is primarily a rural
landscape character. Much of the area is roaded natural and semi-primitive. It is these landscapes
that are sought out by local residents. It downplays the sensitivity and importance of the natural
landscapes to depict the area as rural. This section should analyze the impacts to trail users caused
by upgrading of roads. Most notably, increased traffic speed. What used to be two track trails with
travel speeds of 15 mph or less have been upgraded to major surfaced roads with travel speeds
approaching 50 mph. Mix of traffic speeds of low speed trail users with high speed vehicle traffic
creates a safety hazard. It also greatly reduces the quality of the trail experience.  Effective
mitigation might include posting speed limits on gas field roads. Mitigation must include mile for
mile replacement as called for in the Carbon County Trails Plan.  (I–29)

Response: The DEIS does disclose that the Project Area includes ROS settings of roaded natural
and semi-primitive. The term ‘rural’ refers to the general agricultural (primarily
grazing) setting that is characteristic of public and private lands in the area and does
not refer to any BLM management classifications.  The DEIS does analyze the impacts
to trail users but emphatically stating that natural gas development would result in a
loss of solitude and the natural setting. The loss of solitude would be the maximum
during the construction period. However, the DEIS points out that the construction of
facilities would occur over a five-year period. Because CBM wells are most productive
when drilled and dewatered in “clusters”, the construction activities would affect
recreational use in approximately 20 percent of the Project Area in any given year.
After the construction is complete, the loss of solitude impact would be lessened but
the change in the natural setting would continue for the life of the Project. The valid
lease rights supercede the Carbon County Trails Plan and the County Trail Plan has
not been incorporated into the BLM’s land management plan. Wording has been
added to the mitigation recommended in Section 4.12 that the Companies should work
with the local agencies to develop offsetting recreational opportunities in and near the
Project Area. Please refer to this section to review this revision.
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Visual Resources
1. VRM classifications established by the SRRMP must be met.  (E/C–01)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

2. The siting of a well can make the difference as to whether it is even seen from important observation
points. A good example is the ridge line pumpjack I look at every day from my house in Kenilworth.
It need not have been visible from town or the highway if it would have been placed even 20 yards
down slope or behind the junipers. Between Kenilworth and the ridge line separating the town from
Price and Spring Glen there is an opportunity to set pads in swales, behind low ridges and in the trees
so as to not be visible. That needs to be spelled out in a proposal or mitigated. Relying on the lessees
or the good works of engineers may not accomplish this. The same sensitivity needs to be given to
pipelines and roads. Access roads should not be straight corridors to the pads, either. None should
be allowed to cross the afore mentioned ridge line except where a road currently exists.  (I–07, I–15)

Response: Section 4.13.1.2 addresses the environmental protection measure of preventing “sky
lining” where topography permits.  Section 2.2 of the DEIS states that the
environmental protection measures would not disallow unlawful access to leases, but
may require relocation of facilities.  The relocation of facilities would consider all
environmental factors such as erosion potential of the soils, the slope of the land,
wildlife effects, etc.  Visual mitigation for individual wells and roads related to siting,
facilities location, pump jack orientation and selection of component color to minimize
impacts to residences would be determined on a case-by-case basis during the
Application for Drilling Permit (APD) process.

3. The impacts to visual resources identified in the DEIS will affect generations of local citizens.
Individuals who have grown  up” in rural communities, such as those in the vicinity of the project
area in Emery County, tend to maintain emotional ties to their “home towns”, even though they
reside elsewhere. These individuals are affected during each return visit; therefore, project impacts
are not limited to the resident citizens alone.  (LG–05)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

4. Section 4.1 3.1.1.1, Construction Disturbance (page 4–89):  In order to clarify the nature of power
line installation, the following words should be added to the last sentence of the first paragraph:  “,as
depicted in Figure 2–1".  (LG–05)

Response: The additional information has been added to the statement in section 4.13.1.1.1.
Please refer to this section of the FEIS to review the revision.

5. On page 4–90, revise the first sentence of the second paragraph to read: “The gathering lines and,
water lines and power line, if installed, would be buried adjacent to the existing and new road rights-
of-way.”  (LG–05)

Response: Section 4.13.1.1.2 has been revised to include the electric power option. Please refer
to this section of the FEIS to review the revision.

6. Section 4.13.1.2.2.2.3, KOP S4, (page 4–100):  The sentence in line 7 should be modified to read:
“The nearest well to the KOP is nearly two miles west of the Park.  (LG–05)
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Response: The sentence in section 4.13.1.2.2.2.3 has been revised. Please refer to this section of
the FEIS to review the revision.

7. Section 4.13.1.2, (page 4–106):  Painting facilities so that they “harmonize with the colors of the
surrounding landscape” is identified at page 4–99 as a way to minimize adverse visual impacts.
However, this practice is not included as a mitigation measure in Section 4.13.1.2 (page 4–106).
Painting facilities to harmonize with the natural surroundings should be added as an Environmental
Protection Measure for Alternative 2 at page 4–106. The color of facilities (i.e. tan, grey or dark
green/black) should be considered during the on-site inspection, described at page 1–5. Additionally,
location of facilities, including orientation and size of the pump jack, should be considered during
the on-site inspections. These procedures are currently implemented during on-site inspections of
River Gas Company wells located within the Emery County portion of the Price Coalbed Methane
Project.  (I–29, LG–05)

Response: Painting facilities so they “harmonize with the colors of the surrounding landscape”
as a way to minimize adverse visual impacts is not included as recommended
mitigation or as an environmental protection measure because it is part of the
Proposed Action (see Section 2.1.1.1.2.2.2).  Therefore, extra mitigation is not
required.  Location of facilities, including orientation and size of the pump jack, are
an integral part of on-site inspections for the APD process.

8. The analysis states Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class II standards would not be met in
Huntington Canyon (a Scenic Byway) and in other Class II areas. The San Rafael RMP (pages 68–
70) established VRM Management Classes. These Management Classes are in fact resource
allocations, not mere desirable objectives that may or may not be met (IBLA 98–144). A plan
amendment should be prepared to address these conflicts and to quantify the impacts of CBM
development on these designations.  (I–29)

Response: All of the wells along the Huntington Canyon Scenic Byway are located on private or
state lands.  Although the BLM has inventoried these lands with the VRM system, the
BLM does not manage visual resources on private lands and a plan amendment would
not be required as a result of this project. The FEIS discloses the potential visual
impacts on all lands within the Project Area.  The environmental protection measures
are recommendations to reduce visual impacts on State and private land.  However,
the BLM has no authority to enforce any mitigation on State or private land.

9. Other design features should be incorporated. One should be an assurance that walking beam pumps
in visually sensitive areas be no larger than necessary. This would include proper sizing and use of
low profile pumps for visually sensitive areas. Using oversized pumps is visually intrusive and
constitutes unnecessary and undue degradation.  (I–29)

Response: The use of low profile pumps was considered. However, the reason for not selecting
these pumps is that the coal fines present in the gas stream would clog the pumps
much more frequently than the proposed walking beam pump. This would result in
additional maintenance for each pump, necessitating more frequent operational traffic
on local roads, and an increase in dust and noise, and effects to wildlife associated
with maintenance activities and increased traffic.
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10. Landscaping should be used in visually sensitive areas.  (I–29)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

11. Section 3.1 3.1.1 Visual resources were more than just inventoried. VRM management classes were
established in the San Rafael RMP.  (I–29)

Response: Section 3.13.1.1 has been revised to state that VRM management classes were
inventoried and established in the San Rafael RMP. Please refer to this section of the
FEIS to review this revision.

12. Section 4.13, Visual Resources. The analysis of impacts seems to be well done and accurate. The
mitigation is weak and impossible to assess for effectiveness. Why is there no difference in
mitigation or project design for wells in Class II areas as opposed to Class III and IV areas. In
visually sensitive areas, more aggressive mitigation can and should be required. Camouflage paint
schemes, aggressive landscaping efforts, locating facilities sub-grade are all viable techniques for
reducing impacts to visual resources.  In more urban/rural areas, production facilities can be enclosed
by structures which fit into the local visual character.  (I–29)

Response: The Project Area no longer has any proposed facilities on BLM lands in visually
sensitive areas (Class II VRM).  While the extra mitigation you suggest could be
recommended, it would be a decision between the Companies and the landowner.  In
Section 2.1.1.1.2.2.2, the last paragraph states that facilities on federal lands would
be painted with agency-approved BLM colors to blend with surrounding landscape.
This information has been included in the text of Section 4.13 Visual Resources.
Locating facilities subgrade would result in additional impacts to other (particularly
vegetation and wildlife) resources, including additional disturbance acreage,
additional noise and dust generated from a longer construction period, additional
traffic generated by a longer construction period, and the visual impact of the
depression that would surround each facility. Production facilities require periodic
maintenance requiring access by trucks and other large equipment. An enclosing
structure would impede maintenance activities, would increase the length of time that
such activities require by adding the additional tasks of dismantling and reassembling
each structure, and may actually be more visibly intrusive.

Noise
1. Data must be collected and analyzed. Supportable estimations of project noise must be addressed

under all reasonable scenarios.  (E/C–01)

Response: Source noise data were collected from previous oil and gas field projects (see Section
4.14).  The source data were based upon field measurements of oil and gas facilities.
Therefore, the source data are valid as a representation of noise from proposed
Ferron facilities.

2. Table 3–31 appears to base estimated noise based on density of people with vehicles. This results
in the curious finding that Kenilworth is noisier than Helper, a town with a major highway running
through the middle of it and a railroad switch yard at its center. There are no major highways or
trains passing through town as there are in Price and Helper. Kenilworth is a much quieter
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community than Helper. Also, the neighborhoods in North Price, nearest the CBM development are
relatively quiet being removed from any major streets, highways, and the railroad. I suggest using
some real data here rather than an approximation based on density. Monitoring should be established
prior to development and that mitigation be directed if a threshold is exceeded. Go measure the
situation, now. Monitor it later, but establish thresholds that should not be exceeded.  (I–07, I–29)

Response: You are correct in your observation that the average noise level at Helper is higher
than the average noise at Kenilworth.  The EPA method of estimating community noise
is based upon the average noise in neighborhoods and does not take in effect other
industrial sources or main traffic arteries.  The community noise average level for
Kenilworth is valid. The analysis demonstrated that noise levels associated with the
project would not exceed significant thresholds. Thus, monitoring is not needed.

3. In Section 4.14.1.1.3 (page 4–123), the first paragraph indicates that no residences would be within
500 feet of a pumping unit. This statement is contradicted in Section 4.14.1.2 (page 4–123), which
includes the statement, “In the South Area, the three wells on BLM land that could be within 500
feet of a residence would not be eliminated as part of environmental protection measures.”  (LG–05)

Response: The “500 feet” in Section 4.14.1.2 was a typographical error.  This section has been
corrected to read “…could be within 1500 feet…”. Please refer to this section in the
FEIS to review the revision.

4. The noise levels associated with CPFs are not addressed in the DEIS, nor is there any discussion of
the location of CPFs in relation to residences.  (LG–05)

Response: The noise levels from CPFs are analyzed in Section 4.14.1.1.3.  The terminology
“noise levels from compressor stations” has been modified to “noise levels from
CPFs” because the noise from the compressor engines by far constitute the majority
of noise emanating from the CPFs. Please refer to this section in the FEIS to review
the revision.

