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March 22, 2009 
 
SIR-Oil and Gas Leasing EIS 
Project Manager 
Dixie National Forest 
1789 North Wedgewood Lane 
Cedar City, Utah 84721 
 
Dear Project Manager, 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on the Supplemental Information 
Report – Air Resources

 

 that was prepared for the Oil and Gas Leasing Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement on the Dixie National Forest.  These comments are 
submitted on behalf of each of the undersigned organizations and individuals, all of 
which remain interested parties with concerns, recommendations and objections related 
to the proposed action and supporting draft environmental analysis.   

 
I.  Duty to Protect Air Quality under NFMA and Its Planning Regulations. 
 
We appreciate the USFS’s attention to addressing the air quality impacts of oil and gas 
development on the Dixie National Forest.  As the agency knows, air quality is 
increasingly a concern in the American West as industrial development has increased.  
Studies show that more and more regions of the West are projected to violate various air 
quality standards.  It is critical that the USFS give priority attention to defending air 
quality, both by protecting clean airsheds and by safeguarding the public health and 
environment from air pollution. 
 
Indeed, the USFS has a substantive duty to protect federal and state air quality standards.  
The 1986 Dixie National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan specifically states 
that the USFS must “Comply with State and Federal Air Quality Standards.”  See LRMP 
at IV-55.  This duty is reaffirmed in the relevant planning regulations at 36 CFR § 219, 
which require that all management prescriptions “[b]e consistent with maintaining the air 
quality at a level that is adequate for the protection and use of National Forest Systems 
and that meets or exceeds applicable Federal, State and/or local standards or regulations.”  
36 CFR § 219.27(a)(12).  Furthermore, the USFS’s mineral development regulations at 
36 CFR § 228 require that the agency ensure that operators comply with “Federal and 
State air quality standards[.]”  36 CFR §§ 228.8(a) and 228.112(c)(1). 
 
In this case, the USFS not only has a duty to analyze air quality impacts, but to 
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demonstrate that the level of oil and gas development authorized through the Dixie 
National Forest oil and gas leasing EIS will protect air quality standards, primarily 
including National Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS”) and Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (“PSD”) increments established by federal regulation. 
 
To meet its substantive duties, the USFS cannot simply defer to state or federal 
regulations to demonstrate that the NAAQS and PSD increments for pollutants under the 
Clean Air Act will be protected.  This is because of the following reasons: 
 

• NEPA requires the USFS to undertake a careful examination of the direct, 
indirect and cumulative environmental impacts of its proposed actions; 

  
• Utah does not have a network of air quality monitors in the areas relevant to 

this action sufficient to determine compliance with NAAQS.  Moreover, the 
relevant Class I areas that monitor ozone do so largely in the summer.  Recent 
air quality analysis in and around oil and gas development fields show that 
ozone concentrations can exceed NAAQS in the winter – when most, if not 
all, Class I monitors are off line. 
 

• States, including Utah, have not yet submitted State Implementation Plan 
(“SIP”) revisions to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) 
pursuant to Section 110 of the Clean Air Act to ensure attainment and 
maintenance of the ozone and PM2.5 NAAQS, meaning no analysis or finding 
has been made showing that current state air quality rules are sufficient to 
ensure compliance with these NAAQS; 
 

• The State of Utah permitting requirements do not apply to stationary sources 
that emit 5 tons per year or fewer of any criteria pollutant (see Utah 
Administrative Code R307-401-9) and only require an analysis of ambient air 
quality impacts if a source releases more than 40 tons of nitrogen oxides, 5 
tons of fugitive particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (“PM10”), 
and 15 tons of non-fugitive PM10 (see Utah Administrative Code R307-410-
4).  Furthermore, State of Utah permitting requirements do not actually 
require any analysis of impacts to ozone or to PM2.5—particulate matter less 
than 2.5 microns in diameter.    

 
• The State of Utah is failing to permit stationary oil and gas production 

facilities in accordance with PSD requirements under the Clean Air Act and 
EPA guidance.  Namely, the State of Utah is not appropriately identifying 
stationary sources consistent with the regulatory definition of a stationary 
source, which is any “building, structure, facility, or installation,” including 
“all of the pollutant emitting activities which belong to the same industrial 
grouping, are located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties, and 
are under the control of the same person (or persons under common control.”   
See 40 CFR §§ 51.166(b)(5) and (b)(6).  The EPA recently reaffirmed the 
need for States to appropriately define oil and gas sources consistent with this 
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definition.  See Memo from Gina McCarthy, Asst. EPA Administrator to 
Regional Administrators, “Withdrawal of Source Determinations for Oil and 
Gas Industries” (September 22, 2009) (available online at 
http://www.epa.gov/region07/air/nsr/nsrmemos/oilgaswithdrawal.pdf).  
Unfortunately, the State of Utah is not complying with this EPA guidance and 
is, as a result, failing to permit oil and gas stationary sources as dictated by the 
Clean Air Act.   

 
• The State of Utah does not limit emissions related to vehicle tailpipes or 

fugitive dust or particulate matter to ensure compliance with the NAAQS. 
 

• The State of Utah does not otherwise address the cumulative impacts of oil 
and gas development to air quality.  Although the State has a permitting 
program, this program only applies to single stationary sources that “consume 
increment” and does not address emissions from older stationary sources or 
from oil and gas development in the aggregate on a regional level. 

 
In light of these shortcomings in Utah’s air quality regulations, it is incumbent on the 
USFS to prepare a detailed analysis of air quality impacts and to take steps to limit such 
impacts to protect air quality standards, including the NAAQS and PSD increments.  
Unfortunately, the SIR does not appear to reflect that the agency followed through with 
this with responsibility.  Indeed, the SIR does not adequately analyze air quality impacts, 
including direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, and presents no mitigation measures or 
alternatives to address impacts.  This, despite the fact that the SIR indicates that oil and 
gas development on the Dixie National Forest will cause or contribute to exceedances 
and/or violations of the ozone NAAQS and PSD increments for both Class I and Class II 
areas.  And amazingly, the USFS seems to defer to state air quality regulations, which, as 
explained, are inadequate and fail to ensure that the leasing levels and foreseeable 
development that may be authorized by the USFS will protect the NAAQS and PSD 
increments.  Our more specific concerns are as follows: 
 
 
II.  The SIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Ozone Impacts. 
 
It is first important to note that oil and gas development in the American West is 
increasingly impacting ambient ozone concentrations, in many cases contributing to 
exceedances or violations of the ozone NAAQS.1

                                                 
1 The ozone NAAQS is based on an eight-hour average of hourly monitored values.  An exceedance of the 
ozone NAAQS occurs whenever eight-hour ozone concentrations rise above the level of the NAAQS.  A 
violation of the ozone NAAQS occurs only when the three year average of the fourth highest eight-hour 
value at any monitoring site exceeds the NAAQS.  See 40 CFR § 50.15. 

