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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by John Heiser protesting the Bruce 
Anderson Trailside Unit #1 Decision Notice signed by the McKenzie District Ranger (Dakota Prairie 
Grasslands). 
    
The District Ranger's decision adopts Alternative 1 (modified) which authorizes Bruce Anderson's 
Surface Use Plan (SUP) portion of the Application for Permit to Drill (APD) to drill the Bruce Anderson 
Trailside Unit #1 oil and gas well.  The decision includes modifications to the original SUP submitted by 
Anderson. 
 
My review was conducted pursuant to, and in accordance with, 36 CFR 215.19 to ensure the analysis 
and decision are in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, policy, and orders.  The appeal record, 
including the Appellant's objections and recommended changes, has been thoroughly reviewed.  The 
Appellant lists many interrelated issues in his appeal of the project.  Although I may not have listed each 
specific issue, I have considered all the issues raised in the appeal and believe they are adequately 
addressed below.   
 
FINDINGS
 
Appeal Review Findings
 
The Appellant alleges violations of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  The Appellant 
requests the decision be withdrawn and that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared.  An 
informal meeting was held but no resolution was reached.  
 
Objection 1:  The DN and EA fail to adequately address the impacts of the proposed oil well on 
the wilderness area in the North Unit of Theodore Roosevelt National Park (TRNP) and the 
visitors who enjoy it. 
 
The Appellant contends that the well will have adverse visual, auditory, and olfactory effects to the 
backcountry visitors to the North Unit of TRNP.  The Appellant also contends that the project     will set 
an unsatisfactory precedent with regard to the effects such projects will have on nearby parks and/or 
wilderness areas. 
 
Response:  The EA discloses the effects of the proposed well on the visual, auditory, and recreation 
resources of the area, particularly the North Unit of TRNP (EA, Ch. III, pp. 1-5).  The EA also describes 
Forest Plan management area direction and the project's consistency with minerals, visual/auditory, and 
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recreation direction provided by the Forest Plan.  In my opinion, the EA adequately discloses the effects 
of the proposed well on these resources and the North Unit of TRNP.  Additionally, the District Ranger 
included modifications to the SUP to mitigate and minimize effects to TRNP (DN, p. 2).  The rationale 
for his decision (DN, p. 3) demonstrates consideration of the trade-offs in authorizing the SUP.  
 
Objection 2:   The mitigation measure to defer drilling until after July 4 will not be effective 
because the highest use of TRNP wilderness is the four to six weeks after July 4. 
 
Response:  The District Ranger specifically included the modification to the SUP to delay drilling until 
after the July 4th holiday to minimize noise and visual effects to TRNP visitors.  He provides rationale 
for this modification (DN, p. 3) which I find to be reasonable and within his discretion. 
 
Objection 3:  The EA fails to consider the effects of the well on a pair of golden eagles in the area. 
 
Response:  The Biological Evaluation prepared by BlueStem, Inc. concluded that the project will have 
no impact on golden eagles (Doc. 13, p. 22).  The Interdisciplinary Team's Forest Service biologist 
concurred with this conclusion.   
 
Objection 4:  The impacts of the project on the Bennett-Cottonwood Roadless Area and bighorn 
sheep are not justified in the selection of Alternative 1. 
 
Response:  The EA adequately discloses the effects of the proposed well on the roadless area and 
wildlife, particularly bighorn sheep (EA, Ch. III, pp. 3-4).  The District Ranger included modifications 
to the SUP to mitigate the impacts of the project on bighorn sheep (DN, p. 2).  In my opinion, the 
District Ranger's decision is supported by the information provided in the EA and project file. 
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
I recommend the District Ranger's decision be affirmed and the Appellant's requested relief be denied.   
 
 
/s/ Katherine Q. Solberg 
 
 
KATHERINE Q. SOLBERG 
Reviewing Officer 
Director,  Human Resources 