5. Section 4.14.1.1.3, Operational noise impacts. I suspect the 1981 USDI figures for noise from
pumping units are optimistic or used very well tuned pumping units. Noise from the Anadarko
Federal F–4 can be heard over normal conversation at distances greater than 2000 feet. In addition
to the rhythmic “pop-pop”, there are also some very non-rhythmic, mechanical sounds of metal on
metal, poorly lubricated. Is there a difference between electric and gas powered pumps? If so, would
it make sense to use the quieter technology in noise sensitive locations?  (I–29)

Response: The conservative noise scenario was analyzed. No significant impacts were identified.
Electrically-powered pumping units would be quieter. Please see the revised analysis
(Sections 4.14.1.1 and 4.14.1.2) in the FEIS that evaluates the effects of electrifying
the entire Project Area.

6. 4.14.3. Why is no mitigation recommended. In addition to using the quieter technology as suggested
above, there are other obvious effective mitigation strategies. In noise sensitive areas, (residences,
trails, recreation sites) vegetated, earthen berms are effective to reduce noise impacts. Noise can be
monitored so that when equipment is malfunctioning and making unnecessary noise, it can be
quickly identified and repaired.  (I–29)



Appendix F — Responses to Comments on the DEIS

F–52

Response: Other than temporarily elevated noise levels during construction and drilling, the
DEIS analysis revealed that there would not be any significant, long-term noise
impacts. The installation of berms for the short-lived construction and drilling at any
one location would be infeasible. Noise reduction mitigation was suggested in Section
4.12.3 to reduce impacts in Semi-primitive Motorized areas in the South Area.

Socioeconomics
1. Projections of employment required by the project suggest many workers would be hired from

outside the local area. Employing a larger number of local and in-state workers would minimize the
boom-bust cycle, minimize housing problems, and have a greater positive effect on the local
economy.  (B/I–08, B/I–09, I–36)

Response: Section 4.15.1.1.2.1 estimates that approximately 40 percent or 39 workers during the
construction phase of the project would be hired locally.  Employment decisions would
be made by third-party contractors retained by the Companies to complete the project.
Some workers with specialized skills unavailable in the local area may be required for
the project necessitating outside hiring.  Because 98 workers annually represents a
relatively small percentage of employment in the mining, oil and gas, and construction
sectors (8 to 9 percent in Carbon and Emery counties), the possibility of boom-bust
cycle and housing problems is minimal.

2. Construction of the project’s facilities, such as gas-gathering and gas-delivery pipelines, should be
accomplished following appropriate quality control procedures.  (B/I–08, B/I–09)

Response: Construction of project facilities would be subject to all state, federal and local
construction and safety regulations.  The operation of these facilities are also subject
to specific regulations and requirements to be followed by the Companies.  As
identified in Section 2.1.1.1.1.3 of the DEIS, construction activities would be overseen
by the Authorizing Officer.  The FEIS identifies various quality control, inspection,
and safety procedures in Section 2.1.1.1.3.3, and OSHA standards and DOT
regulations for pipelines in Section 2.1.2.

3. The section on tourism in the DEIS (Section 4.15.1.1.4) fails to recognize the significant economic
effect the project would have on transient room and restaurant taxes. Both taxes are specifically
earmarked for the development of tourism. Implementation of the project would increase the amount
of these taxes collected in the area and this increase would provide additional financial opportunities
for developing tourism further.  (I–06)

Response: The respondent is correct in identifying transient occupancy tax (TOT) and restaurant
tax as a potential source of county revenues, which may experience some increase as
a result of the project.  While this revenue source is not anticipated to experience a
significant increase as a result of the project, there may be minor revenue increases
that can be attributed to the project over its projected 20- to 25-year lifespan.
Sections 3.15.5 and 4.15.1.1.4 have been revised to identify the TOT and restaurant
taxes and the potential for increased revenues as a result of project implementation.

4. The cumulative reduction in the number of deer and elk in the general project area also would
adversely affect Carbon County’s socioeconomics. The herds of deer and elk in and around Carbon
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County draw hunters from all over the state and surrounding states. Sales generated by these hunters
are considerable. Also, the return to the Utah economy from mule deer hunting is substantial. The
cumulative reduction in the number of deer and elk would result in fewer hunters pursuing animals
in Carbon County, which also would reduce the number of sales generated in the County.  The FEIS
needs to address the cumulative reduction in the number of deer and elk, the effects of these
reductions on hunting opportunities, and the local economic losses that would result from the
reductions in hunting opportunities.  (E/C–01, E/C–02,  I–03, I,–04, I–09)

Response: The FEIS Recreation and Wildlife sections discuss the potential impacts to deer and
elk habitat and subsequent effect on hunting in the region over the project lifespan.
Tables 5-5 and 5-6 identify the cumulative amount of crucial and high value winter
range acreage potentially effected by cumulative projects in the region. Table 3-29
provides existing hunting statistics including  the number of participating hunters and
total hunter days for the North and South Areas. Page 4-82 identifies an estimate of
a 20 percent reduction in hunting opportunities in any given year for the life of the
project.

Hunting is an important recreational activity in the Project Area and revenues from
hunting benefit both Carbon and Emery counties and the entire State of Utah.  As
identified in the FEIS, the project would effect mule deer and elk habitat and
potentially the populations in both counties.

A reduction in available habitat in the winter months due to the project would
potentially lower the population of mule deer and elk, which could result in a
reduction in hunter success.  This reduction in hunter success could result in some
economic effects, including decreased purchasing of goods and services in local
communities.  Please refer to Section 4.15.1.1.4 for further information on these
effects.

5. Installation of the gas transmission pipeline would adversely affect the existing infrastructure, such
as water and sewer pipelines, curbs, and gutters, in communities crossed by the pipelines
(particularly Clawson, Castle Dale, and Huntington). Additionally, the gas transmission pipeline will
have to be located away from existing water lines.  (I–30, LG–01)

Response: Prior to pipeline installation on lands within municipal boundaries, various easements
and rights-of-way would have to be obtained.  The issuance of these easements would
require a review for potential conflicts and compatibility with existing utilities
systems.

6. Page 4–133 Table 4–24: The estimated value column of information does not follow the formula,
where the annual production is to be multiplied by an assumed gas price of $1.39; rather the values
shown use a gas price of about $0.987 per mcf. Total value of gas production should be about $945
million.  (SG–02)

Response: The respondent is correct in identifying the error in Table 4-24 in the DEIS.  The error
has been corrected in both the text and table. Please refer to Section 4.15.1.1.8.1 to
review the revisions.
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7. The socioeconomics analysis in the DEIS does not consider revenues lost to motels and restaurants
when the Butch Cassidy Blowout Mountain Bike Race was lost.  (I–15)

Response: This race ended in 1996, which predates this proposal.

8. The Ferron DEIS does not address the possibility of “boom bust” economics adequately. The
statement “Historically, the economies of Carbon and Emery Counties have been subject to the
fluctuations associated with resource extraction, and are probably less sensitive to this phenomenon
than other areas” (p 4–130) is untrue. This area is one of the most volatile economies in Utah,
suffering much more unemployment and welfare problems than the Wasatch Front. Each time a coal
mine lays off workers the whole economy here suffers. Given the recent behavior of River Gas and
Anadarko, and the apparent rush they are in to develop the field, we believe a boom bust economy
is not only inevitable but is beginning now. This is in part from their willingness to import more than
50 percent of their work force from out of this area, who stay in motels because they are mostly
transients (p 3–53 CBM EIS).

The River Gas EIS mentioned phase development, but the Ferron DEIS insufficiently discusses it
on page 5–25. In the RGC CBM EIS, phased development (Page 1–19) is disregarded out of hand
because “limitations could prevent RGC from meeting lease requirements, thereby exposing them
to litigation by some mineral estate owners” but later was supported by the River Gas EIS (page 5–
28) “To the extent these (cumulative) projects were spread out over time, the less likely an economic
boom-bust cycle would occur.” This same disagreement exists in the Ferron Gas DEIS, and should
be fixed. The BLM should determine what is best for BLM land, and proper attention to boom bust
economics should be made for the entire Ferron Fairway development, not each EIS in isolation.
Fear of possible litigation is not a good reason to refuse to pursue good policy. The Ferron DEIS
should better analyze phased development.  (I–21, I–35)

Response: Phased development is addressed in Section 2.4.7.

9. The analysis of adverse effects to the economies of local, county, state, and federal governments is
incomplete. It does not include any mitigation for short-term and long-term losses to the
socioeconomic environment generated by requirements for mitigation in other “environments”, such
as the biological environment.  (B/I–04)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

10. Table 4–22 on page 4–126 and information at the top of page 4–127 and in Section 4.15.2 (page 4–
136) indicate local hires during the construction phase of the project will involve approximately 39
people. This would result in approximately 59 non-local hires. However, the second paragraph in
Section 4.15.2, in providing support for previous statements in this section regarding the lack of
impact to housing, etc., that would result from influx of non-local workers, indicates the number of
non-local workers would only be about 40 people.  (LG–05)

Response: The discrepancy in-migrating employment has been resolved in the FEIS.  Section
4.15.2 has been amended to indicate the correct number of 59 employees. Please refer
to this section to review the change.

11. Table 4–23 on page 4–128 indicates the overall project may span 30+ years. Information in Section
4.15.1.1.8.1, second paragraph (page 4–132), indicates “…25 years of project operation”.
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Information in Section 4.15.1.1.9.1 (page 4–134) indicates “20-year expected life span of the
project”. While it is recognized that the numbers are only estimates and projections, consistency in
definition of project life would reduce confusion.  (LG–05)

Response: A clarification and explanation of the estimated life span of the project and reasons
for the discrepancies in numbers is included in the FEIS. Please refer to sections
4.15.1.1.8.1 and 4.15.1.1.9.1 to review the revisions.

12. Table 4–24 on page 4–133:  The values in the third column of the table cannot be derived by
applying the calculation, as instructed in footnote 3, to the values in column 2.  (LG–05)

Response: Please refer to the response to socioeconomics comment 6.

13. In Section 4.15.1.1.9.2 (page 4–135):  The statement near the end of the first paragraph, which reads,
“…it should be noted that proposed well field development would not affect any of the primary
recreational attractions in the region”, is inaccurate. The DEIS identifies significant impacts to
recreation and visual resources.  (LG–05)

Response: Section 4.15.1.1.9.2 has been modified to clarify impacts to quality of life related to
recreation in the Project Area. Please refer to this section to review these revisions.

14. Section 4.15.4 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts (page 4–137): The statement, “Impacts to quality of
life may occur depending on an individual’s negative point of view.”, is subjective and inappropriate.
As has been discussed previously, many local citizens choose to live in rural Emery County because
they prefer the solitude and natural setting. Additionally, the ever increasing numbers of visitors to
the area are also seeking solitude and the natural setting. The DEIS recognizes that the project will
affect the quality of life of these people, as evidenced by the following statement on page 4–137;
“For those that prefer the solitude and natural setting, their quality of life would be affected for the
life of the Project.” The impacts result from the Project, not from the negative point of view of the
individuals.  (LG–05)

Response: The word “negative” in the  section referenced by the respondent was included in
error and has been corrected and modified in the FEIS. Please refer to this section of
the FEIS to review the revision.