  This is largely due to the cumulative 
nature of air quality impacts from oil and gas development.  While one oil or gas well is a 
relatively small source of air pollution, thousands of wells and associated equipment and 
activities amount to very large sources of air pollution.  Unfortunately, States and the 
EPA have yet to address the cumulative nature of air pollution from oil and gas 
development, making it all the more critical for the USFS to fully account for air quality 

http://www.epa.gov/region07/air/nsr/nsrmemos/oilgaswithdrawal.pdf�
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impacts.  This need is bolstered by a recent study on the impacts of oil and gas 
development to ozone formation in the West, which found: 
 

A regional air quality model has been applied to the western United States to 
investigate the impacts of emissions from oil and gas development on O3 [ozone] 
concentrations.  Incremental O3 increases (8-hr average) ranging from less than 1 
to 7 ppb were predicted at several western Class I areas, and a peak incremental 
O3 concentration of 10 ppb was simulated in the Four Corners region. This study, 
although not exhaustive, does indicate a clear potential for oil and gas 
development to negatively affect regional O3 concentrations in the western 
United States, including several treasured national parks and wilderness areas 
in the Four Corners region. It is likely that accelerated energy development in 
this part of the country will worsen the existing problem.2

 
 

To this end, it is critical that the USFS fully analyze and assess the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts of oil and gas development to ozone concentration, and ensure that 
steps are taken to mitigate such impacts.  Unfortunately, the SIR appears to fall short of 
meeting this basic responsibility. 
 

A.  The SIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Assess Ozone Impacts. 
 
The SIR fails to analyze and assess impacts to ambient concentrations of ozone air 
pollution.  As the USFS notes, ozone is a pollutant of concern for which the Clean Air 
Act has established NAAQS.  Two key air pollutants – volatile organic compounds 
(“VOCs”) and nitrogen oxides (“NOx”) – react with sunlight to form ozone.  
Nevertheless, USFS fails to analyze potential impacts to ambient concentrations of 
ozone. 
 
The USFS’s failure to analyze and assess impacts to ambient ozone concentrations is 
particularly troublesome in light of increasing ozone trends throughout the Rocky 
Mountain West, including in Utah, and the link between rising ozone concentrations and 
industrial development and associated increases in VOC and NOx emissions.  For 
example, a large region in Western Wyoming has been declared a nonattainment area 
because the region violated the ozone NAAQS in 2008.3

                                                 
2 See Rodriguez, et al., “Regional Impacts of Oil and Gas Development on Ozone Formation in the Western 
United States,” Journal of the Air and Waste Management Association, Vol. 59, 1111-1118 (September 
2009) at 1118, available online at 

  While the NAAQS limit ozone 
concentrations to no more than 0.075 parts per million (“ppm”), the EPA has proposed to 

http://www.wrapair.org/forums/amc/meetings/091111_Nox/Rodriguez_et_al_OandG_Impacts_JAWMA9_
09.pdf. 
3  See Map of Wyoming nonattainment area and March 13, 2009 Wyoming Department of Environmental 
Quality news release, available at 
http://deq.state.wy.us/aqd/Ozone/Press%20Release_nonattainmentmarch12_3%2520CE.pdf (last viewed 
Mar. 4, 2010). 

http://www.wrapair.org/forums/amc/meetings/091111_Nox/Rodriguez_et_al_OandG_Impacts_JAWMA9_09.pdf�
http://www.wrapair.org/forums/amc/meetings/091111_Nox/Rodriguez_et_al_OandG_Impacts_JAWMA9_09.pdf�
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establish an even lower NAAQS of between 0.060 and 0.070 ppm.4  Under the proposed 
standards, a number of regions in the Rocky Mountain West that have never exceeded or 
violated the ozone NAAQS are expected to do so.  The map below shows the counties 
expected to violate the new ozone NAAQS.5

 

  Note that Utah’s Washington County, 
which includes portions of the Dixie National Forest, is among the counties projected to 
violate the 0.070 ppm standard. 

 
 
 
Indeed, even in Washington County, numerous exceedances and even a violation of the 
eight-hour ozone NAAQS have been reported over the years.  The table below displays 
the four highest recorded eight-hour ozone values at the Washington County ozone 
monitor, which is located in Zion National Park.  The table shows that since the monitor 
first began operation in 2004, the four highest eight-hour ozone values have consistently 
exceeded the current standard of 0.075 and the proposed standard of 0.070.  This 
indicates that high ozone levels have been the norm in Washington County, Utah, the 
home of the Dixie National Forest.  Unfortunately, the USFS does not appear to have 
disclosed this information or expressed any concern over the fact that ozone levels have 
indeed risen above the level of the NAAQS. 
                                                 
4 See National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Ozone, 73 Fed. Reg. 16,436, 16,436 (Mar. 27, 2008) 
(establishing current ozone standard);.EPA, “National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Ozone, Proposed 
Rule,” 75 Fed. Reg. 2930-3052 (discussing proposed lower standard). 
5 See Ozone Map at http://www.epa.gov/groundlevelozone/pdfs/20100104maps.pdf (last viewed Mar. 4, 
2010).  
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Monitored ozone concentrations at Zion National Park monitor in  

Washington County, Utah.  Exceedances of the 0.075 NAAQS shaded  
red and of the 0.070 NAAQS shaded orange6

 
 

Year 1st Max. 2nd Max. 3rd Max. 4th Max. 
2008 0.076 0.074 0.073 0.072 
2007 0.077 0.077 0.071 0.071 
2006 0.076 0.075 0.074 0.072 
2005 0.109 0.100 0.095 0.091 
2004 0.080 0.078 0.077 0.074 

 
Although the USFS is correct that a violation of the NAAQS occurs whenever the three 
year average of the 4th highest monitored value is above the NAAQS, an exceedance 
occurs anytime ozone concentrations rise above the NAAQS.  An exceedance is serious 
cause for concern, particularly given that the NAAQS are established solely on the basis 
of what is necessary to protect public health.7

 

  Not only does an exceedance indicate 
potentially serious public health impacts, but it indicates a danger that a violation of the 
ozone NAAQS is imminent.  Thus, these past exceedances are an indication that the 
proposed oil and gas development will significantly impact air quality and not protect the 
NAAQS and public health. 

However, in the case of the Washington County monitor, not only have exceedances 
occurred, but violations occurred in 2006 and 2007.  Based on monitoring data from 
2004-2006, the three year average of the 4th highest values was 0.078 ppm and based 
on data from 2005-2007, the three year average of the 4th highest values was also 
0.078 ppm. 
 
Furthermore, the SIR includes its own ozone monitoring data from Zion National Park, 
which also indicates that the current three-year average for the region is 0.078 ppm.8

 

  
See SIR at 14.   

