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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Overview of the National Environmental Policy Act and Public Involvement 

Process 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires an environmental 
review of major federal actions that have the potential to significantly affect the quality of 
the environment.  The purpose of NEPA is to ensure that environmental considerations 
are incorporated into Federal decision-making.  The two primary objectives of NEPA 
are: (1) Agencies must have available and fully consider detailed information regarding 
environmental effects at the time a decision is made; and (2) Agencies must make the 
same information available to interested and/or affected persons, agencies, and 
organizations before decisions are made and before actions are taken.  In some 
instances, in order to comply with NEPA, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
must be prepared in order to analyze the environmental effects of a proposed project. 
 
This Scoping Report describes the methods and techniques used by the Dixie National 
Forest to involve the public in the development of an EIS to analyze the effects of oil 
and gas leasing in the National Forest in order to be responsive to requests for oil and 
gas leasing and to comply with the Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Reform Act of 1987.  
Only limited exploration and development for oil and gas has occurred within the Dixie 
National Forest.  There is currently only one producing oil field in the Dixie National 
Forest, the Upper Valley field, which was discovered in 1964.  The EIS will analyze 
potential impacts that may occur as a result of leasing federal lands for exploration, 
development, and production of oil and gas.  This does not approve any leases, nor 
does it approve any surface disturbing activities.  Existing oil and gas leases would not 
be affected and would still be governed by the agreement by which the lease was 
granted. 
 
The purpose of this Scoping Report is to describe the strategy, methods, and 
techniques that were used to involve the public in development of the Oil and Gas 
Leasing EIS on lands administered by the Dixie National Forest.  In accordance with 
NEPA, the Dixie National Forest sought initial public comment during a 30-day scoping 
period.  The goal of public involvement is to gain public understanding and participation 
in the analysis and decision making process regarding oil and gas leasing activities 
within the Dixie National Forest.  Comments will be used to develop issues to be 
addressed in the EIS.  These comments and issues may also be used to revise existing 
and/or create new alternatives analyzed in the EIS.  Alternatives will be determined 
based on issues and impact analysis in an effort to provide distinct choices among the 
options. 
 
As used in this document, “public” includes interested citizens, organizations, Native 
American tribes, and other governmental agencies. 
 
This report summarizes comments, feedback, and input received from the public, 
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agencies, and other interested parties during the public scoping period of December 29, 
2006 – January 29, 2007. All comments received by the Dixie National Forest prior to 
February 23, 2007 were processed and included in this Scoping Report. Later 
comments were still accepted and read, and substantive comments advanced for 
consideration, though they were not able to be included in this report.  
 
1.2 Description of the Scoping Process 
1.2.1 Notice of Intent 
The Notice of Intent (NOI, Appendix C) is the first step in initiating the public scoping 
phase of the project.  The NOI was published on December 29, 2006 in the Federal 
Register, Volume 71, No 250, Page 78395.  The publication of the NOI initiated the 
formal 30-day scoping period.  The NOI complied with all of the requirements of 40 CFR 
1508.22 and FSH 1909.15.21 and 1909.15.11.   
 
1.2.2 Project Web Site 
The Dixie National Forest’s website (www.fs.fed.us/r4/dixie/) hosts selected pertinent 
information on the project such as a project description, maps, and contact information.  
The website was launched on December 29, 2006 and will remain active throughout the 
life of the project.  The website includes an e-mail address 
(dixie_oil_gas_eis_comments@fs.fed.us).  This e-mail address was included in all 
mailings, notices, and other requests for public input in order to provide a central 
internet address for public comments on the project.   
 
1.2.3 Legal Notice and Press Releases 
A legal notice (Appendix D) was published in The Spectrum, St. George, Utah on 
December 30, 2006.  Press releases were sent to the Cedar City Review and Daily 
News, Cedar City, Utah; and Garfield County Insider, Panguitch, Utah on January 3, 
2007.   
 
1.2.4 Scoping Open Houses 
Three public meetings were held as scheduled in the cities of St. George, Cannonville, 
and Cedar City:   

• January 16: 5:00 PM to 7:00 PM, Best Western Abbey Inn, 1129 South Bluff, St. 
George, Utah 

• January 17: 11:00 AM to 2:00 PM, 5:00 PM to 7:00 PM, Cannonville Visitor 
Center, 10 Center Street, Cannonville, Utah 

• January 18:  5:00 PM to 7:00 PM, Heritage Center, 105 North 100 East, Cedar 
City, Utah 

 
The open house meetings provided a project description, maps of the project area, and 
a forum for exchange of information and ideas or concerns related to the project.  
Comment forms were available at the meetings.  Agency (Susan Baughman and Steve 
Winslow) and JBR Environmental Consultants, Inc representatives (Brian Buck and Eric 
Holt) were present at each meeting to answer questions and discuss the project.  Lists 
of individuals who attended the public meetings are included in Appendix C.  A total of 
14 people attended the initial series of meetings. 
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An additional public scoping meeting was held on February 12, from10:00 am to 2:00 
pm at the Escalante Interagency Visitor Center located at 775 West Main Street in 
Escalante, Utah.  This meeting was held in response to concerns from citizens in 
Escalante that no meetings were held in that area.  On February 5, 2007, flyers were 
posted at various locations in Escalante to announce the additional meeting and to 
inform the public of the project.  On February 9, 2007, more flyers were placed in 
Boulder, Utah, and an email notice was sent to an interested public email list maintained 
by a resident in Boulder.  Two persons attended this four-hour additional meeting. 
 
1.2.5 Mailing List 
A total of 409 scoping letters (Appendix A) were sent to interested individuals, 
agencies, and groups on December 19, 2006.  The original mailing list (Appendix B) for 
the EIS was generated by the Dixie National Forest.  This list represents individuals, 
agencies, or organizations who have expressed interest in activities occurring on the 
Dixie National Forest.  In addition to those on the general mailing list, the scoping letter 
was also sent by certified mail to the following nine individuals or organizations: Wild 
West Institute, Utah Environmental Congress, Western Watersheds Project, Inc. 
(Southern Utah Office), Blue Ribbon Coalition, Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, 
Forest Guardians, Law Office of Raymond Scott Berry, Boulder Regional Group, and 
Red Rock Forest. 
 
The mailing list has been and will continue to be revised as needed during the project 
by adding individuals who respond as a result of the legal notice, NOI, public meetings, 
website, and Draft EIS.  Any parties that express interest in the project by contacting the 
Dixie National Forest will be added to the mailing list so that they receive all subsequent 
mailings.  The mailing list may be reduced in size during the project by mailings 
requesting specific action by the recipients to determine how they will receive project 
information in subsequent mailings.   
 
1.3 Government to Government Communication 
Scoping letters were sent to seven tribes.  Government to government communication, 
coordination, and consultation will be an on-going part of the NEPA process in 
compliance with Executive Order 13175. 
 

2.0 RESPONDENTS AND DESCRIPTION OF COMMENT 
ANALYSIS 
 
2.1 Method of Comment Collection and Analysis 
Public comments regarding the proposed project were solicited and compiled in this 
document to help determine the concerns and alternatives for evaluation in the 
environmental analysis.  Comments were requested to be received on or before 
January 29, 2007 and were directed to: Sue Baughman, Dixie National Forest, 1789 N. 
Wedgewood Lane, Cedar City, UT 84720 and dixie_oil_gas_eis_comments@fs.fed.us. 
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For the purposes of this analysis, the following definitions apply: “response” refers to a 
discrete piece of correspondence; “respondent” refers to each individual or organization 
to whom a mail identification number is assigned (e.g., a single response may represent 
several organizations without one primary author); and “signature” simply refers to each 
individual who adds his or her name to a response, endorsing the view of the primary 
respondent(s).  “Comment” refers to a specific concern isolated within a given response. 
 
By the close of the scoping period, 20 responses, in the form of letters, emails, faxes 
and scoping comment forms, had been received for the EIS.  In addition, 3 responses 
were received after the end of the scoping period for a total of 23 responses.  Some 
responses had multiple signatures, for a total of 29 respondents.  No standardized or 
form letters were received.  Copies of all letters, comment forms, faxes, and e-mails 
received are included in Appendix D.  A list of respondents is included in Table 1. 
 
Table 1.  Respondents 

Respondent Title, Organization 
Letter 

# 
Mayer Willard Citizen 1 
Max Merlich VP, Columbia Helicopters Inc 2 
Name withheld Withheld 3 
Todd R. Minchey Private property owner adjacent to the Dixie National 

Forest 
4 

Alan Gardner Commissioner, Washington County 5 
Michial T. Carnahan  6 
Ben Donegan  7 
Sheri Wysong  8 
DelMar Janson Former resident of Iron County 9 
Patrick McCue  10 
b. sachau  11 
Laura Lindley Bjork Lindley Little PC 12 
Chris Thomas Council Chair, Utah Council of Trout Unlimited 13 
Corey Fisher Energy Field Coordinator, Trout Unlimited 13 
Joel S. Tuhy Director of Conservation Science (Acting), The Nature 

Conservancy 
14 

Alma L. Adams Iron County Commissioner, Iron County/Roy Adams Farms 
Inc. 

15 

Name Withheld Withheld 16 
John Harja Assistant Director for Policy and Planning, Office of the 

Governor, Utah 
17 

Larry Svoboda Director, NEPA Program, Environmental Protection Agency 18 
Brian Hawthorne Public Lands Director, BlueRibbon Coalition 19 
Kevin Mueller Executive Director, UEC 20 
Bryan Bird Forest Program Director, Forest Guardians  
Steve Smith Assistant Regional Director, Four Corners States, The 

Wilderness Society 
 

Mary O'Brien Utah Forest Project Manager, Grand Canyon Trust  
Terry Shepherd Executive Director, Red Rock Forests  
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Respondent Title, Organization 
Letter 

# 
Harold Shepherd Executive Director, Center for Water Advocacy  
Mark W. Habbeshaw Commission Chairman, Kane County Commission 21 
Eddie L. Lopez Superintendent, Bryce Canyon National Park 22 
Katie and Mark Austin  23 
 
Responses received in reply to solicitations, including names and addresses of those 
who commented, are considered part of the public record on this proposed action and 
are available for public inspection, unless information was asked to be withheld.  The 
mailing list for the project will be revised to add those persons who provided comments 
and/or requested to be on the mailing list.   
 

3.0 COMMENT SUMMARY 
Each response was assigned a letter number (regardless of the format it was received 
it), scanned, filed in soft and hard copy, and a working copy was printed out for 
comment coding.  Implementation of this process with its embedded quality control 
procedures ensured that all responses to the project were accounted for, without 
duplication, and transitioned to the coding phase of the process. 
 
Each response was individually read and coded to ensure that individual comments, 
concerns, and issues were captured. Coding consists of identifying discrete comments, 
delineating them, and assigning comment codes relating to issues discussed below. 
Individaul comments are identified numerically (1.1, 1.2, 1.3, etc.), indicating the letter 
number, followed by a second number designation.  Comments have been summarized 
by resource topic and include comment numbers for reference.  *[RESOURCE] 
indicates that the comment crosses resources and that the comment is included in the 
noted additional resource section. 
 