15. Many impressive numbers are presented in this section in an attempt to show the significant
economic benefits and increased revenue that will result from the Project. Then the statement is
presented in Section 4.15.1.1.9.5 (page 4–135) that, “While there may be a moderate increase in
demand on existing services over time as project activities proceed, these affects have not been
determined to be significant. Careful planning and budgeting of revenue would allow municipalities
to consider such things as school additions, parks and recreation facilities, additional law
enforcement officers and other services and facilities.”

Considering the following information derived from Section 4.15 of the DEIS that:
During portions of the first few years of the project, the influx of non-local workers may range
between 59 and 115 people (including Questar);

The average salary of the project construction employees may be approximately $1100 per month;
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“…most of the workers would not have dependents accompanying them and they would most
likely stay in motels, recreational vehicles and mobile homes.”;

Sales and use tax revenues generated by the Project, “would not represent a significant impact”
as a source of additional revenue and these tax revenues, “would be captured primarily by Carbon
County”;

total revenues added to the Emery County economy, by the Project, through royalties, may be less
than $250,000 annually for the first several years.

It will require much more than, “careful planning and budgeting” as suggested by the DEIS to allow
for consideration of such things as schools, parks and recreation facilities, additional law
enforcement, and other services and facilities. It will require a commitment by the companies to
work with the local officials and citizens to meet the needs of the affected public, including their
own employees. The DEIS should address this matter.  (I–30, LG–05)

Response: Planning for public utilities and services in local communities is beyond the
jurisdiction of the BLM.  The BLM cannot require an agreement between the
Companies and local governments to address the potential for secondary
socioeconomic effects.  The intended meaning of the statement regarding “careful
planning and budgeting” is that the additional revenues generated by the project that
will eventually end up in local government coffers should be managed to offset any
impacts to public utilities and services in each jurisdiction. The increase in population
and/or workforce would be less than one percent of the existing population and
workforce. This level of increase would not require increases in public services or
schools.

16. Section, 4.15.1.1.6. This section discusses demand on housing. What is the impact on property
values (particularly on residential property with wells proposed for construction nearby). Properties
with amenities such as access to a trails system and natural landscapes and public land are more
valuable than similar dwellings without the amenities. What happens when these amenities are
replaced with a dust choked, noisy, polluting industrial development. Can this loss of value be
quantified? If so, this is another example of the externalization of gas production costs.  (I–29, I–30,
I–35)

Response: A limited number of residences would be affected. The County overall, would be
minimally affected.

17. Section 4.15.1.1.9, Quality of Life. The Carbon County Future Plan and the Carbon County
Comprehensive Master Plan provide numerous examples of what “quality of life” means. None of
them point to a loss of air quality, reduction of recreation opportunities and wholesale conversion
of our natural landscapes to an industrial zone as being desirable. The FEIS should discuss the out-
migration of mobile professionals who live in the area because of its quality of life. It also does not
discuss the disincentive for new business and professionals to locate here. Not many people outside
the petroleum industry see living in the middle of a producing gas field as an ideal situation. People
do not typically invest in upscale housing in the middle of a heavy industrial zone.  (I–29)
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Response: It is extremely difficult to estimate potential out-migration of population as a result
of project activities over a 25-year period.  New businesses related to gas development
may locate in the Project Area as a result of project activities.

18. Section 4.15.1.9.1, Local Economy. We have experience in the River Gas Project. How about some
quantification as to employment of locals and employment of transient workers.  (I–29)

Response: Employment estimates were provided by the Companies based upon past experience,
which includes the Price Coalbed Methane Project.

19. Alternatives 2 and 3 will reduce the value of State lands and the income they will produce.  (I–39)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

Health and Safety
1. The new transmission line is proposed to follow the same general alignment as the existing

transmission line. This alignment would place the new line within the boundaries of Clawson Town,
Castle Dale City, and possibly Huntington City. The placement of the line through these
communities and the potential for a rupture represent a serious safety concern. For example, the line
in Castle Dale would be very close to Emery County High School. For safety reasons, the line should
be moved east of all communities along the route.  (I–30, LG–01, LG–04)

Response: The ID team recognizes concerns exist about the alignment of the transmission
pipeline shown in the DEIS. A common preference for the installation of new pipelines
is to place them along existing pipelines, which is what Questar proposed to do. As
noted in Section 1.2 of the EIS, locations shown in the EIS are conceptual in nature.
Final locations are subject to field and permitting reviews. Landownership in and
around Clawson, Castle Dale, and Huntington is nonfederal. Thus, the BLM and
Forest Service would have no authority over the location of the transmission pipeline
in these locations. The ultimate placement of the pipeline in these areas would be the
result of negotiations among Questar and the various landowners.

2. Little mention is made of fire, earthquake, or vandalism to the pumps, wells, pipelines, ponds, or
tanks in the Ferron Natural Gas DEIS, other than mention of earthquake regarding pipelines and the
fact that the well near the Bear Creek campground has a “possibility of well explosion or fire” (p4–
86). This also was insufficiently evaluated in the River Gas CBM EIS. Many acts of vandalism are
committed in this county every week These wells are open and the existing compression stations,
injection wells, and evaporation ponds are in remote areas and constitute “attractive nuisances” that
will tempt children, teenagers, and many adults into curious exploration, tampering, and vandalism
— perhaps even target practice. These gas companies need to address these possibilities with proper
enclosures, gates, or fences and proper training and equipment made available to local emergency
services to deal with any potential explosions, fires, or injuries that could occur during and after
development. Simply to mention the Sheriff’s office will address these is not comforting. Facilities
located within ½ mile of a residence should be fenced.  (I–21, I–30)

Response: Fires are addressed in Section 4.16. Section 4.1.1.1.3 addresses earthquakes. Section
4.15.1.1.7.2 addresses vandalism. The BLM and Forest Service have law enforcement
responsibilities on federal lands.
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Reclamation
1. Page 4–147 – 4.17.5 Mitigation and Appendix C Weed/Vegetation Management Plan: Reclamation

and management plans developed for the project should include monitoring of reclamation areas.
The DEIS states (Page 4–144) that of the 1,642 acres of soils that would be disturbed during
construction, over 80% of these lands are unsuitable (high clay content, coarse fragments, salinity,
etc.) for reclamation. Reclamation of these soils is expected to require many growing seasons and
multiple efforts to reseed and successfully generate vegetation cover similar to that which presently
exists. However, the mitigation described for both project reclamation (Page 4–147) and the Weed
Vegetation Management Plan (Appendix C) does not describe long- term monitoring and successive
revegetation efforts if original reclamation measures do not work. Monitoring should continue until
vegetation is back to pre-construction conditions.  (FG–03)

Response: The need for monitoring is a decision made by the decision makers in the Records of
Decision. Please refer to the BLM and Forest Service’s Records of Decision to review
the requirements for monitoring defined by the decision makers. Recognizing that
reclamation could require several years before being defined as successful, the BLM
would not release bonds until the BLM has determined reclamation is successful.
Reclamation monitoring also is part of the BLM’s inspection program.

2. Appendix C Weed/Vegetation Management Plan: The Service believes that cheatgrass (Bromus
tectorum) is a an undesirable plant species that should be included as a Weedy Species of Concern
(Table C–1). The USFWS recommends that BLM coordinate with biologists from UDWR, Service,
and other agencies affected by the project and knowledgeable on noxious weeds to review and
update the species list and develop reclamation and management plans appropriate for the project.
(FG–03)

Response: Although cheatgrass is an undesirable species, the ID team did not identify cheatgrass
as a Weedy Species of Concern in the Weed and Vegetation Management Plan because
cheatgrass is widespread and uncontrollable in both Carbon and Emery counties. In
general, the chemical nature of soils in the Project Area does not support cheatgrass.
As a result, efforts specifically targeted at control of populations of this species are
no longer an effective expenditure of time and money. Instead, cheatgrass is controlled
only in conjunction with treatments more specifically directed at other species.

3. Topsoil segregation and redistribution requirements (Reclamation Plan — Appendix A–3) should
not apply to areas that are basically dirt and rock with little or no vegetation. These conditions
should not be classified as “topsoil.”  (B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: The presence or absence of vegetation solely does not define topsoil. Furthermore, a
lack of vegetation does not negate the need to segregate topsoil, particularly in an arid
environment. The upper layers of soil commonly contain elements important to
successful reclamation of a disturbed site, including deposits of plant seeds and
nutrients. Segregation of the soil containing these elements and the redistribution of
this soil over subsoils is a primary component that determines the ultimate success of
reclamation efforts. The actual determination of the amount of segregation required
for each facility would be made on a case-by-case basis at the permitting (e.g., APD)
stage.
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4. Road reclamation (Reclamation Plan — Appendix A–6) should be limited to leaseholder-constructed
roads. Leaseholders should not have to reclaim roads that were in existence prior to operations.
(B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: Reclamation would involve only facilities constructed or upgraded by the Companies.
Thus, the Companies would be responsible for reclaiming new roads they construct
and reclaiming to pre-project conditions roads they upgrade. They would not be
responsible for reclaiming roads in existence before the project began. Additionally,
they would not be responsible for reclaiming newly-constructed roads or upgraded
roads for which landowners decide to take responsibility for management and
maintenance.

5. Once drilling is completed and operational facilities are in place, the size of well pads and the width
of roads should be reduced to the minimums necessary for access and operation. The DEIS addresses
this reduction somewhat, but personal experience in the North Area suggests this type of reduction
is not occurring. Higher bonds should be required if the operators cannot live up to this commitment.
(I–15)

Response: Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1 requires that areas of pads not needed for
production be reclaimed. The BLM will enforce the reductions on lands it administers.
However, it has no authority to enforce the reductions on State- or privately-owned
lands.

6. The levels of bonding proposed in the River Gas and Ferron EISs are horribly small and place future
reclamation in great danger. Recognizing the long-term danger of insufficient bonding (through
recent experience of the Sunnyside mine bonding disaster) both Carbon and Emery counties have
incorporated into their Master Plans a requirement of 100 percent bonding for reclamation of oil and
gas extraction activities (p 1–8). The Ferron DEIS states “county bonding requirements are not
binding on Federal or State leases…  If the companies or their successors did default, the liability
would ultimately lie with the mineral rights owner.” We believe all anticipated reclamation costs
must be bonded in advance to assure proper reclamation. Page S–2 states that the Carbon County
Master Plan and the DEIS are not compatible because zoning requirements for gas is legally “…not
designed to cover 100 percent of the reclamation costs …” but that does not mean the company
cannot furnish a good faith bond that may exceed local requirements in order to appease local
interests.