Although the region has not violated since, the fact that these violations occurred at all is 
cause for alarm and indicates the USFS needs to take a closer look at the ozone impacts 
of any oil and gas development to ensure that steps are being taken to prevent future 
exceedances or violations. 
 

                                                 
6 Data from EPA, available at 
http://iaspub.epa.gov/airsdata/adaqs.monvals?geotype=co&geocode=49053&geoinfo=co~49053~Washingt
on+Co%2C+Utah&pol=O3&year=2008+2007+2006+2005+2004+2003+2002+2001+2000+1999+1998&fl
d=monid&fld=siteid&fld=address&fld=city&fld=county&fld=stabbr&fld=regn&rpp=25 (last accessed 
March 19, 2010). 
7 Section 109(b)(1) of the Clean Air Act states that the primary NAAQS represent standards that are 
“requisite to protect the public health.” 
8 This figure is obtained by averaging totals from 2007 (71 ppb), 2006 (72 ppb), and 2005 (91 ppb).  See 
SIR at 14. 

http://iaspub.epa.gov/airsdata/adaqs.monvals?geotype=co&geocode=49053&geoinfo=co~49053~Washington+Co%2C+Utah&pol=O3&year=2008+2007+2006+2005+2004+2003+2002+2001+2000+1999+1998&fld=monid&fld=siteid&fld=address&fld=city&fld=county&fld=stabbr&fld=regn&rpp=25�
http://iaspub.epa.gov/airsdata/adaqs.monvals?geotype=co&geocode=49053&geoinfo=co~49053~Washington+Co%2C+Utah&pol=O3&year=2008+2007+2006+2005+2004+2003+2002+2001+2000+1999+1998&fld=monid&fld=siteid&fld=address&fld=city&fld=county&fld=stabbr&fld=regn&rpp=25�
http://iaspub.epa.gov/airsdata/adaqs.monvals?geotype=co&geocode=49053&geoinfo=co~49053~Washington+Co%2C+Utah&pol=O3&year=2008+2007+2006+2005+2004+2003+2002+2001+2000+1999+1998&fld=monid&fld=siteid&fld=address&fld=city&fld=county&fld=stabbr&fld=regn&rpp=25�
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The high ozone levels in Washington County are consistent with recent modeling 
prepared for the Western Regional Air Partnership (“WRAP”), which further indicates 
that large areas of the Rocky Mountain West, in particular much of southern Utah, are 
projected to exceed and/or violate the ozone NAAQS by 2018.  In 2008 presentation 
given at a WRAP Technical Analysis Meeting in Denver, it was reported that the 
modeling “predicts exceedance of the 8-hour average ozone standard in much of the 
southwestern US, mostly in spring.”9

 

  The image below, presented at the WRAP 
Technical Analysis Meeting, shows areas projected to exceed and/or violate the current 
ozone NAAQS by 2018 in orange and red.  Under the EPA’s proposed ozone NAAQS, 
areas projected to exceed and/or violate the NAAQS include yellow and green.  
Importantly, much of southern Utah is expected to exceed and/or violate not only the 
current ozone NAAQS of 0.075 ppm, but also the EPA’s proposed NAAQS of between 
0.060 and 0.070 ppm.   

 
Projected eight-hour ozone concentrations in Western U.S.10

 
 

                                                 
9  Tonnesen, G., Z. Wang, M. Omary, C. Chien, Z. Adelman, and R. Morris, et al., “Review of Ozone 
Performance in WRAP Modeling and Relevance to Future Regional Ozone Planning,” presentation given 
at WRAP Technical Analysis Meeting (July 30, 2008) at unnumbered slide 30, available at 
http://wrapair.org/forums/toc/meetings/080729m/RMC_Denver_OzoneMPE_Final2.pdf (last viewed Mar. 
4, 2010). 
10 Id. at unnumbered slide 28. 



 8 

In addition, recent scientific studies show that ozone in the Western United States is 
uniquely influenced by atypical factors.  For instance, the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (“NOAA”) recently completed a study finding that ozone air 
pollution can be problematic in winter in the Rocky Mountain West.  After studying the 
phenomenon in Western Colorado, NOAA stated in a press release: 
 

The NOAA team found ozone was rapidly produced on frigid February 
days in 2008 when three factors converged: ozone-forming chemicals 
from the natural gas field, a strong temperature inversion that trapped the 
chemicals close to the ground, and extensive snow cover, which provided 
enough reflected sunlight to jump-start the needed chemical reactions.11

 
 

NOAA reported, “the problem could be more widespread,” explaining: “Rapid 
production of wintertime ozone is probably occurring in other regions of the western 
United States, in Canada, and around the world.”12  A 2008 Colorado Air Pollution 
Control Division analysis suggests that many areas Western Colorado could be 
susceptible to high wintertime ozone levels given the propensity for winter-time 
inversions and other conditions that favor ozone formation.13

 
 

There is also increasing evidence that global warming is affecting ambient ozone 
concentrations.  As the United Nations Environmental Programme (“UNEP”) notes, 
global warming is an increasingly significant factor “promot[ing] the formation of 
surface ozone.”14  One of the principle effects of global warming is an increase in the 
“frequency and intensity of heat waves.”15  As a result of the tendency of global warming 
to produce longer and hotter summer peak temperatures, the IPCC projects increases in 
July mean ozone concentrations over the industrialized continents of the northern 
hemisphere will climb above 0.07 ppm by the year 2100.16  Further, a 2007 study by 
scientists at Harvard, NASA, and the Argonne National Laboratory specifically reported 
that global warming is likely to increase maximum eight-hour ozone concentrations by 2-
5 parts per billion (0.002-0.005 ppm) over large swaths of the United States, including 
Utah, by mid-century.17

 
 

Even EPA has noted the need for federal land management agencies to quantify impacts 
to ambient ozone concentrations.  In comments to Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”) 
regarding expansion of oil and gas drilling and production operations in the Pinedale 
Anticline Project Area of Wyoming, EPA commended BLM for “using the 
                                                 
11  See NOAA Press Release (Jan. 18, 2009), available at 
http://www.noaanews.noaa.gov/stories2009/20090118_ozone.html (last viewed Mar. 4, 2010). 
12  Id. 
13  See P. Reddy, “Late Winter Early Spring Ozone in Wyoming, Implications for Colorado,” presentation 
to Colorado Air Quality Control Commission (March 2008). 
14  UNEP, How Will Global Warming Affect My World: A Simplified Guide to the IPCC's “Climate Change 
2001: Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerability,” 14, GE.03-03327-December 2003-2,000. 
15  Id. at 14 
16  IPCC, Climate Change 2001: Working Group II: Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerability, Technical 
Summary at Part 3.5. 
17  Shiliang, W., et al., Effects of 2000-2050 Global Climate Change on Ozone Air Quality in the United 
States (Oct. 9, 2007). 
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photochemical grid model, CAMx” in analyzing ozone impacts and noted: “This level of 
analysis is particularly important given the elevated ozone levels that have been recorded 
at ambient air monitoring stations neighboring the [project area].”18  Similarly, in 
comments to the BLM regarding the West Tavaputs Plateau natural gas development 
project in Utah, EPA stated that “additional cumulative and project-specific air impact 
modeling should be completed” to address ozone impacts.19

 
 

Despite all this, the USFS made no effort to quantify and assess ozone impacts using 
readily available modeling methods.  Indeed, Appendix 1 to the SIR explicitly states that 
ozone is not being addressed.  See SIR, Appendix 1 at 1.  Without preparing any 
modeling whatsoever, the USFS has no basis to conclude that the ozone NAAQS, both 
current and proposed, will be protected, particularly in light of monitoring data and 
modeling results that utterly refute this finding. 
 