3.1 Visual Resources 
3.1.1. Visual integrity of the Dixie National Forest should be maintained to provide 

high quality recreation opportunities, no matter the level or stage of oil and 
gas development.  Leasing any land would diminish the visual beauty 
inherent in Southern Utah.  The visual impact of crews and equipment 
during construction, drilling and operations should be evaluated and 
mitigated.  Viewsheds and visual quality objectives should be analyzed and 
the proposed action should include stipulations to protect them.  (13.18, 
16.1, 18.40) 

 
3.1.2. The EIS should address light pollution caused by oil and gas development, 

including potential impacts to current pristine viewing of the night sky in the 
absence of artificial light, and waste of energy.  Stipulations which do not 
allow artificial light should be implemented.  If however, because of OSHA 
and other safety standards, lights are necessary, it should be shielded from 
view.  (18.41, 22.10) 

 



Dixie Oil and Gas EIS Scoping Report   
JBR Environmental Consultants, Inc. Page 6 

 
3.1.3. The EIS should evaluate oil and gas leasing within view of neighboring 

National Parks.  Leasing should not be allowed within view of National Park 
Service lands because it could negatively impact the outstanding visual 
resources of these adjacent parks.  Previous studies (1990 study by NPS 
and Dixie National Forest) should be cited and new GIS evaluations 
conducted.  (10.1, 22.3, 22.6, 22.7) 

 
3.1.4. Visibility of ancillary facilities including well heads, pipes, tanks, antennas, 

etc. should be evaluated and stipulations such as topographic screening, 
coloration to blend with the landscape, and minimizing surface disturbance 
should be implemented.  (22.9) 

 
3.1.5. *[SOILS] Many of the slopes in the viewshed are steep and some are prone 

to landslides.  Roads, drill pads, or other surface disturbances on these 
slopes will result in inordinately large visual scars that can expand over time 
should slope failures be initiated.  (22.8) 

 
3.1.6. *[CUMULATIVE] [AIR] Cumulative impacts to air quality related values in 

Class I areas should be considered, including vegetation, wildlife, water 
quality, soils, visibility, and night skies.  Impacts from Fishlake NF, BLM 
lands, and nearby coal-fired power plants should be considered.  (20.1, 
20.6) 

 
3.2 Roadless, Unroaded, and Undeveloped Areas 
3.2.1. Roadless areas should be protected and should be fully evaluated by the 

EIS.  At a minimum, No Surface Occupancy (NSO) stipulations should be 
applied to these areas.  Roadless areas provide habitat for fish and wildlife 
(including native trout, deer and elk) and recreation opportunities.  No roads 
or other disturbance should be allowed within IRAs or undeveloped lands.  
Please refer to Dixie and Fishlake NF Comprehensive Evaluation Report 
Summary:  Highlight of Key Conditions and Trends (2006); Roadless Area 
Conservation Final Environmental Impacts Statement (USDA 2000); and 
Dixie and Fishlake Preliminary Draft Inventory of Unroaded and 
Undeveloped Lands (Maps) (USDA 2004).  (13.12, 13.13, 20.11, 20.12) 

 
3.2.2. All alternatives developed and analyzed in the EIS must comply with all 

provisions of the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rules.  In particular, all 
alternatives must not allow construction or reconstruction of roads related to 
oil and gas leasing in IRAs.  The BLM cannot lease National Forest lands 
over the objection of the DNF.  (20.13) 

 
3.2.3. The Roadless Moratorium should be considered.  (23.2) 
 
3.3 Recreation 
3.3.1. The EIS should evaluate “Special Areas”, including Backcountry Recreation 
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Areas and Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized Zones.  These areas should not 
be opened to oil and gas activities.  (13.14) 

 
3.3.2. The EIS should evaluate ways to enhance recreation in association with oil 

and gas development.  Impacts could be mitigated by developing motorized 
and non-motorized trail-based recreation in or adjacent to oil and gas areas.  
Oil and gas development is compatible with semi-primitive recreational 
values and opportunities, especially off-highway vehicle recreation.  (19.6, 
19.7) 

 
3.3.3. Some visitors could be negatively impacted by truck traffic on forest roads.  

(19.6) 
 
3.3.4. *[WILDLIFE] The proposed action should protect lakes, streams, and 

important wildlife habitats that offer high quality hunting and fishing 
opportunities.  (13.3, 13.7) 

 
3.3.5. *[SOCIOECONOMICS] Hunting and fishing provide important social and 

economic benefits to local communities.  Oil and gas leasing could harm 
these uses and would ultimately change not only the quality of experience 
on the DNF, but the quality of life in the surrounding communities. DNF 
should fully weigh the socioeconomics of energy development against any 
diminished socioeconomic benefit resulting from a loss of hunting and 
fishing opportunities or reduced hunter/angler satisfaction resulting from oil 
and gas activities on the DNF..  (13.7) 

 
3.3.6. *[SOCIOECONOMICS] The EIS should consider potential impacts of the 

project on Bryce Canyon National Park and Cedar Breaks National 
Monument, including adverse impacts to park recreation and tourism 
attractiveness.  Bryce Canyon National Park is the main visual attraction for 
the area, bringing in 1.5 million visitors a year.  Compromised ability of 
National Parks to attract visitors could negatively impact Garfield County, 
where tourism represents 60% of the county’s economic base.  (22.3, 22.4) 

 
3.3.7. The project is not compatible with State Parks and recreation areas.  (23.5) 
 
3.3.8. *[SOCIOECONOMICS] The project is not compatible with Garfield County 

tourism attractions such as bicycling, ATVs, hiking, fishing, horseback 
riding, or hunting.  (23.6) 

 
3.4 Fish and Wildlife 
3.4.1. The project will negatively impact animals and birds.  (11.6, 11.7) 
 
3.4.2. *[CUMULATIVE] The project should be evaluated from a landscape 

perspective because migratory wildlife populations may spend part of the 
year off Dixie National Forest.  (13.23) 
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3.4.3. *[WATER] Any oil and gas leasing decision for Dixie National Forest should 

afford the highest level of protection to streams with the highest fisheries 
values.  Specific streams (as provided by Trout Unlimited) should not be 
degraded by project activities.  Upland waterbodies and watersheds should 
be protected that provide, or with restoration could provide, recreational 
fisheries.  (13.8, 20.20, 20.21) 

 
3.4.4. Zones of habitat protection should be created for areas of high value or 

critical habitats (specifically for common flicker; mule deer; Rocky Mountain 
elk; and big game fawning, calving, and summer range) as identified by the 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources to avoid habitat fragmentation and 
subsequent population decline.  If development is not suitable for a specific 
site, NSO stipulations should be enforced.  The latest research should be 
consulted and adaptive mitigation parameters should be used, such as 
WEST, Inc. (Hall Sawyer, “Sublette Mule Deer Study, Wyoming (Phase 
II):2005 Annual Report.  Monitoring (described in FSM 2600-2700 and 
USDA Reg. 9500-4) of wildlife activities should take place during leasing 
and all phases of production to determine if population and habitat goals are 
being met.  (13.9. 13.10, 18.12, 18.13, 18.16, 20.16, 20.17, 20.18, 20.31) 

 
3.4.5. The project would directly impact wildlife individuals and populations, as well 

as key components of wildlife habitat, including soil stability and vegetative 
cover.  The proposed action should not reduce wildlife populations to less 
than the minimum viable populations.  (20.29, 23.9) 

 
3.4.6. The proposed action should be changed to avoid direct and indirect impacts 

to mollusk habitat.  (20.32) 
 
3.4.7. The proposed action should be changed to avoid direct and indirect impacts 

to amphibian habitat.  (20.33) 
 
3.4.8. A Memorandum of Understanding between Dixie National Forest and the 

US Fish and Wildlife Service should be developed to describe conservation 
of migratory bird species.  A copy of this document should be provided.  
(20.38) 

 
3.4.9. The Forest should conduct a rigorous evaluation using the newest data and 

research to minimize impacts to migratory birds in accordance with the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  (20.38) 

 
3.4.10. The EIS should address concerns regarding project impacts on wildlife as 

related to neighboring National Parks.  (22.20) 
 
3.4.11. Consultation should take place with Utah Division of Wildlife and US Fish 

and Wildlife Service to protect critical habitats and affected wildlife.  (18.14) 
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3.4.12. Wildlife population monitoring data from existing oil and gas development 

should be discussed and evaluated before developing habitat protection 
strategies and mitigation measures for leasing (See “Dixie National Forest 
2004 Monitoring Report, Wildlife and Fish”).  (18.15) 

 
3.4.13. *[RECREATION] The proposed action should protect lakes, streams, and 

important wildlife habitats that offer high quality hunting and fishing 
opportunities.  (13.7) 

 
3.4.14. Oil and gas development represents irreversible and irretrievable 

commitments of resources for coldwater fisheries and wildlife habitat.  (13.2) 
 
3.4.15. The 2005 NFMA fish and wildlife viability obligation must be committed to 

during forest planning, including this EIS.  (20.25) 
 
3.5 Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Species 
3.5.1. Surveys and analysis of project impacts to population trends and habitats 

for Threatened, Endangered, Sensitive, and proposed flora and fauna 
should drive development of alternatives and actions.  (20.14, 20.36) 

 
3.5.2. Species populations should be protected, conserved and improved so that 

viable populations are maintained.  Regardless of the level of development, 
the project should be designed to avoid negative impacts to special status 
species and habitat.  (14.2, 20.14) 

 
3.5.3. Utah prairie dog conservation should be identified as a significant issue and 

drive alternative development.  Oil and gas exploration and extraction 
degrades and destroys Utah prairie dog habitat.  (20.4) 

 
3.6 Species of Interest and Concern 
3.6.1. The proposed project has the potential to fragment and destroy critical 

habitats for northern goshawk.  Please consider lease and development 
stipulations that protect critically important wildlife and their habitats.  
(18.13) 

 
3.6.2. The proposed project has the potential to fragment and destroy critical 

habitats for Bonneville and Colorado River cutthroat trout.  (18.13, 20.19) 
 
3.6.3. The allocation of leasing areas and leasing stipulations should be designed 

to avoid negative impacts to special status species and habitat.  Species 
populations should be protected, conserved and improved, so that viable 
populations of species of concern are maintained.  (14.3) 

 
3.6.4. Original surveys and analysis of project impacts to population trends and 

habitats for MIS and proposed sensitive flora and fauna should drive 
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development of alternatives and actions.  Surveys should be conducted 
multiple years and during times when species are most likely to be present.  
(20.15, 20.35, 22.21) 

 
3.6.5. Sage grouse conservation efforts on the Dixie National Forest should not be 

compromised by oil and gas activities.  The potential impacts to sage 
grouse and habitat should drive development of alternatives.  (See 
research: “Greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) population 
response to natural gas field development in western Wyoming. PhD 
Dissertation. University of Wyoming. Laramie, Wyoming. 211pp Holloran, M. 
J. 2005)” and the management guidelines detailed in “Connelly, J.W., M. A. 
Schroeder, A. R. Sands, and C. E. Braun. 2000. Guidelines to manage sage 
grouse populations and their habitats. Wildlife Society Bulletin 28 (4): 967-
985.”)  (13.11, 20.24) 

 
3.6.6. Conservation agreements for Bonneville and Colorado River cutthroat trout 

should be incorporated into alternatives.  These trout should be protected, 
and no oil and gas leasing or development (including roads) that would 
affect their habitat should be allowed in watersheds containing Bonneville 
cutthroat trout or near conservation and persistence populations of Colorado 
River cutthroat trout.  If leasing is allowed, NSO stipulations should exclude 
riparian areas, wetlands and 100-year floodplains.  See Comprehensive 
Evaluation Report Summary. Dixie National Forest and Fishlake National 
Forest (June 2006), which identifies road construction in riparian areas as a 
major impediment to species conservation and restoration. (13.4, 13.6, 
20.17) 

 
3.6.7. Protecting Bonneville and Colorado River cutthroat trout and their habitat 

should be a priority for Dixie National Forest.  No oil and gas leasing should 
be allowed within watersheds containing these species until there is a full 
understanding of impacts and stipulations are in effect that will preserve and 
restore these fisheries.  (13.5, 20.19) 

 
3.7 Water 
3.7.1. *[FISH & WILDLIFE] Any oil and gas leasing decision for Dixie National 

Forest should address and reflect the fisheries classification system 
employed by the State of Utah for streams and protect those streams 
identified for the highest level of protection.  Upland waterbodies and 
watersheds should be protected that provide or with restoration could 
provide recreational fisheries (13.8, 20.20, 20.21) 

 
3.7.2. Mitigation measures should be required to protect water quality as outlined 

by the EPA, including:  Minimizing road construction and road density, 
relocating existing roads and new roads away from streams and riparian 
areas, locating roads away from steep slopes and/or erosion soils, 
minimizing stream crossings, fully stabilizing cut and fill slopes, providing for 
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adequate road drainage, restricting road usage during spring breakup 
conditions, developing a comprehensive monitoring plan to address 
corrective actions, and long-term road maintenance. (18.34) 

 
3.7.3. The EIS should protect existing wetland resources within DNF by detailed 

identification and description including acreage, type and ecological 
functioning condition.  The analysis should discuss impacts to wetland types 
from road and pipeline construction, land clearing, drilling pad construction 
and other earthwork activities and how impacts would be mitigated.  A 
monitoring plan should be used to track wetland trends in maintaining 
function and value within the DNF.  (18.6, 18.7, 18.8, 18.9) 

 
3.7.4. Wetlands and riparian areas should receive the highest protection, either 

through closing them to leasing or requiring NSO stipulations.  Protective 
buffers should be established in conjunction with the Environmental 
Protection Agency and the US Army Corps of Engineers around wetlands 
and riparian areas. Directional drilling should be considered for use in NSO 
locations to avoid sensitive areas.  (18.5, 18.10, 18.11) 

 
3.7.5. The EIS should address impacts to freshwater aquifer and hydrology, as 

well as impacts to springs from drilling, groundwater pumping, and oil and 
gas development.  Aquatic resources that could be impaired, including 
effects on water quality; aquatic biota; stream structure; channel stability; 
stream substrate including seasonal and spawning habitat, organic material 
supply, stream bank vegetation, and riparian habitats.  (13.17, 20.22) 