The Ferron DEIS does not state the dollar value required for the bond, but the River Gas EIS states
that “RGC has filed a $25,000 statewide bond with the BLM. The cost to properly plug and reclaim
a single well is estimated, in 1996 dollars, at $15,000. All 601 wells of the Proposed Action would
than account for a total potential liability of $9,015,000, in 1996 dollars.” The rest of this paragraph
(CBM EIS page 1–9) explains how the company has so far acted responsibly, but that liabilities may
increase as the field ages. No similar statement is made in the Ferron DEIS, and there should be.
How much is this project going to cost to reclaim?

We feel it is necessary for these companies to go beyond the legal requirements for bonding and
satisfy local governments with 100 percent bonding, at least as a good faith effort to develop good
will. Otherwise it will feed the perception these companies will do the legal minimum and expose
the community to financial and environmental long-term risks in the interests of short-term gain.
These gas companies could experience a change in management or go out of business for a number
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of reasons over the expected 30–60 year life of these projects. Adequate bonding is essential.  (I–21,
I–35, I–37, I–38)

Response: The discussions of bonding in the EIS and Summary have been revised. Please refer
to these discussions to review the revisions.  Additionally, neither Emery County nor
Carbon County require bonding. County bonding requirements were erroneously
reported in the DEIS. Emery County has a permitting process, but not bonding
requirement. Carbon County has no permitting process or bonding requirements.

Bonding requirement were discussed in Section 4.17.1 of the DEIS. This discussion
also occurs in Section 4.17.1 of the FEIS. Readers also should note that since the
DEIS was published, the land exchange that was pending in Congress was passed and
signed into law. Thus, the number of wells that would be constructed on federal lands
has decreased and the number of wells that would be constructed on State lands has
increased.

7. Pages S–2 and 1–8 (of the DEIS)— statements regarding county Master Plans requiring 100 percent
bonding for reclamation of the land are inaccurate. The Emery County General Plan contains no such
requirement. However, adequate bonding is a significant concern, as indicated in the Scoping
Summary for the Project; of 33 comments regarding reclamation, 15 dealt with bonding.  (LG–05)

Response: Please see response to the previous comment.

Planning
Land Exchange

1. If the land exchange bill passes, would all of the federal land in the project area be traded or just
part of it? (SG–03)

Response: No, not all of the federal land in the Project Area was traded. The discussion of the
land exchanged included in Section 1.5.2 of the DEIS has been revised to reflect
passage of the land exchange bill. Please review Section 1.5.2 of the FEIS to review
the results of the land exchange, which President Clinton signed into law on
October 31, 1998.

2. The DEIS states that resource protection and mitigation measures on exchanged state lands would
be eliminated (4.7.6 Land Exchange pp.4–52). All Federal lands exchanged to the State of Utah
within the Ferron Natural Gas Project Area should adhere to all conditions, mitigation measures,
and restrictions developed for the Project. Thus, the same stipulations and mitigation payment
requirements on federal lands should be adhered to on the new state lands.  (FG–03, SG–02)

Response: The land exchange was completed before the BLM and Forest Service made any
decisions on the Ferron Natural Gas Project. As a result, no mitigation measures
or conditions had yet been applied to any of the federal lands specifically involved
in the exchange. The State of Utah is under no legal obligation to adhere to
conditions, mitigation measures, or restrictions the BLM and Forest Service
originally developed for the federal lands involved in the exchange.
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3. The BLM should note the Utah Trust Lands Administration has not agreed to adopt any of the
conditions, mitigation measures, or restrictions imposed upon leases by any record of decision
that will be issued for the Ferron Gas EIS. Consequently, such a record of decision is not binding
on, and will not govern, activities conducted on trust lands. Activities on trust lands will be
governed by lease terms and rules governing the management and use of trust lands and other
applicable laws and regulations.

The intent of the Trust Lands Administration is to manage trust lands in a reasonable manner
consistent with the management practices of adjacent landowners. Because the Trust Lands
Administration advocates the responsible development of natural resources, the BLM’s analysis
of the impacts will be considered in the development of trust lands within the Ferron Natural Gas
Project Area. However, as authorizing agency, the Trust Lands Administration reserves the right
to impose such conditions and restrictions or grant such waivers and exceptions to existing leases
that the Trust Lands Administration deems to be in the best interest of the trust.  (SG–02)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

4. The Council and the Department are cognizant of the effects, described at Section 4.2.3, page 4–
15, and various other locations, which the Land Exchange may have upon portions of the Project.
We desire that SITLA seriously consider adopting a position, regarding the entire project, that is
consistent with Alternative 2.  (LG–05)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

Consistency with Local Plans
1. The “Carbon County Trails Plan” is an informal document adopted in mid-1998 by Carbon

County as a starting point for the development of a formal trails system. The present “Carbon
County Trails Plan” has no binding commitments for Carbon County, the gas companies, or any
other party. Additionally, the “Carbon County Trails Plan” is not inconsistent with other plans.
It was designed to provide coexisting uses of the resource area.  (I–06)

Response: A review of the Carbon County Trails Plan suggests the Plan’s developers do not
consider the development of CBM fields as a compatible use. The Plan specifically
states the experience of recreationists using the “de facto” system of trails around
the Price and Helper areas would change from roaded natural to an industrial
experience with construction of the gas fields. Additionally, the Plan suggests the
gas companies associated with the CBM projects replace trail systems affected by
the developments. Thus, the Plan suggests CBM development is incompatible with
current use of the “de facto” trail system.

2. The DEIS correctly states the alternatives are inconsistent with the Carbon County
Comprehensive Master Plan and Carbon County Trails Plan.  However, no justification or reasons
were given for the inconsistency and no finding was provided indicating consistency with local
plans would be contrary to the Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action. Unless an overriding
Federal interest is identified and described, the Proposed Action and all alternatives should be
restructured to be consistent with the local plans (I–29, I–39)
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Response: Reasons for inconsistencies between the proposed action and alternatives and the
Carbon County Trails plan are included in Section 1.5.5.  The proposed gas
development and recreational use are two separate and sometimes incompatible
uses identified for the area. On Federal lands, leases were granted under the
provisions of the Price River MFP. The Federal leases grant valid rights to develop
the lands.  The leases, issued under the provisions of the MFP, do not contain
stipulations requiring protection or mitigation of recreation opportunities. Section
1.5.5 of this document has been modified to include information regarding valid
lease rights.

NEPA does not require a finding to indicate if consistency with local plans would
be contrary to the Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action. Section 202 of
FLPMA requires that BLM management activities consider local plans and, to the
extent practical, resolve any inconsistencies. This has been done in this instance.
The Carbon County Trails plan recognized projected gas development in the area,
including improvement and use of existing roads that are used by recreationists.
Similar to the mitigation recommendations in the Trails Plan, construction of
offsetting trails are identified in chapter 4 of the EIS as a means of mitigating
impacts to recreation opportunities. Alternatives were already investigated (See
Sections 2.4.2 and 2.4.6) that may have been consistent with the trails plan, but they
were dropped from further consideration for legal and technical reasons. The lease
rights represent an overriding Federal interest and would negate options to
restructure alternatives to be consistent with local plans.

3. None of the alternatives offer to comply with local trails proposals or to mitigate the identified
adverse impacts to recreational users. Some attention should be given, up front, to the Carbon
County Trails Plan (North Area) and the draft proposal for the Castle Valley Trail System (South
Area). The former has some standing as it was approved as an amendment to the Carbon County
Master Plan. The latter is only a draft, but as a matter courtesy to the people that live adjacent to
the development it should be addressed.  (I–07)

Response: As identified in Section 1.5.5, rights granted to oil and gas leases on federal lands
are nondiscretionary and supercede proposed trail uses identified in local plans.
Additionally, several of the identified trails are on state and private lands and
outside the BLM’s jurisdiction.  The ID team addressed the potential adverse effects
of the alternatives on the trails and their users and identified potential mitigation
to offset the affects.

4. Page 1–9 Item.1.5.5, Consistency with Local Plans. The last sentence of the last paragraph states
“requesting funding from Anadarko as possible mitigation in the affected area.” A detailed review
of the trail plan finds no mention at all of requesting funds from Anadarko for mitigation. In fact,
the 1995 Trails Plan states that Carbon County suggested to BLM in a letter that a good mitigation
agreement would include a requirement allowing for flexible reclamation for future trail
opportunities. Neither the leases nor the Price MFP require mitigation for recreation. However,
industry is mitigating on trails issues by following the Reclamation Plan, which requires
coordination with BLM on future reclamation for future trail opportunities. NEPA and Federal
Regulations recognize reclamation as a form of mitigation.  (B/I–01, B/I–06)
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Response:   The last sentence of Section 1.5.5 has been revised to reflect a reference to companies
pursuing CBM developments. Although neither the leases nor Price MFP specifically address
mitigation for recreation, FLPMA requires the BLM ensure unnecessary degradation of resources
on federal lands does not occur. Standard lease terms require protection and mitigation of
impacts to resources. Recreation commonly is considered one of the resources the BLM must
consider. Although NEPA and federal regulations recognize reclamation as a form of mitigation,
they do not limit mitigation to reclamation only. Other options can and will be considered.

5. Page 3–107 states “There is currently no formal mechanism used to resolve land use conflicts,”
and “Land use planning for wildlife lands has been identified as a potential issue for the 1998
Utah General Session.” We were actively involved in three groups that actively participated in
drafting of the Carbon County Master Plan, now accepted by our county government. It is very
distressing to see projects of this magnitude and potential impact plowing ahead, seemingly totally
out of control of most people who live here and are involved in local planning efforts. Local
citizen groups and activists that have great interest in the long-term quality of life in this area have
largely been ignored by River Gas and Anadarko, the former already being involved with filing
lawsuits against Carbon County.  (I–21)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

6. Please add information regarding the following to page 1–9, immediately preceding Section 1.6,
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT/SCOPING OF ISSUES:  In the South Area, a proposal has been
developed for a Castle Valley Trail System (CVTS). The CVTS is designed to accommodate all
terrain vehicle (ATV) and other trail users. The system will provide access from the local
communities in Emery County to recreational opportunities on public lands.  (LG–05)

Response: The consideration of a proposal, such as the Castle Valley Trail System, as part of
existing management direction is outside the scope of the Ferron Natural Gas EIS.
Such a proposal must be evaluated in a proposal-specific NEPA analysis before it
can be incorporated into the BLM’s management direction. Although the ID team
cannot evaluate the Castle Valley Trail System as existing management direction
in the Ferron Natural Gas Project EIS, it did recognize the proposal’s existence in
the recreation sections. Please refer to the recreation sections in Chapters 3 and
4 of the FEIS to review the discussion.

7. Section 1.5.4 states the proposed actions and alternatives are in conformance with applicable,
Federal Land Use Plans. This conclusion is not substantiated and is in fact contradicted in Chapter
4 of the DEIS.  (I–29)

Response: The comment provided insufficient information for the ID team to develop a
detailed response. A review of Chapter 4 failed to locate the “contradiction”
identified in the comment.