The reason the USFS apparently failed to model ozone impacts is based on 
recommendations from the State of Utah.  Appendix 1 to the SIR states, “UDAQ [Utah 
Division of Air Quality] and the Utah Governor’s Office recommend a region-wide 
cooperative approach would be more appropriate to assess impact risks” associated with 
ozone.  SIR, Appendix 1 at 1.  While we appreciate the State of Utah’s recommendations, 
it is unclear how this recommendation supports entirely foregoing an ozone impact 
analysis.  Given that the USFS is required to analyze and assess ozone impacts under 
NEPA, as well as meet its substantive duties under the Dixie National Forest LRMP and 
USFS planning regulations to protect federal air quality standards, the agency cannot 
simply ignore the issue, particularly when violations and exceedances have occurred in 
Washington County. 
 
If anything, the State of Utah’s recommendations support the USFS preparing a region-
wide ozone analysis in order to analyze and assess impacts and demonstrate that oil and 
gas development on the Dixie National Forest will not jeopardize the NAAQS.  Such an 
analysis is entirely feasible using readily available modeling technologies and emissions 
data.  Indeed, such an analysis was prepared for the Uinta Basin of northeastern Utah, as 
the USFS discloses in the SIR.  See SIR at 30-34.  There does not seem to be any valid 
reason for not preparing a similar regional ozone analysis through the current oil and gas 
EIS. 
 
Although we understand that the USFS may have some inability to control emissions of 
ozone forming pollutants, the agency at least has a duty to understand to what degree any 
potential oil and gas development on the Dixie National Forest will contribute to ozone 

                                                 
18  Letter from Robert E. Roberts, EPA Region 8 Administrator, to Robert A. Bennett, Wyoming BLM 
State Director, re: Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Pinedale Anticline 
Oil and Gas Exploration and Development Project, Sublette County, Wyoming CEQ #20070542 (Feb. 14, 
2008) at 3. 
19  Letter from Robert E. Roberts, EPA Region 8 Administrator, to Selma Sierra, Utah BLM State Director, 
re: West Tavaputs Plateau Natural Gas Full Field Development Plan, Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement Carbon County, Utah CEQ #20080028 (May 23, 2008), available online at 
http://yosemite.epa.gov/oeca/webeis.nsf/(PDFView)/20080028/$file/20080028.PDF?OpenElement (last 
accessed Mar. 4, 2010). 
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concentrations above the NAAQS and to take steps to minimize or eliminate altogether 
this contribution.  To that end, we request the USFS: 
 

• Prepare a quantitative analysis of ozone impacts, using either CAMx or 
CMAQ, two EPA-approved modeling methods, to ensure that the current 
ozone NAAQS of 0.75 ppm and the proposed NAAQS, which is slated to be 
finalized in August of 2010, will be protected; and 
 

• Conduct a source-apportionment analysis to determine the contribution of 
activities on the Dixie National Forest to regional ozone concentrations that 
fall above the NAAQS. 

 
B.  Cumulative Ozone Impacts Are Not Accurately Assessed. 
 
The USFS’s analysis and assessment of cumulative ozone impacts is further flawed in 
key regards.  The agency cites the Uinta Basin Air Quality Study (“UBAQS”) as support 
for its cumulative impacts analysis.  No federal agency—particularly the EPA—has ever 
endorsed the use of UBAQS in a federal analysis.  The UBAQS study was funded and 
completed by the Independent Petroleum Association of the Mountain States (“IPAMS”), 
an industry trade organization whose interest is in advancing more oil and gas drilling 
throughout Utah.  Thus, we question the scientific integrity and objectivity of the 
UBAQS.  Even if UBAQS were adequate, it predicts that portions of the Dixie National 
Forest will violate the current ozone standards and even greater portions will violate the 
more stringent ozone standard that is likely to be established by the EPA. 
 
We also note that the scale of the UBAQS is very coarse.  The study assessed ozone 
concentrations using a 12-km domain, yet most ozone modeling—including modeling 
prepared by states to demonstrate attainment with the ozone NAAQS—assess ozone 
concentrations using a finer scale, 4-km domain.  For instance, a recent CAMx modeling 
report prepared for the Four Corners region used a 35/12/4-km nested modeling domain 
to obtain both base case and projected ozone concentrations.  This report is available at 
http://www.nmenv.state.nm.us/aqb/4C/Documents/FinalRepRev20090806.pdf.  It is 
unclear why the UBAQS report relied on a 12-km domain, rather than a 4-km domain, 
but this nevertheless underscores the need for the USFS to prepare a more detailed and 
finer scale analysis to demonstrate that oil and gas development on the Dixie National 
Forest will protect the NAAQS in accordance with its obligations under NFMA planning 
regulations and the Dixie National Forest LRMP. 
 
We also find it questionable to rely on the modeling data in the UBAQS to extrapolate 
projected ozone readings for the Dixie National Forest.  Of particular concern is that the 
UBAQS did not utilize ozone monitoring data from the Washington County, Utah 
monitoring site in conducting the modeling analysis.  The USFS notes that the nearest 
existing ozone monitor that was used to prepare the Unmonitored Area Analysis 
(“UAA”) in the UBAQS was in Canyonlands National Park, approximately 150 miles to 
the east.  SIR at 31.  This is a major error because the Washington County ozone monitor 
has not only recorded exceedances and violations of the current ozone NAAQS, but is 

http://www.nmenv.state.nm.us/aqb/4C/Documents/FinalRepRev20090806.pdf�
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projected to violate the proposed ozone NAAQS.   
 
With that said however, even considering the information in the UBAQS, there appears 
to be no support that the ozone NAAQS will be protected as a result of expanded oil and 
gas drilling on the Dixie National Forest.  Indeed, the UBAQS study explicitly reveals 
that current ozone design values, or baseline three year averages of the fourth highest 
ozone values, are above the current ozone NAAQS of 0.075 ppm in western Kane 
County, southwestern Garfield County, eastern Washington County, and in southeastern 
Iron County.  Worse, the UBAQS study explicitly reveal that projected ozone design 
values in 2012 in these same regions will continue to stay above the current NAAQS of 
0.075 ppm.  In fact, the design values in parts of this region are reported to be higher than 
0.080 ppm.   
 