 
3.7.6. The EIS should describe in detail surface and groundwater resources and 

potential impacts from oil and gas leasing, and include impacts related to 
waters that were on or recently removed from state water quality impaired 
303(d) list and State of Utah’s Priority Watersheds for Nonpoint Source 
Pollution Control.  State of Utah’s numeric and narrative water quality 
standards, anti-degradation regulations, and Best Management Practices 
for non-point source pollution should be incorporated.  (18.19, 18.21, 18.22, 
18.23) 

 
3.7.7. An alternative that provides NSO lease stipulations in canyons should be 

presented due to the risk of flash floods affecting pipelines or well sites.  
(18.24) 

 
3.7.8. The EIS needs to evaluate storm water management and protect water 

quality from stormwater runoff from exploration and construction.  The 
proposed action should include best management practices as outlined by 
EPA and Section 313 of the Clean Water Act.  State and local pollution 
standards should be incorporated.  (18.25, 18.27) 

 
3.7.9. The EIS should address concerns for water quality regarding slope stability; 
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landslide prone areas will lead to excessive sediment reaching streams and 
contamination from roads and drilling muds.  (22.13) 

 
3.7.10. The EIS should disclose to the extent which aquatic resources would be 

impacted by the project, including effects on water quality, aquatic biota, 
stream structure and channel stability, stream substrate including seasonal 
and spawning habitat, organic material supply, stream bank vegetation, and 
riparian habitats.  (18.20, 18.26) 

   
3.7.11. Watersheds should be protected.  (23.8) 
 
3.8 Soils 
3.8.1. The EIS should map areas of high potential soil erosion.  (18.31) 
 
3.8.2. The soils in the leasing area should be described in terms of landform 

stability and watershed sensitivity.  (18.28) 
 
3.8.3. NSO stipulations should be applied on areas with unstable soils, high 

erosion potential, and/or slopes greater than 35%.  Design considerations 
should be implemented in regards to unstable slopes and erosions for well 
sites, central tank batteries, and roads.  (13.16, 18.30) 

 
3.8.4. The EIS should outline special design considerations for site design and 

road construction that would avoid negative impacts related to unstable 
soils.  (18.32) 

 
3.8.5. The EIS should address restoration actions for proposed sites to minimize 

erosion as well as how long restoration will take.  (22.24) 
 
3.8.6. *[VISUAL] The EIS should address roads, drill pads, and other 

facilities/disturbances constructed on unstable slopes that will require large 
cut and fill volumes, creating large visual scars that can expand due to slope 
failures.  (22.8) 

 
3.8.7. *[CUMULATIVE] Cumulative effects of increased levels of erosion and 

sedimentation should be analyzed.  (18.20) 
 
3.9 Vegetation 
3.9.1. The EIS should evaluate the potential for noxious weed introduction and 

describe typical pathways, such as surface disturbance and increased 
traffic, which can facilitate non-native species’ colonization.  Mitigation 
actions to minimize invasion and maximize restoration potential should be 
addressed.  Standards and guidelines should be developed for revegetation 
and exotic weed control.  The possibility of an education/prevention program 
and monitoring program to control invasive species should be examined.  
(13.21, 18.17, 18.18, 22.24)  
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3.9.2. *[TRANSPORTATION] The EIS should include any imported gravel sources 

for road uses and potential invasive species impacts.  (18.35) 
 
3.9.3. The project should restore the desired mix of successional/structural stages 

of major vegetative types and the ecological processes that sustain them.  
(14.4) 

 
3.9.4. Monitoring of vegetation should take place to determine if population and 

habitat goals are being met per FSM 2600-2700 and USDA Reg. 9500-4.  
(20.31) 

 
3.9.5. The project will negatively impact trees.  (11.8) 
 
3.9.6. The EIS should consider direct and indirect impacts to tall forb communities 

and their habitat.  (20.34) 
 
3.9.7. *[SOCIOECONOMICS] The EIS should evaluate how the project will impact 

the Wildland Urban Interface.  Economic, hydrological, and biological costs 
and benefits of the future need to do logging and fuels reduction around oil 
and gas surface facilities should be evaluated.  (20.37) 

 
3.9.8. Surface-disturbing impacts should be avoided in the five established 

Research Natural Areas on the Forest. (14.5) 
 
3.10 Transportation Systems 
3.10.1. Please address additional heavy equipment and increased traffic loads on 

surrounding highways.  Increased traffic would have a negative impact on 
both residents and visitors to the area.  This should be considered both in 
the exploratory phase and during the production phase when oil or gas 
products are being trucked to a refinery.  (19.6 22.16) 

 
3.10.2. Provisions for road inspection and maintenance to mitigate water quality 

issues should include actions that locate new or relocate existing roads 
away from wetlands, steep slopes, and erosive soils; minimize stream 
crossings; reduce road density; provide adequate road drainage; restrict 
road usage during spring breakup conditions; and develop a 
comprehensive monitoring plan.  (18.33, 18.34) 

 
3.10.3. *[VEGETATION] The EIS should include any imported gravel sources for 

road uses and potential invasive species impacts.  (18.35) 
 
3.10.4. Leases that would create additional road access to Bryce Canyon National 

Park and Cedar Breaks National Monument should be avoided as they 
create avenues of inappropriate use of NPS lands (off-road vehicles, 
poaching, wood-gathering, etc.).  (22.17) 
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3.10.5. Oil and gas leases are not compatible with Heritage Highway 89 and 

Scenic Highway 12 because it would increase traffic and air pollution.  
(23.1) 

 
3.11 Socioeconomics 
3.11.1. The EIS should consider environmental-related socioeconomic impacts to 

local communities such as housing for project workers, schools, burdening 
existing waste and wastewater handling facilities, increased road traffic 
with associated dust and hazardous materials spill potential, and easier 
human access to wildlife habitat (with associated increased disturbances).  
Mitigation for such impacts should also be discussed.  (18.42) 

 
3.11.2. Non-oil and gas related costs should also be considered, including 

decreased recreation and tourism revenues, and social and environmental 
costs associated with natural resource deterioration.  The EIS should 
consider potential impacts of the project on Bryce Canyon National Park 
and Cedar Breaks National Monument, including adverse impacts to park 
recreation and tourism attractiveness.  Bryce Canyon National Park is the 
main visual attraction for the area.  Compromised ability of National Parks 
to attract visitors could negatively impact Garfield County, where tourism 
represents 60% of the county’s economic base.  (20.28, 22.15, 22.3, 22.4, 
22.5) 

 
3.11.3. Reasonably foreseeable oil and gas development should be evaluated.  

This could be based on similar ongoing oil and gas development projects 
within the state.  (18.42) 

 
3.11.4. Kane County would derive economic benefit from successful oil and gas 

leasing projects approved on Forest lands within the County.  (21.1) 
 
3.11.5. The EIS should consider important benefits (e.g., creation of jobs, royalty 

revenues) of gas development by completing a comprehensive socio-
economic analysis.  (19.1, 19.3, 19.4,  21.2) 

 
3.11.6. The EIS should disclose and evaluate environmental justice aspects of the 

project as well as reasonably foreseeable development on rural low-
income communities in compliance with Executive Order 12898.  (18.43) 

 
3.11.7. *[VEGETATION] The EIS should evaluate how the project will impact the 

Wildland Urban Interface.  Economic, hydrological, and biological costs 
and benefits of the future need to do logging and fuels reduction around oil 
and gas surface facilities should be evaluated.  (20.37) 

 
3.11.8. *[RECREATION] The project is not compatible with Garfield County 

tourism attractions such as bicycling, ATVs, hiking, fishing, horseback 
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riding, or hunting.  (23.6) 
 
3.11.9. *[RECREATION] Hunting and fishing provide important economic and 

social benefits to local communities.  Oil and gas leasing could diminish 
these uses and reduce the quality of experience in the forest and quality of 
life in surrounding communities.    DNF should weigh the benefits of oil 
and gas development with the cost of losing hunting and fishing 
opportunities and economic losses.  (13.7) 

 
3.12 Minerals and Geology 
3.12.1. The EIS should address coal-bed methane development.  If so, it should 

be addressed separately from standard oil and gas leasing in the EIS due 
to the higher density and number of wells and wastewater.  (22.14) 

 
3.12.2. The use of a geologic setting rather than the political and administrative 

boundaries should determine the area used to assess reasonable and 
foreseeable oil and gas development.  (See “Policy for Reasonably 
Foreseeable Development (RFD) Scenario for Oil and Gas”, BLM 
Instruction Memorandum, No. 2004-089.)  (18.44) 

 
3.12.3. The EIS should describe geologic material and areas of unstable terrain 

on the DNF.  (18.29) 
 
3.13 Cultural Resources 
No comments were received regarding cultural resources. 
 
3.14 Air Resources 
3.14.1. The EIS analysis should include a consideration of emissions from 

existing and reasonably anticipated proposed air emission sources on 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards; Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration; air increment compliance for SO2, NOx, and particulate 
matter; volatile organic compounds; visibility degradation in Class I areas 
and Dixie National Forest; ozone; greenhouse gas emission levels; 
mercury deposition; and nitrogen deposition.  (13.19, 13.20, 18.36, 18.37, 
18.38, 20.5, 20.6, 20.8, 22.11, 22.12, 23.7) 

 
3.14.2. *[CUMULATIVE] Cumulative impacts to air quality in the region should be 

considered.  (13.19, 13.20, 18.36, 18.37, 18.38, 20.5, 20.6, 20.8, 23.7) 
 
3.14.3. Oil and gas development could cause acidification of mountain lakes.  

(13.20) 
 
3.14.4. The latest and best available technology (such as tier II or natural gas 

engines, flareless flowback, flash tank separators, vapor recovery units, 
instrument air pumps) should be considered to reduce air quality impacts 
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(such as decreasing venting and flaring).  (13.19, 18.39, 20.10) 
 
3.14.5. Dispersion modeling (cumulative increment consumption assessment at a 

minimum) must be conducted to evaluate air quality impacts to adjacent 
Class I areas, including deposition of sulfur and nitrogen, and 
development of ozone.  No significant degradation of air quality should be 
permitted to Class I areas (18.36, 20.6, 22.11) 

 
3.14.6. Impacts to air quality in Class II areas should be evaluated, including 

ozone.  (18.36, 20.7) 
 
3.14.7. Analysis of impacts should include modeling and consider topography of 

the area, flaring, emissions from roads and construction, vehicle engines, 
drilling rig engines, and compressor stations.  (20.8, 20.9, 22.12) 

 
3.14.8. Impacts of ozone on native plants in Class I area should be evaluated.  

(20.6) 
 
3.14.9. *[VISUAL] [CUMULATIVE] Cumulative impacts to air quality related values 

in Class I areas should be considered, including vegetation, wildlife, water 
quality, soils, visibility, and night skies.  Impacts from Fishlake NF, BLM 
lands, and nearby coal-fired power plants should be considered.  (20.1, 
20.6) 

 
3.15 Wilderness Areas and Wild and Scenic Rivers 
3.15.1. No additional leases should be granted in or within view of designated 

wilderness, wilderness study areas, or recommended wilderness areas in 
the future.  (9.2, 10.2, 13.15) 

 
3.15.2. Eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers are unsuitable for mineral development 

and should not be opened to oil and gas development.  (13.15) 
 
3.16 Grazing 
3.16.1. The EIS should evaluate impacts to grazing allotments.  (23.10) 
 
3.17 Development of Alternatives and Regulatory Process 
3.17.1. The current approach of identifying a range of alternatives to be studied is 

adequate, provided that the Dixie National Forest remains flexible as new 
information becomes available.  (18.1) 

 
3.17.2. An “environmentally preferable” alternative that emphasizes conservation 

of natural resources, particularly those deemed significant, rare, and/or of 
high public value, such as Inventoried Roadless Areas, fish and wildlife 
populations, and important watersheds, should be developed.  Dixie 
National Forest should first explore all options and alternatives to deny 
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subsurface leasing, and second commit to No Surface Occupancy 
stipulations whenever possible to avoid impacts.  (6.2, 18.2, 20.26, 20.34) 

 
3.17.3. The EIS should compare the proposed action of leasing lands of known 

exploration interests and resources to other reasonable alternatives that 
meet the purpose of compliance with the Federal Onshore Oil and Gas 
Reform Act.  (18.3) 

 
3.17.4. The alternatives analysis “should present the environmental impacts of the 

proposed action and the alternatives in comparable form, thus sharply 
defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options 
by the decisionmaker(s) and the public.”  40 C.F.R. 1502.14.  (18.4) 

 
3.17.5. Low impact exploration could be done with helicopters.  (2.2) 
 
3.17.6. Lease categories should accurately reflect environmental constraints, 

such as critical habitat for T&E species and NSO constraints applied.  
Individual site exceptions can be considered as needed.   (8.1) 