8. A precursor to the Carbon County Master Plan and Trails Plan was the Carbon County Futures
Plan. This plan identified many of the issues addressed in the Carbon County Master Plan,
including recreation opportunities such as trails and wildlife viewing. The Futures Plan was
funded in large part by a grant from the USDA Forest Service. Both the Forest Service and BLM
contributed staff and expertise to this planning effort. Both agencies contributed to the preparation
of the Carbon County Master Plan. The Trails Plan was developed with Federal grant money and
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again, both BLM and Forest Service provided staff and expertise. Carbon County Master Plan and
Trails Plans are the result of hundreds of citizens donating thousands of hours in the creation of
these products. Both Federal agencies were active participants in these planning processes. It is
a violation of the community trust and spirit of partnership for the agencies to dismiss the local
plans as though they are inconsequential. The Federal agencies need to honor the plans they
assisted in preparing. The agencies should honor the community that entered into the planning
process in good faith, expecting the federal agencies were committed partners. The FEIS must be
rewritten to make it consistent with local plans. Local plans were raised as issues in scoping and
should not be summarily dismissed.  (I–29)

Response: Section 202 of FLPMA requires that BLM management activities consider local
plans and, to the extent practical, resolve any inconsistencies. This has been done
in this instance. The coalbed methane leases were issued before local planning
efforts, such as the Carbon County Trails Plan, occurred. Consequently, the
Carbon County Trails Plan recognized projected gas development in the area,
including improvement and use of existing roads that are used by recreationists.
Similar to the mitigation recommendations in the Trails Plan, construction of
offsetting trails are identified in chapter 4 of the EIS as a means of mitigating
impacts to recreational opportunities. Alternatives were already investigated (See
Sections 2.4.2 and 2.4.6) that may have been consistent with the trails plan, but they
were dropped from further consideration for legal and technical reasons. The lease
rights represent an overriding Federal interest and would negate options to
restructure alternatives to be consistent with local plans.

Editorial
1. The Final EIS would benefit from additional editing to fix typographical errors present in the

Draft EIS, such as “DLM State Office” on page 3–98. (SG–03)

Response: During preparation of the FEIS, the ID team reviewed the DEIS for typographical
errors. All errors identified during this review and those identified by respondents
were fixed in the FEIS.

2. Page 2–47 first line of Section 2.4.3: The word “buffer” is incorrectly typed as “bugger”.  (SG–
02)

Response: This typographical error has been corrected. Please review Section 2.4.3 to review
the correction.

3. It was difficult to determine if facilities were proposed in highly-visible locations due to the small
detailed maps of the North Area. Can larger plates be used in the display of the alternatives for
the North Area? The plates fold out to show nothing applicable south of Price.  (I–07)

Response: Due to the number of plates included in the EIS, the number of copies printed, and
costs for printing color plates, the ID team did not consider including larger plates
in the FEIS practical or cost effective. However, larger plates are available at the
BLM’s Price Field Office and State Office for review by anyone interested in
examining larger maps.
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4. The reference to Section 4.15.2.1 on page 4–135 is erroneous, the section does not exist.  (I–21,
LG–05)

Response: The reference to this nonexistent section has been deleted. Please refer to Section
4.15.1.1.9.2 to review this revision.

5. The last sentence of paragraph 2 in Section 5.3.15.2.3 on page 5–25 is incomplete.  (I–21)

Response: This sentence has been revised. Please refer to Section 5.3.15.2.3 of the FEIS to
review the revisions.

Alternatives
1. Natural gas in the Project Area should be developed.  (B/I–04, B/I–05, I–02, I–08, I–10, I–11, I–

12, I–14, I–17, I–18, I–19, I–20, I–22, I–24, I–25, I–26, I–27, I–28, LG–05, O–01, O–02, O–03)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

2. The discussion on the use of electrical equipment (Section 2.1.1.1.1.4 Electric Utilities on page
2–9 in the DEIS) should be clarified and expanded and whether they would be buried or run above
ground.  (E/C–01, I–29)

Response: The discussion of electrical facilities in Chapter 2 have been revised and expanded
to provide readers with more information about electrification of the project’s
facilities. Please refer to chapters 2 and 4 to review these revisions.

3. I am opposed to the alternatives evaluated in the DEIS.  (I–01, I–03, I–04, I–09)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

4. The three alternatives analyzed in the DEIS do not provide the decision maker with a full range
of alternatives. Alternative 1 should not be considered and Alternative 3 is obligatory.  For
example, only 10 percent fewer acres would be disturbed between alternatives 1 and 2 and only
6 percent less water is used in Alternative 2. (E/C–01, E/C–02, I–07, I–29)

Response: Although the analysis evaluated three alternatives in detail, the ID team considered
a variety of potential alternatives. Many alternatives were eliminated from a
detailed evaluation due to technical considerations and the primary constraints
described below. Alternatives eliminated from a detailed evaluation are discussed
in Section 2.4 — Alternatives Considered, but not Evaluated in Detail. The ID team
evaluated Alternative 1 because it was the Companies’ Proposed Action and it
defined the level of development necessary to extract the coalbed methane.

Each reader must keep in mind two primary constraints to fully understand the
circumstances surrounding the proposed project, alternatives considered in detail,
and the NEPA analysis documented in this FEIS. First, the Ferron Natural Gas
Project is not a leasing analysis. The Companies already hold valid federal oil and
gas leases. An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the “right and privilege to drill
for, mine, extract, remove and dispose of all oil and gas deposits” in the leased



Appendix F — Responses to Comments on the DEIS

F–66

lands,” subject to the terms and conditions incorporated in the lease (Form 3110–
2).  On land leased without a No Surface Occupancy or similarly restrictive lease
stipulation, the Department of Interior cannot deny a permit to drill.  Once the land
is leased, the Department no longer has the authority to preclude surface-
disturbing activity, even if the environmental impact of such activity is significant.
The Department can only impose mitigation measures upon a lessee who pursues
surface-disturbing activities.  When it issues a lease, the Department makes an
irrevocable commitment to allow some surface disturbances (Tenth Circuit Court
of Appeals in Sierra Club vs. Peterson [717 F. 2d 1409, 1983]).

Second, much of the proposed Ferron Natural Gas Project would occur on state-
and privately-owned lands and mineral estates. The BLM and Forest Service have
no legal authorities over these lands, including the authority to impose
environmental protection measures or mitigation measures. In other words,
development of natural gas resources from state- and privately-owned lands and
mineral estates is not subject to the BLM or Forest Service’s approval.
Consequently, the ID team could only assume development would proceed on these
lands as the Companies propose in Alternative 1, regardless of the BLM and Forest
Service’s decisions on the Ferron Natural Gas Project.

5. Alternatives that present different levels of development on the proposed area should be included.
(E/C–02)

Response: The ID team considered alternative well densities for potential alternatives to be
considered in detail. Alternatives with a well density pattern less than 160 acres
(e.g., 320 acres) cannot extract CBM effectively or completely. Thus, these
alternatives cannot be implemented because they would violate the Companies’
lease rights. As discussed in Section 2.4.1, well density patterns greater than
160 acres (e.g., 80 acres) are not supported by geologic data, economic conditions,
or present technologies. Consequently, higher well density spacing patterns were
not evaluated in detail. If circumstances change in the future, another NEPA
analysis would be required before a higher well density spacing pattern could be
implemented.

6. The USFWS strongly supports the selection of Alternative 2. The environmental protection
measures identified under Alternative 2 would help reduce or eliminate some environmental
impacts resulting from the proposed project and these environmental protection measures are
consistent with the USFWS’ Mitigation Policy to avoid and minimize environmental impacts.
(FG–03)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

7. Page 2–3 paragraph 3: Paragraph does not provide operational contrasts that conventional gas
wells in the study area produce from sandstone reservoirs and are not pumped but flow naturally
as a result of gas pressure in the reservoir. Operation and maintenance of CBM wells is more
involved than conventional wells due to the need to operate, inspect, and maintain additional
pumping equipment at CBM well sites.  (SG–02)
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Response: The fourth full paragraph of Section 2.1.1.1, Overall Field Development Proposal
has been revised to include discussion about the greater efforts needed to maintain
CBM wells relative to conventional natural gas wells. Please refer to this section
to review the revisions.

8. The proposals do not specify the types of facilities that may be installed. The type of pump and
associated facilities can greatly change the impacts on the visual and noise environment. River
Gas Corporation has made efforts to minimize these impacts close to residences in Price. Can we
expect the same from Anadarko or future leaseholders?  (I–07)

Response: Section 2.1.1.1.3.2.1 — Production describes the two types of pumps available and
the reasons the Companies proposed one type over the other type Please refer to
this section to review this discussion. Mitigation for visual effects is identified in
Section 4.13.3. This analysis determined levels of noise projected for the
alternatives would be below the EPA’s guidelines. These guidelines identify levels
below which noise would not adversely affect public health and welfare.

9. UDOGM’s main concern is that a consistent set of compliance and performance standards be kept
between the Drunkard’s Wash Coal Bed Methane Field and the Ferron Coal Bed Methane Field
which are adjoining development areas. Alternative Two, the proposed action with the requisite
environmental performance measures, in UDOGM’s opinion, does an outstanding job of
maintaining that consistency. In particular, five broad areas are addressed to protect the
environmental resource values in the Ferron Natural Gas Field: (SG–02)

Development Exclusions — Similar to the Drunkards Wash, the number of wells to be
permitted, the number of acres where disturbance is allowed, as well as the number of miles
of roads permitted are all limited through the use of Alternative Two. All of these limitations
will contribute to a reduction in the potential gas production from the field. From a
conservation (of oil and gas) standpoint, this is a drastic, but necessary measure for
compatibility with other uses.

Seasonal Closures of Certain Areas — Seasonal closures in the Drunkards Wash Field have
worked in protecting certain wildlife species and measures used are successful only because
of cooperative management among companies, land managers, and wildlife managers.

Vehicular Access Limitations During Certain Periods — Limits on vehicular access are an
important part of the success of natural gas recovery in the Drunkard’s Wash Field but mostly
owe their success to cooperative field efforts of the parties involved, and tolerance from the
parties, especially during times of emergency access. Mitigation Fees - An important part of
maintaining a level playing field for the companies involved is holding mitigation fees on a per
acre basis at similar levels for all areas where coal bed methane is produced. An intensive
effort to collect additional mitigation fees in one area over another is adverse to the goal of
consistency and even handed development.

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

10. Utah Division of Water Rights supports the additional stipulations under Alternative 2 that have
been proposed by the BLM, which would provide minimal protection of flood plains, springs, and
wells in and adjacent to the project area.  (SG–02)
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Response: Comment noted, thank you.

11. The BLM’s Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) should be implemented, but pre-existing leases
should be managed under the original terms and conditions applicable at the time the leases were
acquired. Existing land use plans for the Ferron Natural Gas Project area already provide
sufficient restrictions and stipulations to ensure proper protection and mitigation of the sensitive
resources covered in the DEIS. Unless otherwise agreed to by the operators, leases issued before
the land use plans supersede those plans and should not be subject to inconsistent standards or
requirements.  (B/I–01, B/I–02, B/I–03, B/I–06, B/I–07, B/I–10)

Response: The leases were issued under existing land use plans that did not contemplate the
level of development proposed. Section 6 of the oil and gas uniform leasing form
requires lessees 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. Additionally, the lessee shall take reasonable measures
deemed necessary by the lessor to accomplish the intent of this section. This section
provides the basis for the BLM and Forest Service to address needs of the resources
that were not adequately addressed under existing land use plans at the time the
leases were issued.