Contrary to the USFS’s assertion that “the connected actions to leasing described in this 
EIS will not result in a significant impact on regional cumulative ozone concentrations” 
(SIR at 31), the UBAQS study actually shows that not only will there be significant 
impacts, but that oil and gas development on the Dixie National Forest will contribute to 
violations of the ozone NAAQS.  The USFS clearly did not assess the data in the 
UBAQS report appropriately and consequently has no basis to conclude that cumulative 
impacts have been adequately addressed. 
 
 
III.  The SIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Assess PM2.5 Impacts. 
 
The SIR does not analyze impacts to PM2.5 concentrations, raising serious concerns that 
USFS has not adequately disclosed the impacts associated with this harmful air pollutant.  
Again, the USFS states in the SIR that “UDAQ [Utah Division of Air Quality] and the 
Utah Governor’s Office recommend a region-wide cooperative approach would be more 
appropriate to assess impact risks” associated with PM2.5.  SIR, Appendix 1 at 1.  While 
we appreciate the State of Utah’s recommendations, it is unclear how this 
recommendation supports entirely foregoing a PM2.5 impact analysis.  Given that the 
USFS is required to analyze and assess ozone impacts under NEPA, as well as meet its 
substantive duties under the Dixie National Forest LRMP and USFS planning regulations 
to protect federal air quality standards, the agency cannot simply ignore the issue of 
PM2.5. 
 
PM2.5 includes all particles less than 2.5 microns in diameter, or 1/28th the width of a 
human hair.  Although PM2.5 can be directly emitted, it can also form in secondary 
reactions in the atmosphere.20

 
  According to EPA, the health effects of PM2.5 include: 

• Increased respiratory symptoms, such as irritation of the airways, coughing, or 
difficulty breathing; 

• Decreased lung function; 
• Aggravated asthma; 

                                                 
20  See http://www.epa.gov/pmdesignations/basicinfo.htm. 
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• Development of chronic bronchitis; 
• Irregular heartbeat; 
• Nonfatal heart attacks; and 
• Premature death.21

 
 

Although the NAAQS limited PM2.5 concentrations to no more than 35 micrograms/cubic 
meter over a 24-hour period and 15 micrograms/cubic meter annually, the D.C. Circuit 
Court of Appeals last year overturned these standards on the basis that EPA failed to 
demonstrate that the standards sufficiently protect public health.22  Indeed, the EPA’s 
own Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee expressed “serious scientific concerns 
regarding the public health and welfare implications” of the PM2.5 NAAQS.23

 
 

Here, the SIR does not even analyze or assess impacts to PM2.5 concentrations, a 
violation of NEPA, as well as USFS regulations.  As with ozone, there is no data to 
support any contention that the region is in compliance with the PM2.5 NAAQS or will 
remain in compliance.  In fact, there are no PM2.5 monitors in the region, meaning there is 
a critical need for the USFS to take a hard look at the impacts of oil and gas development 
to PM2.5 concentrations.  Additionally, as explained, state and federal regulations fall 
short of ensuring that oil and gas development on the Dixie National Forest will comply 
with PM2.5 NAAQS.  As with ozone, state and federal regulations do not ensure that 
mobile source emissions will protect the NAAQS do not require any analysis of PM2.5 
impacts prior to issuing permits to stationary sources. 
 
The BLM recently completed a resource management plan for the Richfield Field Office, 
which is located just north of the Dixie National Forest.24  The Richfield Resource 
Management Plan’s air quality baseline, in relying on the nearest PM2.5 available, states 
that measured concentrations of that pollutant are not in compliance with NAAQS for the 
24-hour average maximum value.25  The average value from the last three years of 
monitoring in the Richfield Resource Management Plan show significant exceedances of 
the PM2.5 24-hourn average maximum NAAQS.26

 

  The proximity of this BLM field 
office and the gravity of the PM2.5 problem there shows that the USFS’s oversight was 
significant in ignoring this pollutant in its SIR. 

                                                 
21  See U.S. EPA, Health and Environmental Effects of PM-2.5, available at 
http://www.epa.gov/particles/health.html (last viewed Mar. 4, 2010). 
22  See American Farm Bureau Federation, et al. v. EPA, No. 06-1410 (D.C. Cir. Feb. 24, 2009).  Although 
the D.C. Circuit remanded the PM-2.5 NAAQS, the standards remain in place until updated. 
23  See Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee Letter to Stephen Johnson, EPA Administrator, EPA-
CASAC-LTR-06-003 (September 29, 2006), available at 
http://yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabproduct.nsf/1C69E987731CB775852571FC00499A10/$File/casac-ltr-06-
003.pdf (last viewed Mar. 4, 2010). 
24 See, e.g., BLM, Record of Decision and Approved Resource Management Plan, 
http://www.blm.gov/ut/st/en/fo/richfield/planning/rmp/rod_approved_rmp.html (May 21, 2009). 
25 BLM, Richfield Field Office Proposed Resource Management Plan & Final Environmental Impact 
Statement 3-9 to -10 (Aug. 28, 2008), available at 
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/ut/richfield_fo/planning/rmp/August_8__2008.Par.64622.File
.dat/Vol-I_03_Richfield-FEIS_Chapter%203.pdf.   
26 See id. 

http://www.blm.gov/ut/st/en/fo/richfield/planning/rmp/rod_approved_rmp.html�
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/ut/richfield_fo/planning/rmp/August_8__2008.Par.64622.File.dat/Vol-I_03_Richfield-FEIS_Chapter%203.pdf�
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/ut/richfield_fo/planning/rmp/August_8__2008.Par.64622.File.dat/Vol-I_03_Richfield-FEIS_Chapter%203.pdf�
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Importantly, given that the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals remanded the PM2.5 NAAQS, it 
is critical that the USFS take the requisite hard look to ensure that public health is 
adequately protected from any PM2.5 pollution.  To that end, we request the USFS heed 
the advice of the statutorily created Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee, which 
urged that annual PM2.5 levels be limited to no more than 13-14 micrograms/cubic 
meter.27

 
   

We request the USFS quantitatively analyze PM2.5 impacts to ensure protection of the 
NAAQS and public health and ensure protection of air quality consistent with the Dixie 
National Forest LRMP and USFS regulations.  The USFS must also consider secondary 
PM2.5 formation since that process can possibly result in the highest concentrations of 
PM2.5.  To that end, we request the USFS ensure that activities authorized by the oil and 
gas EIS ensure that: 
 

• Annual PM2.5 concentrations in the cumulative effects area do not exceed 14 
micrograms/cubic meter; and 
 

• 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations do not exceed 35 micrograms/cubic meter. 
 