 
3.17.7. The EIS should evaluate the TFC Sustainable Multiple Use Alternative for 

programmatic forest planning direction for oil/gas leasing and related 
activities.  (6.2, 20.3) 

 
3.17.8. Site-specific analyses including public notice and scoping on individual 

parcels should be conducted before leases are approved.  (13.25) 
 
3.17.9. The proposed action should be in compliance with Current Dixie National 

Forest Plan direction, which means oil and gas development would require 
a Forest Plan amendment. This EIS cannot tier to a revised Forest Plan 
that is not supported by an EA or EIS. Implications of the 2005 NFMA 
regulations should be included in the scope of this EIS and should drive 
alternative development. Since the proposed revised Forest Plan is being 
promulgated under the 2005 NFMA regulations that do not allow any 
commitments, standards, or stipulations that could restrain leasing and 
development, this EIS must include clear, well-worded commitments that 
will ensure protection of surface resources without the direct support of the 
proposed Forest Plan.   (20.1, 20.2, 20.25, 20.27) 

 
3.17.10. Site-specific analysis should be conducted similar to requirements of the 

Uinta National Forest Plan (2003). (20.23) 
 
3.17.11. The Dixie National Forest should cooperate with neighboring NPS lands in 

the development of the EIS, especially in evaluating leasing suitability and 
leasing stipulations.  In accordance with the Organic Act, Redwoods 
National Park Act, and NPS policy, National Parks must respond to 
adjacent proposals that could affect park resources such as air pollution, 
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water pollution, loss of scenery, natural quiet, and wildlife habitat.  (22.2) 
 
3.17.12. Rehabilitation potential should be used as a criterion in determining lease 

allocations. (22.23) 
 
3.17.13. Avoidance of impacts should be the primary concern in alternative 

development, instead of significance-reducing mitigation measures. 
(20.39)   

 
3.17.14. The Fishlake NF unroaded, undeveloped area inventory and the IRA 

inventory should be used to guide development of alternatives.  At least 
one alternative should prohibit surface disturbance within all IRAs and 
undeveloped lands.  (20.11) 

 
3.17.15. Surveys and analysis of project impacts to population trends and habitats 

for Threatened, Endangered, Sensitive, and proposed flora and fauna 
should drive development of alternatives and actions.  (20.14, 20.36) 

 
3.18 Cumulative Impacts 
3.18.1. Cumulative impacts of the project on Dixie National Forest, including off-

site and competing uses such as grazing, OHV use, logging, hunting, 
camping, and hiking, should be thoroughly evaluated.  (13.22, 18.45) 

 
3.18.2. Cumulative impacts of this project including multiple wells, roads, 

compression stations, collection tanks, etc., and other extraction projects 
on neighboring NPS, BLM, state and private lands should be thoroughly 
evaluated.  (13.24, 18.44, 22.22, 22.25) 

 
3.18.3. *[VISUAL] [AIR]Cumulative impacts to air quality related values in Class I 

areas should be considered, including vegetation, wildlife, water quality, 
soils, visibility, and night skies.  Impacts from Fishlake NF, BLM lands, and 
nearby coal-fired power plants should be considered.  (20.1, 20.6) 

 
3.18.4. *[SOILS] Cumulative effects of increased levels of erosion and 

sedimentation should be analyzed. (18.20) 
 
3.18.5. *[WILDLIFE] The project should be evaluated from a landscape 

perspective because migratory wildlife populations may spend part of the 
year off Dixie National Forest.  (13.23) 

 
3.18.6. *[AIR] Cumulative impacts to air quality in the region should be 

considered.  (13.19, 13.20, 18.36, 18.37, 18.38, 20.5, 20.6, 20.8, 23.7) 
 
3.19 Impacts to National Parks (Not Discussed with Other Resources) 
3.19.1. Areas adjacent to or within view of National Parks should not be opened to 

leasing.  (9.1, 10.1, 22.3) 
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3.19.2. Odor from oil and gas projects could impact adjacent NPS lands.  (22.19) 
 
3.19.3. Noise from oil and gas projects could impact adjacent NPS lands.  (22.18) 
 
3.19.4. The project is not compatible with Bryce Canyon National Park or Capitol 

Reef National Park.  (23.3) 
 
3.20 Need for Project 
3.20.1. Revenue from the project could be used for Dixie National Forest 

improvement projects.  (15.3) 
 
3.20.2. This project is needed to support domestic exploration for oil and gas and 

to decrease foreign oil dependence.  (2.1, 5.1, 19.5) 
 
3.21 General Comments  
3.21.1. There has been no impact from oil and gas leasing (from private 

development).  (15.2) 
 
3.21.2. Stated opposition to project.  (11.5) 
 
3.21.3. Stated support for the Dixie National Forest multiple-use agenda, which 

includes oil and gas leasing projects, if implemented responsibly.  (6.1, 
13.1, 15.1, 17.1, 17.2, 17.3, 19.2, 19.8,  19.9, 21.3) 

 
3.21.4. Areas proposed for leasing should be evaluated for their ability to be 

rehabilitated.  Those areas that are more resilient should be offered for 
lease over less resilient areas.  (22.23) 

 
3.21.5. Ecological sustainability is the most important issue for this project.  (14.1) 
 
3.21.6. Energy development on DNF should be conducted in a manner that 

ensures the protection of these lands for the public.  (22.1) 
 
3.21.7. The project is not compatible with Bryce Canyon National Park, Capital 

Reef National Park, and Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument.  
(23.3, 23.4) 

 
3.21.8. Dixie National Forest should not be opened to oil and gas leasing because 

it should be kept sacred.  (Not a Native American claim).  (11.4) 
 
3.22 Comments that are Outside Scope 
3.22.1. Companies that manufacture oil and gas products should be held 

responsible for the disposal and recycling of these products.  (1.2) 
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3.22.2. This project is not needed.  Oil and gas are outdated resources.  Rather, 
recycling efforts should increase, reusable resources should be used, 
other means of transportation should be found, and alternative energy that 
is less polluting should be developed.  (1.1, 11.2, 16.2, 23.11) 

 
3.22.3. The oil and gas leasing industry has taken over the U.S. government and 

will destroy public land and cheat the American public.  (11.1) 
 
3.22.4. Leasing should not be allowed on national land that is owned by 

taxpayers.  Taxpayers pay to keep this land open and undeveloped; oil 
companies destroy it and profit.  (11.3) 

 
 

4.0 FUTURE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
4.1 Public Participation Opportunities 
Public participation and opportunities for comment will continue throughout the life of the 
project.  The following is a summary of the remaining process for the development and 
approval of the Oil and Gas Leasing EIS on Lands Administered by the Dixie National 
Forest. 
 

• A Notice of Availability (NOA) will be published in the Federal Register to begin a 
45-day public comment period on the Draft EIS.  Copies of the Draft EIS will be 
made available through direct mailings to those requesting copies and via 
posting on the Dixie National Forest website.  The NOA will also be published in 
The Spectrum, St. George, Utah, and press releases sent to the Cedar City 
Review and Daily News, Cedar City, Utah; and Garfield County Insider, 
Panguitch, Utah.  During this period, a public meeting will also be held on the 
Draft EIS in Cedar City, Utah. 

 
• The Agencies will review comments on the Draft EIS received from other 

agencies and the public during the comment period and prepare the Final EIS.  
The Agencies will incorporate substantive comments, changes, corrections, and 
revisions into the Final EIS.  The Final EIS will identify the preferred alternative 
selected by the Agencies after consideration of all public input.   

 
• Copies of the Final EIS will be made available via mailings and on the Internet.  A 

30-day public availability period will begin with publication of a NOA in the 
Federal Register and local newspapers.  During the public availability period, the 
public can provide comments, if any, on the Final EIS.  The Agencies will 
consider any significant new information provided during this comment period. 

 
• The BLM and Dixie National Forest will prepare separate Records of Decision 

(RODs) related to future oil and gas leasing including any standard stipulations 
that would apply.  The RODs will discuss the Agency Preferred Alternative, the 
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Environmentally Preferable Alternative, and any stipulations developed during 
the analysis. 

 
• The RODs will be made available through direct mailings and posting on the 

Dixie National Forest website.  Separate appeal periods for the RODs will 
commence with publication of Notice of Decisions (NODs) of the RODs in the 
Federal Register and The Spectrum, St. George, Utah.  Members of the public 
aggrieved by the decisions in the RODs can file written appeal statements with 
the BLM and Dixie National Forest within the appeal periods described in the 
NODs.  Consideration of any appeals will follow specific policies and procedures 
of the Agencies.   

 
• Following the close of the ROD appeal periods, and completion of any 

subsequent appeal processes, the Agencies will take actions as appropriate on 
their decisions.     

 
4.2 Contact Information 

There will be several opportunities for public involvement during the project.  Written 
responses can be submitted to: 
 
Sue Baughman 
Dixie National Forest 
1789 N. Wedgewood Lane 
Cedar City, Utah  84720 
 
E-mail responses can be submitted to:  dixie_oil_gas_eis_comments@fs.fed.us.  Any 
attachments should be written in Microsoft Word (*.doc) or rich text format (*.rtf).  

Sue Baughman is the key Dixie National Forest contact for verbal questions or 
comments and can be reached at (435) 865-3700 or at (435) 865-3719 (TTY for hearing 
impaired). 
 



 

APPENDIX A 
 

NOI, Legal Notice, Press Release, Scoping Letter, Website Content, Scoping 
Handouts, and Scoping Meeting Posters 
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Notices Federal Register

78395 

Vol. 71, No. 250 

Friday, December 29, 2006 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Forest Service 

Newspapers Used for Publication of 
Legal Notice of Appealable Decisions 
for the Northern Region; Northern 
Idaho, Montana, North Dakota, and 
portions of South Dakota and Eastern 
Washington 

AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: This notice lists the 
newspapers that will be used by all 
Ranger Districts, Forests, Grasslands, 
and the Regional Office of the Northern 
Region to publish legal notices for 
public comment and decisions subject 
to appeal and predecisional 
administrative review under 36 CFR 
215, 217, and 218. The intended effect 
of this action is to inform interested 
members of the public which 
newspapers will be used to publish 
legal notices for public comment or 
decisions; thereby allowing them to 
receive constructive notice of a 
decision, to provide clear evidence of 
timely notice, and to achieve 
consistency in administering the 
appeals process. 
DATES: Publication of legal notices in 
the listed newspapers will begin with 
decisions subject to appeal that are 
made on or after January 2, 2007. The 
list of newspapers will remain in effect 
until another notice is published in the 
Federal Register. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Appeals and Litigation Group Leader; 
Northern Region; P.O. Box 7669; 
Missoula, Montana 59807, Phone: (406) 
327–3696. 

The newspapers to be used are as 
follows: 

Northern Regional Office 

Regional Forester decisions in Montana: The 
Missoulian, Great Falls Tribune, and The 
Billings Gazette. 

Regional Forester decisions in Northern 
Idaho and Eastern Washington: The 
Spokesman Review and Lewiston Tribune. 

Beaverhead/Deerlodge NF—Montana 
Standard 

Bitterroot NF—Ravalli Republic 
Clearwater NF—Lewiston Tribune 
Custer NF—Billings Gazette (Montana) 
Rapid City Journal (South Dakota) 
Dakota Prairie Grasslands——Bismarck 

Tribune (North and South Dakota) 
Flathead NF——Daily Inter Lake 
Gallatin NF—Bozeman Chronicle 
Helena NF—Independent Record 
Idaho Panhandle NFs—Coeur d’Alene Press 
Kootenai NF—Daily Inter Lake 
Lewis & Clark NF—Great Falls Tribune 
Lolo NF—Missoulian 
Nez Perce NF—Lewiston Tribune 

Supplemental notices may be placed 
in any newspaper, but time frames/ 
deadlines will be calculated based upon 
notices in newspapers of record listed 
above. 

Dated: December 22, 2006. 
Kathleen A. McAllister, 
Deputy Regional Forester. 
[FR Doc. 06–9926 Filed 12–28–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410–11–M 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Forest Service 

Oil and Gas Leasing EIS on Lands 
Administered by the Dixie National 
Forest 

AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA and 
Bureau of Land Management, USDI. 

ACTION: Notice of intent to prepare an 
environmental impact statement. 

SUMMARY: The Forest Supervisor of the 
Dixie National Forest gives notice of the 
intent to prepare an environmental 
impact statement (EIS) to document the 
analysis and disclose the environmental 
and human effects of oil and gas leasing 
on lands administered by the Dixie 
National Forest. The Federal Onshore 
Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987 
requires the Forest Service to evaluate 
National Forest System lands for 
potential oil and gas leasing. 

The EIS would analyze all lands with 
a federally-owned mineral estate within 
the Dixie National Forest. 