12. Section 2.2, Alternative 2 — Proposed Action with Additional Environmental Protection
Measures, Page 2–38, Recreation.  The South Area is not mentioned. The South Area also has
existing recreational trails that should be reclaimed to pre-existing conditions, these should be
identified during the APD process. Reclamation of company-constructed roads also should
include consultation with the recreational users. Texaco, Chandler, and the BLM also should
complete an agreement to study the development of trails to offset recreational impacts in the
South Area.  (I–23)

Response: The Environmental Protection Measures for recreation in Section 2.2 have been
revised. Please refer to this section of the FEIS to review these changes.

13. We strongly oppose BLM’s intention to require operators to pay $1,250 per well and $250 per
acre of actual surface disturbance from pipelines on federal surface or subsurface estate in big
game crucial and high priority winter range. This kind of forced contribution goes beyond BLM’s
authority, is tantamount to blackmail, and should not be allowed. In a May 6, 1991 memo, the
Regional Solicitor’s Office indicated there are several problems with forcing companies to
contribute to a special fund for use in enhancing wildlife habitat elsewhere. The memo states this
kind of “fundraising” is beyond the BLM’s authority. “First, it appears to be an unauthorized tax
or an equally unauthorized attempt to augment BL M’s existing appropriations. Second, it strikes
the subjects of the “contribution” as little more than thinly disguised blackmail. Third, the courts
tend to find such matters very offensive to fundamental notions of fairness and administrative
law.”

As a result of the memo, which was in response to questions from both the Wyoming and
Colorado State Directors, the Wyoming State Office issued IM WY-93-160 which virtually
prohibited compensation or “off-site” mitigation. Under this policy, compensation, as a form of
off-site mitigation, may be used only in rare circumstances and is to be strictly voluntary, meaning
no party is to be coerced or forced to comply under duress. “No otherwise lawful authorization
is to be held ransom to participation in compensation mitigation.” Clearly, this is what BLM is
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doing in Utah in the Price Field Office. Moreover, we understand that at present the BLM has so
much money in the fund already that it does not know what to do with it. We do not see such a
fund as necessary or viable option.  (B/I–05, B/I–07)

Response: The EPMs have been revised to indicate they are agreements willingly entered into
by the Companies. The funds would substitute for acre-for-acre offsite mitigation.
If the Companies elect not to make the payments, then acre-for-acre mitigation
would take over. The acre-for-acre mitigation is specified by the management
plans.

14. Various portions of the DEIS describe specific sizes of pipes and casings that would be used in
the wells and gathering system. Dimensions of emergency water pits and facilities sites also are
stated. Anadarko is not agreeing to use these specific sizes and dimensions. This information
represents general data for a reasonable foreseeable development scenario. At the time of
submitting these data to the BLM, it was Anadarko’s understanding that specific design
parameters could change as more information was acquired by development.  (B/I–01)

Response: As Section 1.2 of the EIS describes, the project evaluated in the EIS is conceptual
in nature. Thus, the precise specifications and locations of facilities may change
somewhat in their final configuration. However, changes made to facilities cannot
substantively change the overall basis for the evaluation documented in the EIS or
the results of that evaluation. Substantive changes in the basis of the NEPA analysis
or results of that analysis would require another NEPA analysis.

15. We have serious concerns regarding the imposition of excessive and, in our view, unlawful
restrictions on operations held on valid, existing leases. BLM must recognize that certain lease
rights were granted upon lease issuance which cannot be abrogated simply because BLM believes
additional restrictions may be warranted. For example, the imposition of blanket seasonal
restrictions was raised in an industry protest of the Big Piney/LaBarge Coordinated Activity Plan
(CAP). On page 3 of BLM’s October 21, 1992 decision on the CAP protest, it is declared:

“The use of restrictions on construction, drilling and well completion activities for the benefit of
big game and other animals are not to be applied for a blanket 51/2 to 9-month period and are not
to be applied as “stipulations”, or additional stipulations, on existing unstipulated oil and gas
leases. Rather, the need for restrictions is to be determined through a case-by-case review and
analysis of APDs and Sundry Notices, at the time such APDs and Sundry Notices are submitted
for approval. Application of the restrictions is to be only as necessary and appropriate to avoid
unnecessary and undue impacts.” [Emphasis added]

Additional BLM policy outlined in Washington Office Instruction Memorandum (IM) 92-67,
directs:

“Any relocation greater than 200 meters, timing restriction greater than 60 days or mitigation
which would render a proposed operation uneconomic or technically infeasible is not considered
to be consistent with a lessee’s rights and cannot be required absent a lease stipulation, unless it
is determined to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation of public lands or resources. The
clear evidence and convincing need for such mitigation must be documented in a site-specific EA
or EIS, if necessary, on the APD.” [Emphasis added]
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Clearly, the standard which must be met relates to the need to avoid unnecessary and undue
degradation of the resource in question. In our view, maintenance and the logical progression of
development on a valid lease cannot possibly result in unnecessary and undue impacts. The
Ferron operators have certainly demonstrated their willingness to work with BLM to minimize
impacts and there is no need to stray from the policy outlined above.  (B/I–05)

Response: Any unnecessary and undue impacts will be determined in the ROD.

16. Texaco has installed automated equipment that measures and monitors production in the South
Area. This will further mitigate impacts on wildlife by restricting traffic in sensitive areas during
the critical winter months. This was done voluntarily and not in response to lease or regulatory
requirements. It should not be imposed as a standard operating practice for the area.  (B/I–06)

Response: The Environmental Protection Measures identified in Section 2.2 do not include the
use of automated equipment.

17. As a person interested in rural tourism and outdoor recreation I cannot support Alternative I or
II unless there are mitigation measures written to create new trails to replace the former trails.
The companies could either provide funding or hire a trails designer/builder to complete the
project. I think this would be a great public relations move which could highlight the relationship
between the companies and the community.  (I–13)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

18. The Summary states “alternatives considered but not evaluated in detail included alternative well
densities, … certain areas excluded from development, specific buffers around residences, …”
At least these alternatives were considered in the River Gas EIS. Although we find the 160 acres
spacing as the only considered spacing refreshing, why were buffer zones not considered? The
Ferron Natural Gas Project will impact more homeowners than RGC, especially in areas just
outside the Project Area’s boundaries (especially in Carbonville and Spring Glen). This cannot
be ignored.  (I–21)

Response: Although the analysis evaluated three alternatives in detail, the ID team considered
a variety of potential alternatives. Many alternatives were eliminated from a
detailed evaluation due to technical considerations and the primary constraints
described below. Alternatives eliminated from a detailed evaluation are discussed
in Section 2.4 — Alternatives Considered, but not Evaluated in Detail. The ID team
evaluated Alternative 1 because it was the Companies’ Proposed Action and it
defined the level of development necessary to extract the coalbed methane.

Each reader must keep in mind two primary constraints to fully understand the
circumstances surrounding the proposed project, alternatives considered in detail,
and the NEPA analysis documented in this FEIS. First, the Ferron Natural Gas
Project is not a leasing analysis. The Companies already hold valid federal oil and
gas leases. An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the “right and privilege to drill
for, mine, extract, remove and dispose of all oil and gas deposits” in the leased
lands,” subject to the terms and conditions incorporated in the lease (Form 3110–
2).  On land leased without a No Surface Occupancy or similarly restrictive lease
stipulation, the Department of Interior cannot deny a permit to drill.  Once the land
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is leased, the Department no longer has the authority to preclude surface-
disturbing activity, even if the environmental impact of such activity is significant.
The Department can only impose mitigation measures upon a lessee who pursues
surface-disturbing activities.  When it issues a lease, the Department makes an
irrevocable commitment to allow some surface disturbances (Tenth Circuit Court
of Appeals in Sierra Club vs. Peterson [717 F. 2d 1409, 1983]).

Second, much of the proposed Ferron Natural Gas Project would occur on state-
and privately-owned lands and mineral estates. The BLM and Forest Service have
no legal authorities over these lands, including the authority to impose
environmental protection measures or mitigation measures. In other words,
development of natural gas resources from state- and privately-owned lands and
mineral estates is not subject to the BLM or Forest Service’s approval.
Consequently, the ID team could only assume development would proceed on these
lands as the Companies propose in Alternative 1, regardless of the BLM and Forest
Service’s decisions on the Ferron Natural Gas Project.

19. The negative impacts of a development of this type on citizens living in the areas wells are to go
are mentioned in the River Gas EIS and are felt to be “unavoidable” and “significant” in
“agricultural and residential split-estate areas and in residential areas where CBM facilities would
be on private and/or state lands within 0.5 mile”. Therefore, a half mile buffer zone, uniform for
River Gas, Anadarko, and other company developments needs to be established and enforced as
the development of the entire field occurs. This should exist for private residences and
campground (note the proximity of a well to the Bear Creek campground is unacceptable (p 4–
86). No buffer zones are described as part of the development process in this Ferron EIS. More
than the legal minimum needs to be used here. Does this DEIS even mention the legal minimum
and exactly where the conflicts are expected to arise? It must also consider the impacts from
development on land adjacent to the field boundaries, such as in Carbonville and Spring Glen.
(I–21)

Response: No legal requirement for buffer zones exists. Furthermore, the BLM has no
jurisdiction over private or state lands. The areas specifically mentioned in this
comment are not on BLM lands. Please refer to Section 2.4.3 to review the
discussion about why buffer zones were considered but dropped from detailed
evaluation.

20. Anadarko has expanded its drilling field directly into the town of Carbonville. The field
boundaries displayed in the maps for this DEIS do not include that. Why?  (I–21)

Response: The FEIS addresses only the proposals submitted by the Companies. Anadarko’s
drilling around Carbonville is not part of the submittal to the BLM and does not
require BLM’s approval. These wells are within the Price Coalbed Methane
Project’s project area and are considered in the cumulative effects analysis of the
Ferron Natural Gas Project.

21. The FEIS should consider an alternative that is a more measured, logical, phased development
over a longer time period and considers the entire coalbed methane field as a whole.  (I–21)
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Response: Phased development was discussed in Section 2.4.7 of the DEIS. Please refer to this
section to review this discussion.

22. The descriptions provided for the emergency pits associated with the disposal well facilities are
inadequate to allow impact determination. Information should be given on whether these pits
would be lined (for example, with synthetic liners or with compacted clays) or unlined. If lining
is not proposed, a discussion of fate of the stored water should include expected infiltration. An
anticipated frequency of use should be estimated; this could be done by citing how often the
existing disposal wells have been shut down, either for repairs or for routine maintenance. The
maps provided in the DEIS seem to indicate that at least some of these sites would be located
close to perennial or intermittent streams, so such information on fate and frequency is necessary
in order to assess the associated potential impacts to surface water and groundwater.  (I–16)

Response: Regulations of the State of Utah require lining of these pits. Thus, all emergency
pits would be lined. Please refer to Section 2.1.1.1.1.5.1 to review the discussion
about lining emergency pits.