 
IV.  The SIR Indicates that Oil and Gas Development Near Class I Areas Will 
Violate PSD Increment Limits; Project Modifications Will Be Necessary in Class II 
Areas.   
 
Based on the analysis contained in the SIR, the USFS must modify the Dixie RMP to 
prohibit oil and gas development within at least twenty kilometers of all Class I airsheds.  
Zion, Bryce, and Capitol Reef national parks are all Class I airsheds.28

 

  It must also 
modify the Dixie RMP to require certain pollution control devices to limit nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2) pollution. 

The SIR indicates that concentrations of certain pollutants will violate PSD increment 
limits at distances of one, five, and ten kilometers from oil and gas impacts associated 
with oil and gas exploration and sustainable development.29  For example, the PSD 
increment limit for NO2 is an increase of 2.5 µg/m3 annually.30

                                                 
27  See Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee Letter referenced above. 

  The SIR predicts that 
NO2 pollution from sustainable oil and gas production, as predicted in the reasonably 
foreseeable development scenario, will exceed concentrations of 2.5 µg/m3 annually until 
receptors are located at least twenty kilometers away.  SIR at 22-23.  In other words, oil 
and gas development will violate at least one federal air quality standard unless it is 
located at least twenty kilometers from Zion, Bryce, or Capitol Reef national parks.  The 

28 See, e.g., Utah Division of Air Quality, Five Class I Areas in the State of Utah (April 2002), 
http://www.airquality.utah.gov/Public-Interest/Current-
Issues/Regionalhazesip/regionalhazepdf/Regional_Haze_Rule/utahCls1map.pdf. 
29 See SIR at 21-23.   
30 Id. at 23. 

http://www.airquality.utah.gov/Public-Interest/Current-Issues/Regionalhazesip/regionalhazepdf/Regional_Haze_Rule/utahCls1map.pdf�
http://www.airquality.utah.gov/Public-Interest/Current-Issues/Regionalhazesip/regionalhazepdf/Regional_Haze_Rule/utahCls1map.pdf�
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Dixie RMP must be changed to prohibit such development within twenty kilometers of a 
park. 

 
Furthermore, SIR modeling demonstrates that development according to the reasonably 
foreseeable development scenario will violate PSD increment limits in Class II areas.  See 
SIR at 23 (showing that all development will exceed PSD Class II limits for NO2 within 
at least one kilometer of a development).  This is impermissible as the entire State of 
Utah is designated as a Class II area, with the exception of five national parks.  Utah 
State Implementation Plan, Section VIII, Prevention of Significant Deterioration 2 (Mar. 
8, 2006), available at http://www.airquality.utah.gov/Planning/SIP/SIPPDF/SecVIII-
PSD.pdf.  Thus, as currently envisioned, any oil and gas development in the Dixie 
National Forest will lead to a violation of PSD increment limits for NO2.  Therefore, the 
Forest Service must require limitations on NO2 from all oil and gas facilities as well as 
demonstrating compliance or it must prohibit oil and gas development. 

 
The SIR’s recommendation that any exploration taking place within five kilometers of a 
Class I area must include a cumulative air quality impact analysis is under inclusive.  See 
SIR at 24.  The SIR predicts that development five kilometers away from a Class I area 
will still significantly exceed the PSD increment limit for NO2.  As things presently 
stand, a project six or seven kilometers away from a Class I area could exceed PSD 
increment limits for NO2 without the Forest Service requiring a cumulative impacts 
analysis for air quality.  Not until a receptor is placed ten kilometers from an exploratory 
well is this problem rectified.  See id.  Therefore, the SIR should recommend a 
cumulative air quality impacts analysis for any projects within ten kilometers of a Class I 
area. 
 
 
V.  The SIR Failed to Inventory Emissions and Model Pollution Generated by Off-
Road Vehicles Traveling on Designated Routes as Part of Its Cumulative Analysis.   
 
The SIR recognizes that recreational activities such as all-terrain vehicle (ATV) use and 
snowmobiling can contribute air pollution.  SIR at 11, 16, 17, 27.31

 

  The SIR even 
calculates fugitive dust emissions from vehicles used during oil and gas development.  
See, e.g., 20.  Despite this, the SIR fails to calculate emissions from these recreational 
activities and then include them in its modeling efforts.  This is a significant oversight as 
ATV use—which includes any sort of motor vehicle use—on designated routes can 
generate significant amounts of fugitive dust (which is particulate matter pollution, both 
PM2.5 and PM10) and tailpipe emissions. 

Recently, an organization, the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, submitted some 
analysis and commentary to the BLM on a resource management plan that demonstrate 
the importance of analyzing the contributions from motor vehicle use on designated 
routes in order to understand cumulative impacts.  This analysis and commentary from 
the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance showed that a failure to account for emissions 
from motor vehicles—ATVs—traveling on designated routes would substantially and 
                                                 
31 These ATV activities are predicted to increase in the SIR.  SIR at 29.  

http://www.airquality.utah.gov/Planning/SIP/SIPPDF/SecVIII-PSD.pdf�
http://www.airquality.utah.gov/Planning/SIP/SIPPDF/SecVIII-PSD.pdf�
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significantly understate the amount of particulate matter pollution that was likely to be 
generated by cumulative impacts from activities on federal lands. 
 
The emissions inventory submitted to the BLM by the Southern Utah Wilderness 
Alliance (prepared by Megan Williams, and air quality expert) examined likely fugitive 
dust emissions from three routes in the BLM’s Monticello Field Office planning area.  
See Megan Williams, Fugitive Dust Inventory – ORV Travel on Unpaved Routes (Oct. 3, 
2008) (attached).  This emissions inventory was developed using the EPA’s guidance on 
estimating fugitive dust emissions from vehicle travel on unpaved roads.  See id.  The 
estimates from this inventory indicate why the USFS must inventory fugitive dust from 
ATVs in this SIR.  It also demonstrates how severely inadequate the SIR’s cumulative 
impacts emissions inventory is because of its failure to inventory fugitive dust from 
vehicle travel on designated routes and from the mere existence of routes, which are then 
susceptible to wind erosion.  The inventory prepared by Ms. Williams shows that 
estimated vehicle travel on the Valley of the Gods scenic byway—some sixteen miles of 
unpaved road—could result in up to 5.6 tons per year of PM2.5 and 55.8 tons per year for 
PM10.  Id.  This single route alone surpassed what the BLM’s Monticello Resource 
Management Plan projected for yearly emissions of PM10 (thirty-one tons per year) for 
the entire BLM planning area from all activities.  See BLM, Monticello Proposed 
Resource Management Plan & Final Environmental Impact Statement 4-29 (2008) 
(“Monticello RMP”), available at 
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/ut/monticello_fo/_planning/rmp/frmp0.Par.
33881.File.dat/Chapter%204.pdf.  Fugitive dust emissions from this route alone would 
nearly match the BLM’s projections in the Monticello Resource Management Plan for 
PM2.5 (seven tons per year) from all activities.  Id.   
 