As the agency responsible for lease 
issuance and administration, the Bureau 
of Land Management (BLM) will 
participate as a cooperating agency. 

DATES: Comments concerning the scope 
of the analysis should be received 
within 30 days from date of publication 
of this notice in the Federal Register to 
be most useful. The draft environmental 
impact statement is expected winter 
2007/2008, and the final environmental 
impact statement is expected summer 
2008. 

ADDRESSES: Susan Baughman, Oil and 
Gas Leasing Project Manager, Dixie 
National Forest, 1789 N. Wedgewood 
Lane, Cedar City, Utah 84720; phone: 
(435) 865–3703; fax: (435) 865–3791; e- 
mail: 
dixie_oil_gas_eis_comments@fs.fed.us. 
E-mailed comments must be submitted 
in MS Word (*.doc) or rich text format 
(*.rtf) and should include the project 
name in the subject line. Written 
comments may also be submitted at the 
above address during regular business 
hours of 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday– 
Friday. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Susan Baughman, Oil and Gas Leasing 
Project Manager, Dixie National Forest, 
1789 N. Wedgewood Lane, Cedar City, 
Utah 84720; phone: (435) 865–3703. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The EIS 
analysis area includes the entire Dixie 
National Forest (approximately 
1,710,677 acres), with the exception of 
designated wilderness areas 
(approximately 82,840 acres) for a total 
study area of approximately 1,627,837 
acres. 

The Department of Interior, BLM, acts 
as the onshore leasing agent for the 
Federal government. The Federal 
Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform 
Act of 1987 states that the BLM cannot 
lease over the objection of the Forest 
Service and authorizes the Forest 
Service to regulate all surface disturbing 
activities conducted pursuant to a lease. 
Therefore, the Forest Service has 
established an incremental decision- 
making framework for the consideration 
of oil and gas leasing activities on 
National Forest System lands. In 
general, the various steps that are 
undertaken are: (1) Forest Service 
leasing analysis; (2) Forest Service 
notification to BLM of lands 
administratively available for leasing; 
(3) Forest Service review and 
verification of BLM leasing proposals; 
(4) BLM assessment of Forest Service 
conditions of surface occupancy; (5) 
BLM offers lease; (6) BLM issues lease; 
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(7) Forest Service review and approval 
of lessee’s surface use plan of 
operations; (8) BLM review and 
approval of lessee’s application for 
permit to drill; and (9) ensure final 
reclamation. 

Based upon the Forest Service leasing 
analysis (step 1 from above), the Forest 
Service decides whether or not lands 
will be available for leasing and decides 
under what conditions (stipulations) the 
leases will be issued. This EIS will 
fulfill this step. 

Purpose and Need for Action 
The purpose of the proposed action is 

to complete a forest-wide leasing 
analysis, to comply with the Federal 
Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform 
Act of 1987. This requires the Forest 
Service to analyze lands under its 
jurisdiction that are legally available for 
leasing to meet the federal regulatory 
requirements of 36 CFR 228.102 and in 
accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969. The 
need is to be responsive to requests for 
oil and gas leasing on the Dixie National 
Forest. 

Since the Federal Onshore Oil and 
Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987 was 
signed into law, no new oil and gas 
leases have been authorized on the 
Dixie National Forest. However the oil 
and gas industry continued to express 
interest in leasing and interest has 
recently escalated due to the increased 
demand for oil and gas, high prices, and 
discoveries of oil and gas reserves in 
other areas with similar geologic 
conditions. The BLM Utah State Office 
has received numerous written 
expressions of interest for leasing 
portions of the Dixie National Forest 
over the past several years. 

Proposed Action 
The Forest Supervisor of the Dixie 

National Forest and Utah State Director, 
Bureau of Land Management propose to 
conduct the analysis and decide which 
lands to make available for oil and gas 
leasing. The analysis area includes 
lands administered by the Dixie 
National Forest. As part of the analysis, 
the Forest Service will identify areas 
that would be available for leasing 
subject to the terms and conditions of 
the standard oil and gas lease form, or 
subject to constraints that would require 
the use of lease stipulations such as 
those prohibiting surface occupancy. 
The analysis will also: (1) Identify 
alternatives to the proposed action, 
including that of not allowing leasing 
(no action), (2) project the type/amount 
of post-leasing activity that is 
reasonably foreseeable, (3) analyze the 
reasonably foreseeable impacts of 

projected post-leasing activity [36 CFR 
228.102(c)], and (4) be used to develop 
an amendment to the Forest Plan if 
necessary. 

Possible Alternatives 

All alternatives studied in detail must 
fall within the scope of the purpose and 
need for action and will generally tier to 
and comply with the Dixie Forest Plan. 
Law requires evaluation of a ‘‘no-action 
alternative.’’ Under the No Action/No 
Lease alternative, no oil and gas leasing 
would occur. Alternatives to be 
evaluated would range from the No 
Action/No Lease alternative (most 
restrictive) to the Standard Lease Terms 
alternative (least restrictive) where all 
lands legally open to leasing would be 
made administratively available for 
leasing with only the standard BLM 
terms and conditions contained on BLM 
Lease Form 3100–11. Other alternatives 
which fall somewhere between the No 
Action/No Leasing alternative and Lease 
with Standard Terms alternative would 
also be developed and evaluated, which 
would involve making some lands 
unavailable for leasing and other lands 
available for leasing with lease 
stipulations for the protection of other 
resources and interests. 

The Forest is expecting that the public 
input will generate either thematic 
concerns or area-specific issues that 
may be addressed by modifying the 
proposed action to create a new 
alternative or alternatives. 

Lead and Cooperating Agencies 

The Forest Service is the lead agency. 
The Bureau of Land Management and 
State of Utah will participate as 
cooperating agencies. 

Responsible Officials 

Kevin Schulkoski, Acting Forest 
Supervisor, Dixie National Forest, 1789 
N. Wedgewood Lane, Cedar City, Utah, 
84720. 

Nature of Decision To Be Made 

The Forest Supervisor, Dixie National 
Forest, will decide which lands with 
federal mineral ownership administered 
by the Dixie National Forest will be 
administratively available for oil and 
gas leasing, along with associated 
conditions or constraints for the 
protection of non-mineral interests [36 
CFR 228.102(d)]. The Forest Supervisor 
will also authorize the BLM to offer 
specific lands for lease, subject to the 
Forest Service ensuring that the 
required stipulations are attached to the 
leases [36 CFR 228.102(e)]. The Forest 
Service proposes to amend the Forest 
Plan to incorporate the leasing decision 

and other site-specific changes as 
indicated in the analysis. 

The BLM is responsible for issuing 
and administration of oil and gas leases 
under the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, 
as amended, and Federal Regulations in 
43 CFR 3101.7. The BLM Utah State 
Director must decide whether or not to 
offer for lease specific lands authorized 
for leasing by the Dixie National Forest 
and with what stipulations. 

Scoping Process 
The first formal opportunity to 

comment on the Dixie National Forest 
Oil and Gas Leasing Analysis Project is 
during the scoping process (40 CFR 
1501.7), which begins with the issuance 
of this Notice of Intent. 

Mail comments to: Susan Baughman, 
Oil and Gas Leasing Project Manager, 
Dixie National Forest, 1789 N. 
Wedgewood Lane, Cedar City, Utah 
84720. The Forest Service requests 
comments on the nature and scope of 
the environmental, social, and economic 
issues, and possible alternatives related 
to oil and gas leasing on lands 
administered by the Dixie National 
Forest. 

A series of public opportunities are 
scheduled to describe the proposal and 
to provide an opportunity for public 
input. Three scoping meetings are 
planned: 

January 16: 5 p.m. to 7 p.m., Best 
Western Abbey Inn, 1129 South Bluff, 
St. George, Utah. 

January 17: 11 a.m. to 2 p.m., 5 p.m. 
to 7 p.m., Cannonville Visitor Center, 10 
Center Street, Cannonville, Utah. 

January 18: 5 p.m. to 7 p.m., Heritage 
Center, 105 North 100 East, Cedar City, 
Utah. Written comments will be 
accepted at these meetings. The Forest 
Service will work with tribal 
governments to address issues that 
would significantly or uniquely affect 
them. 

Preliminary Issues 
Issues that may be analyzed in all 

alternatives include: the socioeconomic 
effects of oil and gas leasing and 
subsequent activities; effects on 
terrestrial and aquatic flora and fauna, 
including threatened and endangered 
species, sensitive species, and 
management indicator species; effects 
on both developed and dispersed 
recreation; effects on air resources; 
effects on water resources, including 
wetlands, floodplains, riparian areas, 
culinary and municipal water systems, 
and groundwater; effects on visual 
resources; effects of leasing stipulations 
and mitigation measures on oil and gas 
exploration and development activity; 
effects on soils and geologic hazards; 
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effects on cultural and traditional 
heritage resources; effects on 
transportation; effects on upland 
vegetation; effects on riparian 
vegetation; effects on inventoried 
roadless areas; effects on other mineral 
resource extraction activities; and 
effects on noxious weeds and invasive 
species. Specific issues will be 
developed through review of public 
comments and internal review. 

Comment Requested 
This Notice of Intent initiates the 

scoping process which guides the 
development of the environmental 
impact statement. The Forest has also 
received substantial input at public 
meetings held for the Forest Plan 
revision, including issues relative to 
mineral exploration and development. 
Through these efforts the Forest has an 
understanding of the broad range of 
perspectives on the resource issues and 
social values attributed to resource 
activities on the Dixie National Forest. 
Consequently site-specific comments or 
concerns are the most important types 
of information needed for this EIS. 
Because the Oil and Gas Leasing EIS is 
a stand-alone document, only public 
comment letters which address relevant 
issues and concerns will be considered 
and formally addressed in an appendix 
in the final environmental impact 
statement. 

Early Notice of Importance of Public 
Participation in Subsequent 
Environmental Review 

A draft environmental impact 
statement will be prepared for comment. 
The comment period on the draft 
environmental impact statement is 
expected to be 45 days from the date the 
Environmental Protection Agency 
publishes the notice of availability in 
the Federal Register. The Forest Service 
believes, at this early stage, it is 
important to give reviewers notice of 
several court rulings related to public 
participation in the environmental 
review process. First, reviewers of draft 
environmental impact statements must 
structure their participation in the 
environmental review of the proposal so 
that it is meaningful and alerts an 
agency to the reviewer’s position and 
contentions. Vermont Yankee Nuclear 
Power Corp. v. NRDC, 435 U.S. 519, 553 
(1978). Also, environmental objections 
that could be raised at the draft 
environmental impact statement stage 
but that are not raised until after 
completion of the final environmental 
impact statement may be waived or 
dismissed by the courts. City of Angoon 
v. Hodel, 803 F.2d 1016, 1022 (9th Cir. 
1986) and Wisconsin Heritages, Inc. v. 

Harris, 490 F. Supp. 1334, 1338 (E.D. 
Wis. 1980). Because of these court 
rulings, it is very important that those 
interested in this proposed action 
participate by the providing comments 
during the scoping comment period and 
during the comment period following 
the draft EIS so that substantive 
comments and objections are made 
available to the Forest Service at a time 
when it can meaningfully consider them 
and respond to them in the final 
environmental impact statement. 

To assist the Forest Service in 
identifying and considering issues and 
concerns on the proposed action, 
comments should be as specific as 
possible. Reviewers may wish to refer to 
the Council on Environmental Quality 
Regulations for implementing the 
procedural provisions of the National 
Environmental Policy Act at 40 CFR 
1503.3 in addressing their points. 

Comments received, including the 
names and addresses of those who 
comment, will be considered part of the 
public record on this proposal and will 
be available for public inspection. 
(Authority: 40 CFR 1501.7 and 1508.22; 
Forest Service Handbook 1909.15, Section 
21). 

Dated: December 19, 2006. 
Kevin R. Schulkoski, 
Acting Forest Supervisor. 
[FR Doc. E6–22038 Filed 12–28–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410–11–P 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

International Trade Administration 

A–357–812 

Honey from Argentina: Preliminary 
Results of Antidumping Duty 
Administrative Review and Intent Not 
to Revoke in Part 

AGENCY: Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, 
Department of Commerce. 
SUMMARY: In response to requests by 
interested parties, the Department of 
Commerce (the Department) is 
conducting an administrative review of 
the antidumping order on honey from 
Argentina. The review covers four firms, 
one of which was selected as a 
mandatory respondent (see 
‘‘Background’’ section of this notice for 
further explanation). The period of 
review (POR) is December 1, 2004, 
through November 30, 2005. 