23. Section 2.4.6 on directional drilling appears to have been taken directly from the Price Coalbed
Methane Project EIS. While the two projects have many similarities, and it may have been
appropriate and efficient to use some of the same information in preparing the Ferron Natural Gas
Project DEIS, the document authors did not even change the name of the proponent from RGC
to the current proponents. From this “typo” it can be inferred that, at least on the subject of
directional drilling, the need for further thought was dismissed without even a cursory
examination of the specifics of this project and its environment. This does not inspire confidence
that all other aspects of the Ferron project were looked at afresh.  (I–16)

Response: The typographical error was corrected for the FEIS. Although the narrative was
taken from the Price CBM EIS, the material was reviewed by the ID team. Because
the typographical error was included, no one should infer the material was taken
without due consideration.

24. Given the world-wide need for new water treatment technologies, I would think that the heavy
reliance on a 1980 publication to discuss alternate water disposal methods (Section 2.4.5) could
produce a biased discussion. I would be surprised to find that no relevant information on this
subject has been generated since the most recent (1993) reference cited in the section. While an
exhaustive literature search may not have been warranted since treatment is not part of the
Proposed Action, if the subject is discussed it should be done so in a worthwhile way, by using
the most current information available.  (I–16)

Response: We did a literature search and the analysis was based on the most recent
information we could locate.

25. Given the potential for greater impacts to surface water and groundwater associated with
placement of wells near perennial streams, I support the BLM'’s choice of Alternative 2 over
Alternative 1. However, under Alternative 2, I urge the BLM to apply the additional protection
measures not only to sites near perennial streams as stipulated, but to sites near intermittent and
larger ephemeral streams as well.  (I–16)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.
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26. Although permitting of specific compressors is the responsibility of UDEQAQD, we suggest
including in the FEIS a revised or modified alternative that would avoid degradation of visibility
in Class I areas and continue to allow coalbed methane development. The alternative should
consider all possibilities to offset the predicted visibility degradation, regardless of authorities or
responsibilities for implementation. This information could be used by UDEQAQD in permitting
decisions.  (FG–02)

Response: Additional mitigation and changes were made in the assessment of potential effects
to air quality. Also, an option was added to alternatives 1 and 2 which would
replace gas-fired equipment with electrical equipment. Please refer to the air
quality analysis in Chapters 4 and 5 to review these changes.

27. New roads constructed in Emery County should be constructed to the County’s minimum right-of-
way width standard, which is 66 feet.  (LG–02)

Response: New roads constructed on federal lands would not be part of existing maintenance
agreements between the BLM and the counties. Any relinquishment of roads to the
counties would not occur before the end of the project.

28. For public safety reasons, Emery County is not favorable to allowing the construction of any type
of roadway on any slope greater than 10 percent. Also, roads constructed on slopes greater than
6 percent must be properly engineered and constructed to minimal AASHTO standards.  (LG–02)

Response: Comment noted, thank you. Final designs of roads would be determined at the APD
stage.

29. Additional information on Questar’s pipeline is needed. This information includes the pipeline’s
specifications, details on the timing of installation, a determination on the abandonment of the old
pipeline, the proposed location of the pipeline relative to the direction growth is likely to occur
in cities traversed by the pipeline, and reclamation standards for the pipeline’s right-of-way.
(LG–04)

Response: The final alignment of the pipeline (within the pipeline corridor shown on plates in
the FEIS) and timing of construction would be determined during post-EIS
negotiations with landowners and construction schedules of the other three
Companies. Questar would have to negotiate with cities along the route for the
optimal location of the pipeline. Detailed design parameters would be included with
applications to appropriate landowners.

30. Section 2.1.1.1.1.4,  Electric Utilities on page 2–9:  The DEIS states that electrical power cables
or lines would be installed either underground or overhead. The Council and the Department
oppose installation of overhead power lines as the method of providing electrical power for the
project. Electrical transmission cables associated with the Price Coalbed Methane Project are
buried, the same criterion should apply to the Ferron Project.  (LG–05)

Response: Full electrification of the Ferron Natural Gas Project is analyzed in the FEIS.
An addition to the Proposed Action is all electrical lines installed above ground.
An addition to Alternative 2 analyzes a portion of lines installed above ground
and a portion buried.
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The basis of the Alternative 2 analysis is the type of soils in the Project Area.  A
generalized analysis of soil type was performed for the Project Area.  The
criteria was a depth to bedrock of 18 inches and cobbles in the soil.  It was
assumed that where the depth to bedrock was greater than 18 inches and no
cobbles were expected in the top 18 inches, the power lines could be buries.
Conversely, where the depth to bedrock was less than 18 or cobbles were
present, the power lines would need to be installed above ground on poles.  This
criteria was used because it was assumed that areas with cobbles or depth to
bedrock of less than 18 inches would have to be blasted, and the environmental
effects of blasting would preclude buried power lines.

It is recognized that the Price CBM Project is mostly burying electrical lines.
However, to date the Price CBM Project Area is not operating in areas that
contain cobbly and shallow depth to bedrock that is present in parts of the
Ferron Natural Gas Project Area.

31. All alternatives should be consistent with local plans and there should be at least one alternative
that includes realistic best management practices to mitigate impacts. The mitigation provided in
Alternative 2 is weak and not demonstrated to be effective (I–29)

Response: The environmental protection measures described in Alternative 2 were derived
from the conditions listed in the San Rafael Resource Management Plan (1991) and
the Price River Management Framework Plan (1986).  The list of environmental
protection measures was developed to comply with federal management plans,
reduce undue environmental degradation, and be consistent with the valid lease
rights of the Companies.  In some cases, the analysis demonstrated that
environmental impacts may still occur.  As a result, extra mitigation was proposed
to the decision maker for each resource where applicable.

32. The development of the proposed project should be accompanied by the availability of natural gas
in Kenilworth. Bringing gas into Kenilworth would mitigate poverty-level conditions in
Kenilworth.  (I–35)

Response: Thank you for your comment. Availability of natural gas in Kenilworth is beyond
the scope of this analysis.

Desired Future Conditions
1. The BLM should address the question of desired future conditions on the North and South Areas

before decisions are made on these projects. The adverse cumulative effects of the projects will
only be known at some later date and may not be reversible. The FEIS should address the future
desired conditions of these areas relative to each alternative.  (E/C–02)

Response: The Price River Resource Area MFP and San Rafael Resource Area RMP define
desired future conditions for lands administered by the BLM in the North and South
areas, respectively. The Manti-La Sal National Forest’s LRMP defines the Forest
Service’s desired future conditions for National Forest System lands within the
Project Area. As long as the alternatives evaluated in the FEIS are consistent with
these management plans, they would be consistent with the desired conditions
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defined by the BLM and Forest Service. Please refer to these management
documents to review information that defines the desired conditions on BLM and
Forest Service lands in the Project Area.

Data
1. I am concerned about the reliability and currency of the data based used for the analysis. It is

critical that timely and reliable resource data be used in developing the FEIS.  (E/C–02)

Response: The ID team used the most current data available for the analysis. Please see
references throughout the FEIS to obtain documentation concerning the data and
assumptions used.

2. Overall, the data used to support the analyses documented in the DEIS are speculative and
insufficient to establish a scientific basis for the requirements for mitigation. For example, the
provisions that would prohibit any surface occupancy within ½-mile of raptor nests has not been
validated by recognized scientific study.  (B/I–04)

Response: The foundation for the Environmental Protection Measure that prohibits surface
occupancy within ½ mile of raptor nests is the USFWS’ “Utah Field Office
Guidelines for Raptor Protection Proximal to Disturbances from Land Use
Activities”.

Mitigation

1. The environmental protection measures associated with Alternative 2 should be applied to all
lands within the Project Area to help conserve and protect the fish and wildlife within the area.
(FG–03)

Response: The BLM only has the authority to implement mitigation on public land.  The
impacts of not applying the environmental protection measures and mitigation are
discussed in the analysis.  However, it would be a decision between the land owners
and the Companies to apply mitigation and environmental protection measures on
non-federal land.

2. The USFWS supports the use of off-site computerized monitoring systems, especially at wells in
close proximity to raptor nests, to reduce visits by maintenance personnel.  (FG–03)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

3. The USFWS recommends the following two additional environmental protection measures for
raptors:  (FG–03)

� Selected roads near areas with high raptor utilization (large numbers of active nests,
abundant prey, perching habitat, etc.) should be gated and locked during the critical breeding
season. (Areas of high value raptor habitat should be determined with consultation with the
UDWR and USFWS).
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� Electrical power lines, if installed overhead, adjacent to roads should conform to current
standards to protect raptors from electrocution.

Response: The BLM believes that adequate protection for raptors has been analyzed under
Alternative 2, which prohibits all construction within ½ mile of a known active
raptor nest.  If overhead power lines are approved, they would be installed in
conformance with current standards to protect raptors from electrocution.

4. The USFWS is preparing guidelines to avoid and minimize impacts to raptors resulting from all
types of development. These guidelines, “Utah Field Office Guidelines for Raptor Protection
Proximal to Disturbances from Land Use Activities” should be implemented.  (FG–03)

Response: The August 1998 draft Guidelines were considered during the analysis, and the
EPMs and mitigation measures included in the EIS reflect that consideration.

NEPA Process
1. The EIS should address the stewardship responsibilities of the BLM. The EIS must acknowledge

the long-term consequences on the renewable natural resource of energy development on public
lands as proposed in the DEIS and develop viable alternatives to address these concerns.  (E/C–
01)

Response: The DEIS does address that the extraction of natural gas would be an irretrievable
commitment of natural sources.  In other words, once the natural gas would be
extracted, it would no longer be available for future use.  The consideration of
other energy sources at other places is beyond the scope of the EIS.

2. The DEIS fails to adequately describe certain actions and/or mitigations. Without specifically
identifying the actions and addressing all appropriate mitigations, it is impossible for the agency
or the public to make an informed decision.  (E/C–01)

Response: The ID team was unable to respond to this comment because the information
contained in the comment lacks the specific information needed to respond.

3. The DEIS fails to consider impacts on all aspects of the environment. Due to this failure, any
decision based on the current EIS would be arbitrary and capricious. Until all concerns are
addressed, adequate mitigations are considered, baseline data is collected, and a sufficient
monitoring plan is considered, any EIS prepared for this project will lack the “high quality
…[a]ccurate scientific analysis” required under NEPA so that the decision can be scrutinized by
the public.  (E/C–01)

Response: The DEIS focused on the issues identified during scoping. Without further specifics,
the ID team cannot address this comment further.

4. This document is too complex, discourages citizen participation, and hides the real choice in a
mire of technical obscurity. Hopefully, the “experts” did not use science to justify a pre-
determined outcome.  (B/I–03)
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Response: A 111,000-acre natural gas development project is a complex issue that cannot be
properly analyzed in a simplistic manner.  Although at least some of the material
presented in the EIS is technical, the ID team tried to avoid technical discussions
and jargon as much as possible so the material is as understandable to most people.
The Executive Summary is meant to present the results of the analysis for those
individuals who do not wish to read all the detail.  It is important that the EIS
process analyzes and discloses potential impacts.  The final decision is left to the
Authorized Officers, in this case the BLM Utah State Director and Forest
Supervisor, who will make the decision based upon the information presented in the
FEIS.