Ms. Williams projected emissions for two other routes in the BLM’s Monticello Field 
Office.  See Williams, Fugitive Dust Inventory.  These two routes, combined, consist of 
thirty-eight miles of unpaved surface; they could contribute up to 51.2 tons per year of 
PM10 and 5.1 tons per year of PM2.5.  Id.  In all, vehicle travel on the three routes 
analyzed by Ms. Williams could result in up to 107.0 tons per year of PM10 and 10.7 tons 
per year of PM2.5 from fifty-four miles of unpaved routes.  Id.  These estimates are three 
times the projected PM10 emissions and nearly one and one-half the projected PM2.5 
emissions in the entire proposed plan.  Compare id., with Monticello RMP at 4-29.  
Considering that the Monticello Resource Management designated 2,800 miles of 
unpaved routes in the planning area, it is certain that the BLM emissions inventory 
substantially understated the true impacts from the activities permitted and envisioned in 
that plan.  If one were to extrapolate these estimates to the full 2,800 miles of unpaved 
routes identified in the Monticello Resource Management Plan then PM10 emissions 
would be approximately 5,548 tons per year and PM2.5 emissions would be 
approximately 555 tons per year.  These staggering figures show that the USFS must also 
consider these activities in analyzing cumulative impacts to air quality.   
 
The USFS must inventory likely fugitive dust emissions differentiated for PM10 and 
PM2.5 for motor vehicle use in the planning area of Dixie National Forest.  It must also 
consider the tailpipe emissions of these activities.  These activities can be large sources of 

http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/ut/monticello_fo/_planning/rmp/frmp0.Par.33881.File.dat/Chapter%204.pdf�
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pollution—as demonstrated by the inadequacies of a BLM analysis and the Southern 
Utah Wilderness Alliance’s comments on that analysis.   
 
 
VI.  The SIR Fails to Analyze and Assess a Range of Alternatives to Address Air 
Quality/Climate Impacts 

NEPA requires agencies to “study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to 
recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts 
concerning alternatives uses of available resources.”  42 USC § 4332(2)(E).  To achieve 
this end, an EIS must “[r]igorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives.”  40 CFR § 1502.14; Utahns for Better Transp., 305 F.3d at 1166 (emphasis 
added).  This alternatives analysis is “the heart of the [EIS].”  40 CFR § 1502.14.  
Unfortunately, the USFS fails to formulate, analyze and consider in detail a range of 
reasonable leasing alternatives in accordance with 40 CFR § 1502.14.  Of particular 
concern is that the USFS did not consider alternatives to address and minimize air quality 
impacts, such as haze, PSD increment, ozone, and PM2.5 impacts, in addition to relate 
climate impacts. 
 
The failure to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate alternatives to address air 
quality and climate impacts is particularly egregious given that a number of potential 
alternatives not only exist to effectively reduce and/or eliminate such impacts, but are in 
use by companies operating in Utah.  Furthermore, many of these alternatives are 
extremely cost-effective. 

 
With regards to VOC and methane emissions, a number of cost-effective technologies 
and practices exist to keep emissions in check.  Recent articles have identified dozens of 
technologies and practices to help reduce methane emissions from wells, completions, 
tanks, separators, facilities, flowlines, pneumatics, and compressor engines.32  Because 
methane is emitted with VOCs, reducing methane both retains a valuable product and 
limits emissions of ozone-forming pollution.  Oftentimes, reducing both VOC and 
methane emissions is simply a matter of enhancing the inspection and maintenance of 
facilities.33  The EPA identifies over 80 technologies and practices that can be used to 
limit methane and often VOC emissions at the same time from a variety of operations and 
equipment used in the oil and gas industry.34

 
 

Even companies in Utah, including Newfield Energy, are, to some degree, utilizing cost-
effective methane control technologies and practices that also reduce VOCs.  Newfield 

                                                 
32 See Fernandez, R., et al., “Cost-effective methane emissions reductions for small and midsize natural gas 
producers,” Journal of Petroleum Technology (June 2005).  See also, Gillis, B., et al., “Technology drives 
methane emissions down, profits up,” Oil and Gas Journal (August 2007), available online at 
http://www.epa.gov/gasstar/documents/ogj_article110707.pdf.  
33 See e.g., Robinson, D., “Directed Inspection and Maintenance and Infrared Leak Detection,” presentation 
for EPA Natural GasSTAR Program (September 11, 2007), available online at 
http://www.epa.gov/gasstar/documents/workshops/glenwood-
2007/06_dim_in_gas_production_facilities.pdf.  
34 See http://www.epa.gov/gasstar/tools/recommended.html.  

http://www.epa.gov/gasstar/documents/ogj_article110707.pdf�
http://www.epa.gov/gasstar/documents/workshops/glenwood-2007/06_dim_in_gas_production_facilities.pdf�
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Energy for example, is using Process Optimization Reviews to enhance the efficiency of 
the company’s operations and simultaneously reduce harmful emissions.35

 

  There is no 
reason the USFS cannot standardize such technologies and practices to ensure protection 
of air quality and the climate. 

In 2007, the WRAP released a report detailing a number of methods to reduce both NOx 
and VOC emissions from oil and gas operations.36

 

  The report detailed opportunities to 
reduce NOx emissions from compressor engines and drill rig engines, such as post-
combustion controls, and a number of opportunities to reduce VOC emissions from 
glycol dehydrators, pneumatic devices, tanks, and completion/flaring/venting activities.  
These technologies and practices could form a strong foundation for a rigorous 
alternatives analysis by the USFS, and ultimately the development of appropriate lease 
stipulations.  

In addition to technologies and practices, the USFS could also limit development on new 
leases and/or adopt timing stipulations.  For example, in authorizing oil and gas leasing 
on the Los Padres National Forest of Southern California, the Forest Service adopted 
stipulations that limited activity during the smog season (May through October).37

 
 

Clearly a number of alternatives exist to address the air quality and climate impacts of oil 
and gas development on the Dixie National Forest.  In light of the potentially significant 
impacts, we request the USFS not only consider and analyze in detail, but adopt 
alternatives that ensure any oil and gas leases issued or development that occurs on the 
Dixie National Forest control emissions of air pollution, including greenhouse gases. 
 
 
VII.  The SIR Does Not Respond to the Chief’s Directive on Responding to Climate 
Change or Address Climate Change Impacts to Forest Resources 

We appreciate the USFS’s attention to climate change, however the SIR does not appear 
to do anything to address the impacts of climate change in the context of oil and gas 
development on the Dixie National Forest.  Of particular concern is that the SIR does not 
seem to address the November 20, 2009 directive of USFS Chief Tom Tidwell, which 
ordered Regional Offices to develop and implement landscape conservation plans with 
desire outcomes, strategies, and specific actions to address the impacts of climate change 
on National Forest resources, especially watersheds. 
 