We preliminarily determine that sales 
of honey from Argentina have not been 
made below the normal value (NV) for 
the respondent firm, Seylinco S.A. 
(Seylinco). In addition, we will 

preliminarily apply the de minimis rate 
calculated for Seylinco as the review– 
specific rate for those companies subject 
to this review but not selected as 
respondents (i.e., Mielar S.A./Compania 
Apicola Argentina S.A. (Mielar/CAA) 
and El Mana S.A.). For more detail, see 
the ‘‘Background’’ section below; see 
also ‘‘Preliminary Results of Review,’’ 
below. If these preliminary results are 
adopted in our final results of 
administrative review, we will instruct 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
(CBP) to assess antidumping duties 
based on the difference between the 
export price (EP) and NV. Interested 
parties are invited to comment on these 
preliminary results. Parties who submit 
argument in these proceedings are 
requested to submit with the argument: 
(1) a statement of the issues, (2) a brief 
summary of the argument, and (3) a 
table of authorities. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: December 29, 2006. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Maryanne Burke, Deborah Scott, or 
Robert James, AD/CVD Operations, 
Office 7, Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, 14th 
Street and Constitution Avenue, NW, 
Room 7866, Washington, DC 20230; 
telephone (202) 482–5604, (202) 482– 
2657, or (202) 482–0649, respectively. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 
On December 10, 2001, the 

Department published the antidumping 
duty order on honey from Argentina. 
See Notice of Antidumping Duty Order: 
Honey from Argentina, 66 FR 63672 
(December 10, 2001). On December 1, 
2005, the Department published its 
opportunity to request a review. See 
Antidumping or Countervailing Duty 
Order, Finding, or Suspended 
Investigation; Opportunity to Request 
Administrative Review, 70 FR 72109 
(December 1, 2005). On December 30, 
2005, the American Honey Producers 
Association and the Sioux Honey 
Association (collectively, petitioners) 
requested an administrative review of 
the antidumping duty order on honey 
from Argentina for the period December 
1, 2004, through November 30, 2005. 
Petitioners requested that the 
Department review entries of subject 
merchandise made by 42 Argentine 
producers/exporters. In addition, the 
Department received individual 
requests for review from four Argentine 
exporters, all of which were named in 
the petitioners’ request for review. On 
January 6, 2006, petitioners withdrew 
their request for review with respect to 
23 of the companies listed in their 
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Oil and Gas Leasing EIS  
on Lands Administered by the 

Dixie National Forest 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The Dixie National Forest will be preparing a forest-wide environmental impact 
statement (EIS) for oil and gas leasing.  As the agency responsible for Federal lease 
issuance and administration, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) will participate as 
a cooperating agency.  The State of Utah will also be cooperating on the EIS. 
 
Reasons for the Analysis 
The Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987 requires the Forest 
Service to evaluate National Forest System lands for potential oil and gas leasing and 
establishes Forest Service consent authority for leasing prior to the BLM offering 
National Forest System lands for lease.  The oil and gas industry continues to express 
interest in leasing portions of the Dixie National Forest and interest has increased due to 
the demand for oil and gas, high prices, and discoveries of oil and gas reserves in other 
areas of Utah with similar geologic conditions.   
 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires an environmental 
review of major federal actions that have the potential to significantly affect the quality of 
the environment.  Since it is likely that the analysis of future oil and gas leasing in the 
Dixie National Forest will address controversial issues and future oil and gas activities 
could have significant environmental effects, the Agencies have decided to prepare an 
EIS for this Proposed Action. 
 
Proposed Action 
The EIS analysis area includes the entire Dixie National Forest, with the exception of 
designated wilderness areas.  As part of the analysis, the Forest Service will identify 
areas that would be available for leasing subject to the terms and conditions of the 
standard oil and gas lease form, or subject to constraints that would require the use of 
lease stipulations such as those prohibiting surface occupancy.  The analysis will also: 
1) identify alternatives to the proposed action, including not allowing leasing (no action), 
2) project the type/amount of post-leasing activity that is reasonably foreseeable, 3) 
analyze the reasonably foreseeable impacts of projected post-leasing activity [36 CFR 
228.102(c)], and 4) be used to develop an amendment to the Forest Plan if necessary. 
 
Method of Analysis 
The Agencies will review input received from the public during the scoping comment 
period and combine this with other information to develop issues and a range of 
alternatives to be evaluated in the EIS.  The Agencies will prepare a Reasonably 
Foreseeable Development Scenario (RFDS) for future oil and gas exploration and 
development activities that will be based on available information related to occurrence 
and development potential of oil and gas.  The RFDS will describe the scope of 
exploration activity for the next 15 years for seismic surveys or other remote exploration 
methods, and access roads and facility development for exploratory drilling. It will also 
describe facilities, activities, and disturbance related to the development of one 
producing field on the National Forest over this same time. 
 



To make the analysis as site-specific as possible, the baseline environmental conditions 
within each Ranger District on the Forest will be described using existing resource 
information.  The environmental impacts will be evaluated for each Ranger District by 
superimposing the RFDS onto the baseline environmental conditions and describing the 
potential environmental impacts that would occur.  Environmental impacts will be 
described on a direct and indirect basis and also in a cumulative manner with other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions occurring within the cumulative effects 
analysis area. 
 
The baseline conditions and environmental impacts will be described in a series of 
technical reports, one for each environmental resource that is evaluated in the EIS.  This 
baseline description and impact analysis will then be summarized in the Draft EIS along 
with other information related to: purpose and need, applicable permits and 
authorizations, issues, proposed action and alternatives, consultation and coordination, 
list of preparers and reviewers, references, glossary, and index. 
 
The Draft EIS will be distributed for public comment and the comments received will be 
considered and responded to by the Agencies.  Changes as necessary will be made to 
the EIS to reflect the input from the public and a Final EIS will be prepared.  The 
Agencies will use the Final EIS to prepare separate Records of Decision as described in 
the following section.  The Final EIS and the Records of Decision will be distributed for 
public review and comment.  Members of the public who disagree with the decisions will 
be able to appeal the decisions following the appeal processes of the Agencies. 
 
Decisions to be Made 
The Dixie Forest Supervisor will decide which lands will be administratively available for 
oil and gas leasing along with associated conditions or constraints, and will authorize the 
BLM to offer specific lands for lease.  The Dixie National Forest will also propose to 
amend the Forest Plan, if necessary, to incorporate the leasing decisions and other 
changes as indicated in the analysis.  The BLM Utah State Director will decide whether 
to offer for lease, those National Forest System lands authorized for leasing by the 
Forest Service.  The responsible officials of the Forest Service and BLM will release 
separate Records of Decision.  The Records of Decision will decide which lands will be 
administratively available for oil and gas leasing along with associated conditions or 
constraints.  The Records of Decision will not approve any specific surface disturbing 
activities.  Environmental impacts of future oil and gas exploration and development 
activities would undergo future, project-specific NEPA analyses. 
 
Agency Contact 
To obtain more information on this project, or provide input on the analysis, members of 
the public may contact: Susan Baughman, Oil and Gas Leasing Project Manager, Dixie 
National Forest, 1789 N. Wedgewood Lane, Cedar City, Utah  84720; phone: (435) 865-
3703; fax: (435) 865-3791; e-mail:  dixie_oil_gas_eis_comments@fs.fed.us.   
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Oil and Gas Leasing EIS 
on Lands Administered by the 

Dixie National Forest 
 

NEPA PROCESS 
 

What is NEPA? 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires an environmental review of major federal 
actions that have the potential to significantly affect the quality of the environment.  The purpose of NEPA is to 
ensure that environmental considerations are incorporated into Federal decision-making.  The two primary 
objectives of NEPA are: (1) Agencies must have available and fully consider detailed information regarding 
environmental effects at the time a decision is made; and (2) Agencies must make the same information 
available to interested and/or affected persons, agencies, and organizations before decisions are made and 
before actions are taken.  In some instances, in order to comply with NEPA, an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) must be prepared in order to analyze the environmental effects of a proposed project. 

Why Does NEPA apply to this Proposal? 
The Dixie National Forest determined that implementation of oil/gas leasing and subsequent exploration and 
development activities could have a significant impact on the environment, requiring an EIS. 

What are the NEPA Process Steps for this Project? 
1) The Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987 requires the Forest Service to evaluate 

National Forest System lands for potential oil and gas leasing.  The Department of Interior, Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) acts as the leasing agent for the Federal government.  In compliance with this 
legislation, the Dixie National Forest is evaluating the potential for future oil and gas leasing on the Forest 
including reasonably foreseeable development scenarios for oil and gas exploration and production 
activities, which might occur as a consequence of the leasing decisions.  The Dixie National Forest also 
proposes to amend the Forest Plan, if necessary, to incorporate the leasing decisions and other changes 
as indicated in the analysis.  

2) The Dixie National Forest determined that the Proposed Action could have a significant impact on the 
environment, and an EIS must be prepared in order to comply with NEPA requirements.  The BLM and 
the State of Utah will be cooperating agencies for this EIS. 

3) The EIS process started in December 29, 2006 with publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal 
Register, notifications in local newspapers, and direct mailings to persons and agencies on an initial EIS 
mailing list.  The NOI was published on December 29, 2006. 

4) The publication of the NOI began a 30-day public scoping comment period during which open houses are 
being held in St. George, Cedar City, and Cannonville, Utah.  The open houses will include displays 
explaining the project and a forum for commenting on the project.   

5) Public scoping comments can be provided in person at one of the open houses or via US Mail or e-mail to 
Susan Baughman, Oil and Gas Leasing Project Manager, Dixie National Forest, 1789 N. Wedgewood 
Lane, Cedar City, Utah  84720; dixie_oil_gas_eis_comments@fs.fed.us.  Public comments should be 
sent by January 29, 2007 to be most useful.  

6) This input will be used by the Agencies to develop a range of alternatives, issues, and indicators to be 
used in the EIS.  A Scoping Summary Report will be prepared describing: the public scoping input, major 
issues to be evaluated in the analysis, alternatives considered, and alternatives to be evaluated in the 
EIS.  This document will be made available to the public via posting on the Dixie National Forest website.  
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Persons who commented during scoping will be included on the EIS mailing list for future actions and 
notices. 

7) The Agencies will evaluate potential environmental effects to a wide range of environmental and social 
resources.  Effects will be identified for the individual components of the Proposed Action and all the 
alternatives.  The cumulative effects of the Project, when combined with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable actions, will also be evaluated.  Written descriptions of the Proposed Action and alternatives, 
required agency actions, baseline conditions, environmental impacts, mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts, and consultation and coordination efforts will be included in the Draft EIS.  The Agencies 
estimate the Draft EIS will be completed late in 2007 or early in 2008, but this is subject to change. 

8) A Notice of Availability (NOA) will be published in the Federal Register to begin a 45-day public comment 
period on the Draft EIS.  Copies of the Draft EIS will be made available through direct mailings to the EIS 
mailing list and via posting on the Dixie National Forest website.  The NOA will also be published in the 
Spectrum (St. George, Utah).  During this period, a public meeting will be held on the Draft EIS in Cedar 
City, Utah. 

9) The Agencies will review comments on the Draft EIS received from other agencies and the public during 
the comment period and prepare the Final EIS.  The Agencies will incorporate substantive comments, 
changes, corrections, and revisions into the Final EIS.  The Final EIS will identify the preferred alternative 
selected by the Agencies after consideration of all public input.  The Agencies currently estimate the Final 
EIS will be completed in the summer of 2008, but this is subject to change. 

10) Copies of the Final EIS will be made available via mailings and on the Internet.  A 30-day public 
availability period will begin with publication of a NOA in the Federal Register and local newspapers.  
During the public availability period, the public can provide comments, if any, on the Final EIS. 

11) The BLM and Dixie National Forest will prepare separate Records of Decision (RODs) related to future oil 
and gas leasing including any standard stipulations that would apply.  The RODs will discuss the Agency 
Preferred Alternative, the Environmentally Preferable Alternative, and any stipulations developed during 
the analysis.  The Agencies currently estimate the RODs will be completed in the summer of 2008, but 
this is subject to change. 

12) The RODs will be made available through direct mailings and posting on the Dixie National Forest 
website.  Separate appeal periods for the RODs will commence with publication of Notice of Decisions 
(NODs) of the RODs in the Spectrum.  Members of the public aggrieved by the decisions in the RODs can 
file written appeal statements with the BLM and Dixie National Forest within the appeal periods described 
in the NODs.  Consideration of any appeals will follow specific policies and procedures of the Agencies.   

13) Following the close of the ROD appeal periods, and completion of any subsequent appeal processes, the 
Agencies will take actions as appropriate on their decisions.  The earliest this would likely occur is 
summer of 2008, but this is subject to change.   

How Can I Stay Involved? 

Attend a scoping meeting in your area. Be sure to add your name to the Project mailing list.  Fill out a comment 
form and return it to the Dixie National Forest (instructions can be found on the comment form).  Stay informed 
on the Dixie National Forest website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r4/dixie/. 