5. The Proposed Action and alternatives include wells and facilities that are already constructed or
approved. Those actions (such as the Jewkes Hollow project EA #UT-066-98-70) have been
covered by the NEPA process already and have stipulations and mitigation already connected to
them. Others appear to be covered by other EA’s the Price Office completed prior to the initiation
of the current process, too. I understand how you may need to quantify the commutative impacts
from every project within the EIS Project area, but I wonder if the mitigation or stipulations that
may result from this yet completed document can be applied. Will that result in stacking NEPA
decisions? Approval can not be given for a well that is already drilled. Normally EIS’s do not tier
off EA’s.  (I–07)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

6. Based on observations of the implementation of the Price Coalbed Methane EIS and prior
experiences, concerns exist that the approval process to permit wells, facilities, roads, and
pipelines can be done in a timely manner. We urge the BLM to begin formulating procedures that
will allow the lease holders to begin timely development of their oil and gas leases in 1999,
pending a Record of Decision. The Green River Basin Advisory Committee’s recommendations
for NEPA streamlining have been adopted by the Secretary of Interior. We urge BLM to apply
these recommendations to this project.  (B/I–01, B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: Decisions about procedures used in implementing the APD stage of development
are beyond the scope of this NEPA analysis and FEIS. Thus, this FEIS does not
address procedures used in the APD stage of development.

7. The cost of raptor surveys is just one aspect of the overall increasing cost of operating on federal
lands that concerns the oil and gas industry. The Green River Basin Advisory Committee’s
recommendation for Eco-Royalty (ERR), if applied nationwide would have allowed leaseholders
to offset against royalty NEPA documentation and these types of mitigation and monitoring costs
that exceed lease and regulatory requirements. Unfortunately, the Secretary of the Interior did not
adopt those recommendations due to objections by the Solicitor’s Office. We recommend the
Interior Department re-evaluate its position on ERR and adopt this form of relief nationwide.
(B/I–02, B/I–06, B/I–10)

Response: Recommendations for Eco-Royalty are beyond the scope of this analysis.

8. Individually, the extents of coalbed methane projects approved (primarily the Price CBM Project)
and proposed (primarily the Ferron Natural Gas Project) for development in Carbon and Emery
counties would be relatively limited. However, when considered together, the developments are
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immense. Because the developments have been or are being considered separately, the total
magnitude of the projects has never been made known publicly in a manner that shows the entire
scope of the projects, with reasonable analysis and mitigation plans, to be taken together. To
ensure the effects from all the coalbed methane developments are clearly identified and
appropriately mitigated, the BLM should prepare one EIS covering all project areas for these
developments. Without this overall analysis, the BLM will probably allow the companies to
construct larger initial developments than what would otherwise be deemed acceptable and the
local communities will be doomed to reacting to unacceptable impacts after the fact instead of
wisely planning beforehand.  (I–21, I–35)

Response: The Price CBM and Ferron Natural Gas projects are separate actions requiring
separate decisions and separate EISs documenting their respective NEPA impact
analyses . Additionally, legally-binding decisions on the Price CBM Project have
been made already. Although both projects cannot be addressed in one EIS, the
Ferron Natural Gas Project DEIS and FEIS address and disclose the potential
cumulative effects of both projects together. Please refer to Chapter 5 to review the
results of the cumulative effects analysis.

9. Page 1–8 indicates the Price River Resource Area Management Framework Plan and San Rafael
Resource Area Management Plan are being updated by the Ferron Natural Gas Project EIS.
Because this DEIS suggests significant visibility degradation directly and cumulatively,
justification of future analyses will be difficult. How is the BLM going to address potential air
quality impacts in future actions tiered to these management documents?  (FG–02)

Response: In Section 1.5.3, it is noted that this EIS will update the 1983 EA Supplement for the
Price River MFP and the RFD for the San Rafael RMP by analyzing a higher level
of development. Analysis of cumulative air impacts demonstrates that potential
visibility impacts at Class I areas may be averted by the use of lower emission rates
from project compressors or the use of electric-powered compressors. The FEIS
concludes that any additional compression beyond the Ferron Natural Gas and
Price CBM projects, i.e., the RFD Scenario, could have to be electrically powered.
The electric power options of the Proposed Action and Alternative 2 were analyzed,
in part, to address this. Ultimately, The State of Utah has jurisdiction for permitting
emission sources.

10. It is my understanding that $1250 per well site is required for mitigation of potential wildlife
impacts and those fees are to be paid into an account that is held by a non-governmental
organization under an agreement that is not part of the DEIS. If such an agreement exists, it is
required to be included in the EIS, at least by reference, and readily available for public access.
(B/I–04)

Response: The wildlife mitigation agreement developed among and signed by the BLM and
Companies will be included in the project record when it is finished and signed.
Anyone is welcome to stop in the BLM’s Price Field Office or State Office to review
a copy of this document.

11. I believe that analysis and considerations of delay impacts should be made and if mitigation is to
be provided for any impacts, there should be mitigation for the time value losses for substantiated
unreasonable delays in processes and permitting.  (B/I–04)
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Response: Comment noted, thank you.

Permits
1. In at least two locations in the DEIS, it is referenced that water for the project will be obtained

from local users. Depending on who those users are, and the source of the water, applications may
need to be filed and approved before any water can be diverted or used. This would pertain to any
water for drilling, road construction and maintenance, pipeline testing, or any other associated
uses. Processing time, depending on the type of application, would be from a few days to as long
as 90 days, and filing fees are required. A water right is not required for the production and
injection of the produced water as long as there is no associated beneficial use of the water.  (SG–
02)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

2. As noted in the DEIS, Joint Permit Applications (Stream Channel Alteration Permits) will be
required for the crossings of all the major streams, and many of their tributaries. This will pertain
to crossings for roads, water, gas and electrical lines to and from the wells, and crossings for
Questar’s production pipeline. Utah Division of Water Rights would be happy to meet and discuss
various crossings in detail, and determine which ones will require a permit. Processing time is
approximately 45 days, and there are no fees associated with this type of application.  (SG–02)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

3. If ponds are constructed for the purpose of evaporating water, they must be associated with an
approved water right application, and an Application For a Dam Not Requiring Submission of
Formal Plans Under Section 73-SA-202 will be required for each impoundment. However, if the
use is simply for emergencies resulting from the shutdown of an injection well, a water right and
storage form are not required. It appears that the emergency scenario represents the uses of the
proposed ponds in this project.  (SG–02)

Response: Evaporation ponds are not proposed for the Ferron Natural Gas Project.  The DEIS
describes the size and capacity of emergency pits that would be constructed for
each disposal well.

4. Emery County has several permits that should be addressed in Chapter 1 of the FEIS. They
include individual oil and gas well permits, Large Site Plan approval, road encroachment permit,
and building permits.  (LG–04)

Response: These permits have been added to Table 1–2 (Table 1–1 in the DEIS). However,
everyone should understand, as discussed under Section 1.8, Table 1–2, which
identifies various federal, state, and local permitting actions the Companies would
have to accomplish, is not all inclusive. The purpose of the table is to provide an
idea of the extensive federal, state, and local permitting action required of the
Companies for the Ferron Natural Gas Project after the RODs on this FEIS are
completed.
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Summary
1. Page S–6 Alternative 1 section, last line of the last paragraph: The sentence would be clearer if it

read “… and be disposed [of] into the Navajo-Nugget Aquifer.”  (SG–02)

Response: Comment noted, thank you.

Legal Issues
1. Some of the roads “potentially” needing upgrading would be roads recognized by the State of

Utah and local ordinances as part of Emery County’s road network. Upgrading of these roads
cannot occur without Emery County’s involvement in the process.  (LG–02)

Response: This aspect of coordination between the Counties and the BLM is addressed in
Section 2.1.1.1.3.1. Please refer to this section to review the information.

2. Installing locked gates on roads included in Emery County’s road network cannot occur without
Emery County’s participation in the decision.  (LG–02)

Response: The ultimate location of gates will be coordinated with the counties.  However, all
gates would be placed on new roads on BLM land.

3. The BLM must recognize and disclose that Emery County has existing assertions under RS 2477
claiming authority over all existing (prior to 1976 FLPMA) dirt/gravel roads not reserved for
public uses in Emery County.  (LG–02)

Response: The responsibilities of maintaining segments of roads within the Project Area are
disclosed in Section 2.1.1.1.3.1 and shown on Plate 2–3. Please refer to this section
and plate to review information on these responsibilities.

4. The DEIS fails to recognize valid and existing contracts, agreements, and leases and exempt them
from changes, unless all parties to the contracts, agreements, and leases consent to the changes.
(B/I–04)

Response: This comment lacks sufficient information for the ID team to develop a response.
The ID team recognizes the need to be consistent with existing agreements and
contracts.

5. The instigation of “fees” or “charges” for mitigation for possible or probable impacts is
questionable justification, unless all impacts to every environmental element is applied equally
under the law, including economic impacts. To do so without explicit authority and federal
regulations for accounting, audit, and validation of the applications of funds to the purpose
delineated in the EIS is contrary to the intent of NEPA. I request that the FEIS clearly state the
justification for, the statutory authority for, and the regulatory direction for, the use, accounting,
and audit of any and all mitigation payments.  (B/I–04, I–39)

Response: Section 1508.20 of CEQ’s regulations for implementing NEPA addresses off-site
mitigation. Also, FLPMA and the BLM’s regulations and land management plans
provide ample authority to mitigate direct and indirect effects of projects.
Regarding the “mitigation fees”, BLM’s planning and NEPA documents require
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off-site mitigation for direct disturbances. The Companies chose to provide monies
into an account that would fund off-site mitigation rather than doing the mitigation
work themselves. The fund is restricted to doing mitigation work to enhance
habitats rather than securing properties.

6. We request BLM to stipulate that future lessees of gas reserves be required to research potential
third party conflicts in advance of construction and operation so conflicts with existing permitted
areas are identified (such as those with PacifiCorp’s mining operations in Emery County shown
on the enclosed map) and resolved. If permit modifications in conflicting areas are necessary, the
burden of application and approval of these modifications should be the sole responsibility of the
developing lessee.  (B/I–11)

Response: The Companies are responsible for uncovering and identifying conflicts on non-
BLM lands. The BLM has no authority over these lands. The BLM reviews all
projects on its lands for conflicts with other permittees.

7. Page 1–5 — The description of the on-site inspection team does not include a representative of
the county. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Manti-La Sal National Forest (NF),
Utah Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and the State of Utah School and Institutional
Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) have each entered into a Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) with Emery County that establishes coordinated planning efforts between Emery County
and each entity. Therefore, it is appropriate to include a representative of Emery County as a
member of the on-site inspection team.

On page 1–8, please add the following information to the end of the first paragraph under 1.5.5,
Consistency with Local Plans: The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Manti-La Sal
National Forest (NF), Utah Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and the State of Utah School
and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) have each entered into a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with Emery County which establishes coordinated planning efforts
between Emery County and each entity.  (LG–05)

Response: The BLM and Forest Service would include representatives of other agencies, such
as Emery County, in the on-site inspections when the specific facilities under review
also fall under the jurisdiction of these agencies.