                                                 
35 See Newfield Energy presentation on Process Optimization (August 2009), available online at 
http://www.epa.gov/gasstar/documents/workshops/billings2009/06_pro-op.pdf.  
36 See Bar-Ilan, A., R. Friesen, A. Pollack, and A. Hoats, “Draft Final Report, WRAP Area Source 
Emissions Inventory Projections and Control Strategy Evaluation, Phase II,” Report Prepared for Western 
Regional Air Partnership (July 2007) at 4-1—4-51, available online at 
http://www.wrapair.org/forums/ogwg/documents/2007-10_Phase_II_O&G_Final)Report(v10-
07%20rev.s).pdf.  
37 See U.S. Forest Service, “Appendix B, Lease Stipulations and Standard Lease Terms, Los Padres 
National Forest Oil and Gas Leasing Analysis/Final Environmental Impact Statement” (July 2005) at B-23. 
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Of particular concern is that it appears that no alternatives or mitigation measures have 
been proposed to ensure that oil and gas development on the Dixie National Forest does 
not exacerbate climate change impacts to watersheds or other National Forest resources.  
The SIR does a decent job of disclosing greenhouse gas emissions and providing an 
overview of climate impacts on various scales, but does not actually propose to mitigate 
these impacts.  This is of great concern, particularly given the availability of a number of 
cost-effective options to reduce greenhouse gases and particularly given the direction 
from the Chief.   
 
We request the USFS develop mitigation measures and consider in detail alternatives to 
both reduce greenhouse gas emissions from any oil and gas development and to mitigate 
against the harmful impacts of climate change on the Dixie National Forest, particularly 
to watersheds.    
 
To that end, the SIR appears to continue to fail to summarize existing credible scientific 
information regarding on-ground impacts to sensitive Dixie NF species at actual oil and 
gas leasing sites in the West.  As noted in our DEIS comments:  
 

The failure to summarize existing credible scientific information on on-ground 
impacts of actual oil and gas projects and existing documentation of conditions 
on the Dixie NF due to cumulative activities violates NEPA regulation 1502.22 
(Incomplete or unavailable information), which states (highlighted emphasis 
added): 

 
Sec. 1502.22 Incomplete or unavailable information.  

When an agency is evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse 
effects on the human environment in an environmental impact statement 
and there is incomplete or unavailable information, the agency shall 
always make clear that such information is lacking. …. (b) If the 
information relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse 
impacts cannot be obtained because the overall costs of obtaining it are 
exorbitant or the means to obtain it are not known, the agency shall 
include within the environmental impact statement: … a summary of 
existing credible scientific evidence which is relevant to evaluating the 
reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the human 
environment, and . . .the agency's evaluation of such impacts based upon 
theoretical approaches or research methods generally accepted in the 
scientific community.  

 
Our 2008 DEIS comments dealt extensively with how potential/likely impacts of the 
proposed oil and gas projects on greater sage grouse and Utah prairie dogs were 
inadequately addressed in the DEIS apart from climate change. Now, in 2010,  the SIR 
completely fails to consider Dixie NF sensitive species in light of climate impacts 
cumulatively 

 

with the oil and gas impacts, both impacts (1) predicted by the DEIS 
Preferred Alternative C and (2)  ignored by the DEIS, as described in our DEIS 
comments. 
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To restrict the SIR climate change discussion to greenhouse gas impacts while ignoring 
impacts of the proposed project cumulative with climate change impacts on greater sage 
grouse, Utah prairie dogs, and other, Forest-listed sensitive species known or suspected 
of residing on the Dixie National Forest, i.e., two cutthroat trout species, pygmy rabbit, 
two bat species, northern goshawk, peregrine falcon, bald eagle, flammulated owl, three-
toed woodpecker, and 24 plants, does not meet NEPA requirements.  As noted in the 
recent (February 18, 2010) “Draft NEPA Guidance on Consideration of the Effects of 
Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions” issued by the Council on 
Environmental Quality, “Federal actions may cause effects on the human environment 
that are not significant environment effects, in isolation, but that are significant in the 
aggregate or that will lead to significant effects . . Agencies then should consider the 
affected environment by looking for effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
change in combination with the direct and indirect effects of the proposal 

 

for agency 
action . . .” [emphasis added]. 

Climate change stresses on the Dixie National Forest sensitive species are a reasonably 
foreseeable change. They have not been examined in combination with the effects of the 
proposal. 
 
First the 2008 DEIS failed to look at real, on-ground impacts to sensitive Forest species 
or species with related needs, as they have been experienced with oil and gas leasing 
elsewhere in the West. Now the 2010 SIR fails to look at the additivity of climate change 
to  impacts described in the DEIS as well as those known, but not yet described (as noted 
in our DEIS comments with  the examples of greater sage grouse and Utah prairie dogs). 
 
 
VIII.  Need to Disclose Expertise 
 
We finally request that the USFS disclose who prepared the SIR and their relevant air 
quality and climate expertise and scientific background.  Such a disclosure is necessary to 
demonstrate that the SIR was prepared by individuals or entities with sufficient expertise 
in air quality and climate change so as to support the agency’s claim that the document 
represents a credible analysis of relevant information and meets best science standards. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 20 

Thank you again for your careful review and incorporation of these comments and for 
incorporating them into your next stages of analysis. We stand ready and available to 
clarify or supplement any of these materials if that is helpful to your analysis.  We thank 
you for taking a minute of your time to make sure that each of the undersigned are 
maintained on the interested party contact list for this project.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Kevin Mueller, 
Program Director 
Utah Environmental Congress 
1817 South Main, Suite 10 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84115 
   -delivered for: 
 
 
Mary O’Brien      
Utah Forest Project Manager    
Grand Canyon Trust  
HC 64 Box 2604 
Castle Valley, Utah 84532   
 
Harold Shepherd,     
Executive Director     
Red Rock Forests     
70 South Main Street 
Moab, UT 84532 
 
Jeremy Nichols 
Climate and Energy Program Director 
WildEarth Guardians 
1536 Wynkoop, Suite 301 
Denver, CO 80202 
 
Michael J. Painter     
Coordinator      
Californians for Western Wilderness  
P.O. Box 210474 
San Francisco, CA  94121-0474 
 
Joro Walker 
Director Utah Office 
Western Resource Advocates 
150 South 600 East, Ste 2A 
Salt Lake City, Utah  84102 
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Bethanie Walder 
Wildlands CPR 
PO Box 7516 
Missoula, MT 59807 
 
David Garbett, 
Staff Attorney 
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance 
425 East 100 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
 
Wayne Y. Hoskisson 
Utah Chapter Sierra Club 
Moab, UT 84532 
   
  
      