Who Can I Contact if I Have Any Questions? 
If you have any questions or need additional information, contact: Susan Baughman, Oil and Gas Leasing 
Project Manager, Dixie National Forest, 1789 N. Wedgewood Lane, Cedar City, Utah 84720, phone (435)- 
865-3703, Attn:  Oil/Gas Leasing EIS.  E-mail:  dixie_oil_gas_eis_comments@fs.fed.us. 



Oil and Gas Leasing EIS 
on Lands Administered by the 

Dixie National Forest 
 

Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario 
 
What is a Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario?  A Reasonably 
Foreseeable Development Scenario (RFDS) for oil and gas is a long-term projection of 
oil and gas exploration, development, production, and reclamation activities and facilities 
that may reasonably be expected to occur if an area is leased.  The RFDS predicts the 
oil and gas activities and facilities in a defined area for a specified period of time.  
 
How will the RFDS be used in the Dixie National Forest Oil and Gas leasing 
analysis?  In the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Dixie National Forest’s 
oil and gas leasing analysis, the RFDS will be used to predict the potential "on-the-
ground" environmental effects that may occur following leasing.  The RFDS will be used 
as a basis for analyzing environmental effects in the EIS and to identify measures that 
should be included in leases as stipulations to mitigate environmental impacts.  The 
RFDS will be adjusted under each EIS alternative to reflect varying levels of 
administrative designations, management practices, and mitigation measures.  Under 
each alternative, the new, adjusted level of projected oil and gas activity then leads to an 
analysis of related environmental effects in the “Environmental Consequences” section 
of the EIS. 
 
How is the RFDS developed?  The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in cooperation 
with the Dixie National Forest is developing a RFDS based on the assumption that all 
potentially productive areas can be open under standard lease terms and conditions, 
except those areas designated as closed to leasing by law, regulation, or executive 
order.  The RFDS is based primarily on geologic potential for oil and gas occurrence and 
on past exploration and development activity in and near the Dixie National Forest.  The 
scenario is also developed with consideration of other factors such as economics, 
technology, physical limitations on access, existing or anticipated infrastructure, and 
transportation.  It includes all lands within the boundaries of the Dixie National Forest, 
regardless of ownership, and adjacent non-Forest lands where oil and gas activity may 
impact Forest lands.   
 
What are the findings of the RFDS for the Dixie National Forest?  The RFDS for the 
Dixie National Forest’s oil and gas leasing analysis is still being developed, but some 
preliminary findings can be shared at this point.  The Pine Valley Ranger District and the 
northern half of the Cedar City, Powell, and Escalante Ranger Districts were determined 
to have a low potential for oil and gas development.  The southern parts of the latter 
three districts have a high potential for development and a thin zone near their centers 
has moderate potential for development.  
 
It is estimated that 60 exploration wells could be drilled during the next 15 years, 
possibly resulting in the discovery of one new oil field, which would contain 20 
production wells.  The final RFDS will describe the number and amount of activities and 
facilities that would occur including seismic lines, temporary and permanent roads, well 
pads, wells, pipelines.  It will also estimate the amount of surface disturbance that would 
occur from these activities and facilities over the 15-year period.    
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      Kane County Commission 
      Mark W. Habbeshaw, Chairman 
      76 N. Main 
      Kanab, UT  84741 
 
January 31, 2007 
 
Susan Baughman 
Oil and Gas Leasing Project Manager 
1798 N. Wedgewood Lane 
Cedar City, UT  84720 
 
Re: Oil and Gas Leasing EIS scoping comments 
 
Dear Susan, 
 
Kane County appreciates the opportunity to provide scoping comments in this planning 
effort.  Kane County is within a portion of the Dixie NF and would derive economic 
benefit from successful oil and gas leasing projects approved on forest land within the 
county.   
 
It is unknown what potential oil or gas reserves may lay within the county but the 
extraction of oil, gas or minerals has the potential to change the county from a oil, gas 
and mineral bearing county to a oil, gas or mineral producing county. 
 
That change would not only bring economic benefit to the county but it would also 
change the county’s status regarding the distribution of oil, gas and mineral lease funding 
with in the State of Utah.   
 
Needless to say, the county is supportive of responsible resource extraction and would 
offer our assistance at whatever level may be appropriate as this planning process moves 
forward. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mark W. Habbeshaw 
Commission Chairman 
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              January 28, 2007 
By fax and by e‐mail 
 
Susan Baughman 
Oil and Gas Leasing Project Manager 
Dixie National Forest  
1789 N. Wedgewood Lane  
Cedar City, Utah 84720.  
 
Re: Scoping Comments – Oil and Gas Leasing Environmental Impact Statement for 

the Dixie National Forest. 
 
Dear Ms. Baughman: 
 
Trout Unlimited (TU) is a non-profit conservation organization that has more than 
155,000 members dedicated to conserving, protecting and restoring North America’s 
trout and salmon fisheries and their watersheds.  Since 1959, TU has dedicated staff and 
volunteers toward the protection of sensitive ecological systems necessary to support 
robust native and wild trout and salmon populations in their respective range. TU 
recognizes that the value of public lands is unparalleled in providing habitat to coldwater 
fisheries, drinking water, wildlife habitat and public recreation opportunities.  
 
TU has a strong base in Utah with over 2,000 members. Through passion, commitment 
and agency cooperation, these volunteers have been active for years in coldwater 
fisheries issues throughout Utah and many members enjoy fishing, hunting, hiking, 
wildlife watching, and other pastimes on the recreation-rich Dixie National Forest. 
 
Trout Unlimited is not against oil and gas leasing and/or development as a use of our 
public lands. Rather, we are for responsible development that does not prescribe oil and 
gas the dominant land use and includes setting aside special areas, proper stipulations, 
effective mitigations, and enforcement of environmental safeguards so as to ensure the 
protection of fish, wildlife, and their habitats. That being said, we are concerned that oil 
and gas leasing, and the exploration and development that naturally follows leasing, 
creates an irretrievable commitment of public resources that can have deleterious impacts 
on coldwater fisheries and wildlife habitat.  We are specifically concerned about potential 
impacts from energy development that could harm coldwater aquatic habitats and 
watershed conditions necessary to support the long-term sustainability of native aquatic 
species including Bonneville and Colorado River cutthroat trout. In addition, as 
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sportsmen and conservationists, we are concerned about the impacts of oil and gas 
activities to hunting and game species found on the Fishlake National Forest.      
 
Trout Unlimited offers the following comments to be considered in the drafting of the 
forest-wide Oil and Gas Environmental Impact Statement. We request that our comments 
be fully considered and incorporated into the draft alternatives. 
 
1.) Protect native trout 
 
Native trout are of particular interest and importance to our members, many of whom 
would prefer to catch a wild native trout over a much larger hatchery raised fish or even a 
wild trout not native to Utah (such as a Rainbow, Brook, or Brown trout).  Indeed, many 
of our members, and fly fishermen around the West, will travel great distances, spend a 
lot of money, and hike several miles simply to have the chance to catch a wild, native 
trout. Indigenous to the Dixie National Forest are Bonneville and Colorado River 
cutthroat trout. 
 
These native trout both have conservation agreements “Conservation Agreement and 
Strategy for Colorado River Cutthroat Trout Oncorhynchus clarki pleuriticus in the 
States of Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming, April 2001 and “Range-wide Conservation 
Agreement and  Strategy for Bonneville Cutthroat Trout Oncorhynchus clarki utah, 
December, 2000” to guide their conservation and restoration. These conservation 
agreements need to be incorporated into the development of Draft Alternatives. The 
Forest Service should make it a priority to protect these trout and their watersheds by 
prohibiting all oil and gas activities – including leasing – unless there is a complete 
understanding of impacts and effective stipulations are in place to ensure the continued 
conservation and restoration of these fisheries. 
 
Should leasing occur, the Forest Service should do everything possible to keep surface 
occupancy and disturbances out of these areas by requiring a No Surface Occupancy 
(NSO) stipulation that also precludes surface disturbances such as roads in riparian areas, 
wetlands, and 100 year flood plains. Due to the deleterious impacts of sedimentation on 
natural trout recruitment, adequate buffers that prohibit surface occupancy or disturbance 
within at least 500 feet should be maintained for all stream riparian areas. Sediment input 
levels must not be increased above baseline conditions, especially if sensitive fish 
populations are involved. This is consistent with findings in the Dixie and Fishlake 
National Forests June 2006, “Comprehensive Evaluation Report Summary” that, at 
chapter 2.2.3.2. Fisheries, lists road systems in riparian areas as one of the main threats to 
achieving desired conditions for these Bonneville and Colorado River Cutthroat trout. 
 
2.) Protect recreational fisheries, wildlife, and hunting and fishing opportunities 
 
In addition to protecting native trout, any oil and gas leasing decision should protect 
those lakes, streams, and important wildlife habitats that offer high quality hunting and 
fishing opportunities.  In debates over oil and gas development, much is often said about 
the economic benefits to local communities from oil and gas developments. Little is said, 
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however, about the economic benefits of activities such as recreational fishing, which in 
2001 alone poured over $400 million into state and federal coffers as well as the pockets 
of many small business owners who sold fishing equipment (including cars and trucks), 
licenses, gas and groceries, etc. to anglers.1 With renowned hunting areas and fisheries 
making the forest a destination for sportsmen throughout the state, the importance of fish 
and wildlife and their habitats needs to be at the forefront of any leasing decision.   

Hunting and fishing provide important social and economic benefits to local 
communities. Allowing oil and gas activities to harm these uses (and, in the process, 
drive away those who value the forest for these uses) would ultimately change not only 
the quality of experience on the forest, but the quality of life in the surrounding 
communities.   The Forest Service should fully weigh the socio-economics of energy 
development in the forest against any diminished social and economic benefits resulting 
from a loss of hunting and fishing opportunities or reduced hunter/angler satisfaction 
resulting from oil and gas activities on the forest.   
 
3.) Protect high value fisheries  
 
The State of Utah employs a system for evaluating the fisheries potential of any stream.  
Within that system, any stream given Class 1, 2, or 3 status has fishery values high 
enough to warrant protection.  Most, if not all, of the streams on the Dixie National 
Forest fall into one of these three categories, and therefore meet the criteria that Utah has 
set up to identify high value streams that can and should be protected.  Any oil and gas 
leasing decision for the Dixie National Forest should address and reflect that 
classification system, affording the highest level of protection to those streams with the 
highest fisheries potential.   
 
In this regard, several streams warrant mention; some of these offer the potential for 
native trout protection and/or restoration, but all of them either are or have the potential 
to become destination fisheries:2 
Antimony Creek  
Blue Spring Creek  
Bunker Creek  
Butler Creek  
Castle Creek  
Center Creek  
Deer Creek  
Duck Creek  

                                                 
1 See U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Department of 
Commerce, U.S. Census Bureau, 2001 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife‐
Associated Recreation at 5.   
2 By “destination fishery,” we mean a fishery that, because of its aesthetic values or fishery values 
or both, will prompt someone to spend significant time, money, and energy to visit.  (Please note 
in this regard that many of our members value solitude and quiet in a pristine natural setting as 
much as they value an opportunity to catch fish.)  
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East Fork Boulder Creek  
East Fork Sevier River  
Fish Creek  
Leeds Creek  
Mammoth Creek  
North Creek  
Panguitch Creek  
Pine Creek   
Pine Creek    
Pleasant Creek  
Podunk Creek  
Santa Clara River  
South Ash Creek  
Threemile Creek  
West Fork Boulder Creek  
 
4.) Protect important wildlife habitat 
 
The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) classifies big game habitat as 
“Critical” and “High Value.” These habitats for deer and elk need to be protected from 
habitat fragmentation and loss as a result of oil and gas activities. Protection from 
development should also be extended to important big game fawning and calving areas 
and important summer range. For those areas where development is suitable, 
development plans should include adaptive mitigation parameters established during the 
oil and gas development and the production periods. For the development of stipulations 
that offer protection to important big game habitats, the best and most recent research 
should be used. For instance, a study by WEST, Inc. (Hall Sawyer, “Sublette Mule Deer 
Study, Wyoming (Phase II):2005 Annual Report”, available at http://www.west-
inc.com/big_game_reports.php) looked at the impacts of oil and gas activities on mule 
deer and found that the Mesa mule deer population in Wyoming decreased by 46 percent 
from 2002 to 2005. Those animals that remained avoided areas of development. This 
kind of impact is unacceptable and NSO stipulations should be enforced for the Fishlake 
National Forest on all high value and critical wildlife habitat to avoid such a population 
decline and the resulting losses in hunting opportunities. 
 
In addition, sage grouse conservation efforts on the Dixie National Forest should not be 
compromised by oil and gas activities.  The best available research on the impacts of oil 
and gas activities to sage grouse needs to be incorporated into any leasing decision. 
Research analysis should include the BLM and energy industry funded study “Greater 
sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) population response to natural gas field 
development in western Wyoming. PhD Dissertation. University of Wyoming. Laramie, 
Wyoming. 211pp Holloran, M. J. 2005)” and the management guidelines detailed in 
“Connelly, J.W., M. A. Schroeder, A. R. Sands, and C. E. Braun. 2000. Guidelines to 
manage sage grouse populations and their habitats. Wildlife Society Bulletin 28 (4): 967-
985.” Lands critical to sage grouse survival need to be removed from leasing and 
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effective stipulations that prevent loss of habitat and sage grouse populations on lands 
that are made available for leasing should be fully developed and analyzed.  
 
5.) Preserve existing backcountry unroaded and undeveloped areas 
 
Roadless areas provide a vital refuge for fish and wildlife, including native trout, deer and 
elk. For example, over 60 percent of remaining strong populations of Westslope, 
Greenback, and Colorado River cutthroat trout are found in roadless areas and crucial 
areas of security for deer and elk are found only within unroaded, undeveloped lands. 
Moreover, these areas provide valuable backcountry hunting and fishing opportunities for 
sportsmen on the Dixie National Forest.  
 
The protection of these important lands is a crucial part of any leasing decision and needs 
to be thoroughly evaluated. A good place to start identifying and drafting lease 
stipulations for these backcountry Inventoried Roadless Areas in need of protection from 
oil and gas activities is in chapter 2.1.6 the Dixie and Fishlake National Forest’s 
“Comprehensive Evaluation Report Summary: Highlight of Key Conditions and Trends” 
dated June, 2006. This document, produced for the joint Dixie/Fishlake Forest Plan 
Revision, outlines the latest data on undeveloped lands on the forest; currently 50 areas 
comprising 1,059,000 acres as determined in the “Roadless Area Conservation Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (USDA 2000”) and “Dixie and Fishlake Preliminary 
Draft Inventory of Unroaded and Undeveloped Lands (Maps) (USDA 2004a”). 
 
It is important to note that of the 1,059,000 acres of undeveloped land on the Dixie 
National Forest, 776,000 acres comprise 42 Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRA), upon 
which road building is precluded by the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule RACR, 
recently reinstated by U.S. District Court for Northern California and effective on all 
National Forests. At a minimum, these IRA’s need No Surface Occupancy (NSO) 
stipulations that preclude all surface disturbance. By including NSO stipulations, all 
future leasing will be consistent with the 2001 RACR, but will still allow the Forest the 
management flexibility (NSO stipulations can be waived so long as the lessee and the 
lessor both agree to the waiver) to adjust to changes in what has been, and will likely 
continue to be, an evolving management direction. Moreover, NSO stipulations in these 
backcountry Inventoried Roadless Areas will protect fish, wildlife, and sportsmen values 
from the irreversible impacts that oil and gas development would have on these lands.  
 
One other aspect identified in the recent forest planning process that needs to be 
evaluated in this oil and gas leasing EIS are those areas identified as “Special Areas”, 
including “Backcountry Recreation Areas.” Of these areas, the proposed plan states that  

 
“Backcountry Recreation Areas are large, mostly undeveloped landscapes that 
are valued for their rugged and remote recreation opportunities. The areas 
principally feature recreation opportunities in a semi-primitive setting. These are 
special places identified to highlight unique opportunities, characteristics, 
historic features, vistas, destination attractions, or areas that have otherwise 
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developed a sense of place. The management intent is to maintain the existing 
characteristics and features that make the area special.” 

  
Given this management direction, “Backcountry Recreation Areas” are unsuitable for 
mineral activities, as are Recommended Wilderness, Eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers, 
and Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized zones. Therefore, we recommend that these areas be 
made unavailable to leasing so as to protect the qualities that make them special from the 
irreversible impacts of oil and gas activities.  
 
6.) Keep development out of geological hazards and unstable soils  
 
No Surface Occupancy stipulations should be applied to geologic hazards and unstable 
soils and slopes over 35%. These stipulations should apply to the construction of well 
sites, central tank batteries, and to roads. Poor land management practices quite literally 
flow downhill and the harmful impacts of roads to coldwater fisheries are well 
documented (particularly by the Forest Service), causing decreased slope stability, 
increased sedimentation and increased surface runoff.  
 
7.) Impacts to groundwater need to be given a hard look 
 
Impacts to the freshwater aquifer and hydrology should be analyzed and understood. 
There are currently no assurances that the transport of contaminants through a base flow 
from the aquifer to the surface water (should a well blow out or become over pressured) 
will not occur.  This can only be done through sufficient and adequate hydraulic and 
hydrological analysis. Moreover, the effects to springs on the Fishlake National Forest 
due to drilling, ground water pumping, and activities associated with oil and gas 
development needs to be studied. 
 
8.) Preserve landscape integrity  
 
Natural, intact landscapes remain a significant reason the Dixie National Forest is so 
popular with hunters, anglers and recreationists.  Every effort should be made to include 
stipulations that retain the visual integrity of the Dixie and continue to provide a high-
quality experience no matter the level of gas and oil development. To achieve this end, 
view sheds and visual quality objectives need to be analyzed and proper stipulations 
applied.    
 
9.) Air quality is an important issue 
 
Air quality issues should be thoroughly evaluated in order to protect views, clean air and 
to ensure that emissions from oil and gas activities on the Dixie National Forest will not 
have negative impacts.  Such impacts, if not monitored and mitigated with the best 
available technology applications, could be felt downwind throughout a region renowned 
for its views. The potential for acidification of mountain lakes due to oil and gas 
development pollution emissions on the Dixie National Forest is a very real scenario and 
should be included in the EIS analysis; particularly the cumulative air quality impacts 
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posed by developments on state, federal, and private lands. The latest and best available 
technology, such as Tier II or natural gas engines, should be considered as a means for 
reduction of NOx and particle emissions. 
 
10.) Noxious Weeds  
 
Noxious weed spread is a concern because the surface disturbing activities associated 
with oil and gas development leave lands ripe for weed colonization and increased traffic 
provides an obvious seed transport method. This issue and the impacts to fish and 
wildlife should be thoroughly addressed in the EIS. 
 
11.) Cumulative impacts 
 
The cumulative impacts of oil and gas activities on the Dixie National Forest need to be 
thoroughly evaluated. Obviously, the Dixie does not exist in a bubble and those activities 
that occur on the forest are likely to have impacts off forest and vice versa. Moreover, 
many fish and wildlife populations, particularly deer and elk, are migratory and are likely 
to spend winters on lower level BLM, state, or private lands, a consideration that 
highlights the need to address oil and gas development from a landscape perspective and 
make decisions that look beyond the study area.  Due to the recent spark of interest in oil 
and gas in the region, the cumulative impacts of development not only on the Dixie 
National Forest, but on BLM, state and private lands needs to be given a hard look. 
 
12.) Regulatory Process    
 
Because of an emerging understanding of the impacts from oil and gas development to 
fish and wildlife, combined with the difficulty in analyzing impacts from oil and gas 
leasing (and the right to development that it conveys) without specific lease parcels 
identified - something that may occur 10 years or more after this Forest-wide leasing EIS 
– it is prudent that before a decision to lease can be made by the Forest Line Officer on 
proposals from the BLM to offer lease parcels for sale, a more detailed site-specific 
analysis, including a public notice and scoping, must be conducted on the particular lease 
parcel(s) that have been nominated. The results of the scoping period may result in a site-
specific analysis through a supplemental EA or EIS and may indicate that the stipulations 
applied to certain areas as described in the original leasing EIS analysis should be 
changed. Results may also identify areas where more restrictive stipulations should be 
applied depending on conditions such steep slopes, unstable soils, and landslides, or to 
address watershed and water quality issues and ensure the viability of aquatic, terrestrial, 
and plants.   
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment and participate in the land management 
decision making of the Dixie National Forest. Trout Unlimited looks forward to 
continued collaboration on this and other issues pertaining to coldwater fisheries and 
hunting and fishing opportunities on the Dixie National Forest.  
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Respectfully Yours, 
 
 
 
Chris Thomas  
Council Chair  
Utah Council of Trout Unlimited 
962 Canyon Rd 
Logan Utah 84321  
(435) 797-3753  
chris.thomas@usu.edu 
 
 
 
Corey Fisher 
Energy Field Coordinator  
Trout Unlimited  
401 B East Spruce St.  
Missoula, MT 59802 
cfisher@tu.org   
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Nadia Khawam

From: Eric Holt
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2007 9:16 AM
To: Nadia Khawam
Subject: FW: FORWARDED FROM FS: Oil and Gas leasing EIS

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

-----Original Message-----
From: USDA Forest Service [mailto:usdafs@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Friday, December 29, 2006 10:35 AM
To: Eric Holt
Subject: FORWARDED FROM FS: Oil and Gas leasing EIS

                                                                                          
                      "Lindley, Laura"                                                    
                      <llindley@bjorkli        To:       
dixie_oil_gas_eis_comments@fs.fed.us                                    
                      ndley.com>               cc:                                        
                                               Subject:  Oil and Gas leasing EIS          
                      12/29/2006 10:24                                                    
                                                                                          
                                                                                          

Would you please place our name on the mailing list to receive copies of the draft and 
final EIS on oil and gas leasing in the DixieNational Forest ?  Thank you.

Laura Lindley

Bjork Lindley Little PC

1600 Stout Street, Suite 1400

Denver, CO  80202

303 892-1400

Fax 303 892-1401
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Nadia Khawam

From: Eric Holt
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2007 9:17 AM
To: Nadia Khawam
Subject: FW: FORWARDED FROM FS: comment on fed register dixie national forest invasion to 

destroy it for oil and gas barons

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

-----Original Message-----
From: USDA Forest Service [mailto:usdafs@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Friday, December 29, 2006 5:47 PM
To: Eric Holt
Subject: FORWARDED FROM FS: comment on fed register dixie national forest invasion to 
destroy it for oil and gas barons

                                                                                          
                      jean public                                                         
                      <jeanpublic@yahoo        To:       
dixie_oil_gas_eis_comments@fs.fed.us, comments@whitehouse.gov,          
                      .com>                     vicepresident@whitehouse.gov              
                                               cc:       foe@foe.org                      
                      12/29/2006 17:46         Subject:  comment on fed register dixie 
national forest invasion to destroy it    
                                                for oil and gas barons                    
                                                                                          

attention susan baughman re dixie national forest noi eis oil and gas leasing - usda blm 
destroyers

the oil and gas industry has taken over our national government in washington and no 
square inch of taxpayer owned land is safe from these voracious leaches with their 
destructive techniques that harm this country.

the real need for america is misstated in this document. the need is to develop quickly 
new sources of energy and stop the oil and gas stranglehold over america and its citizens.
that is the real need. one has to wonder where usda got the idea it wrote in this proposal
- which is absolutely wrong. oil and gas pollutes.

this land is nationally owned by national taxpayer land. taxpayers in this country have 
paid to keep this land open and undeveloped for the last 70 years minimum. these 
profiteers want to come in and destroy it. meanwhile, these oil and gas companies dont pay
proper lease rates, they have numerous spills which destoy our environmetn (still havent 
paid up for exxon which was 30 years ago and the oil is still there)

the statement is made there have been no new oil and gas leases in dixie, maybe its 
because the oil and gas profiteers have been busy digging up every other single park or 
open site in this country instead. we need to keep some places sacred.

i oppose this leasing in total.  the effects on animals, birds, trees, and people is 
devastating from this plan. i see that the oil companies are not operating to the benefit 
of the people of the united states. they pay their execs huge hundreds of millions of 
dollars in salaries and cheat the american citizens with high prices for their product.  
these profiteers have american by the throat - they are pirates.
b. sachau
15 elm st
florham park nj 07932
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>
> [Federal Register: December 29, 2006 (Volume 71, Number 250)] 
> [Notices] [Page 78395-78397] From the Federal Register Online via GPO 
> Access [wais.access.gpo.gov] [DOCID:fr29de06-23]
>
>
-----------------------------------------------------------------------
>
> DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
>
> Forest Service
>
>
> Oil and Gas Leasing EIS on Lands Administered by the Dixie National 
> Forest
>
> AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA and Bureau of Land Management, USDI.
>
> ACTION: Notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement.
>
>
-----------------------------------------------------------------------
>
> SUMMARY: The Forest Supervisor of the Dixie National
> Forest gives
> notice of the intent to prepare an environmental
> impact statement (EIS)
> to document the analysis and disclose the
> environmental and human
> effects of oil and gas leasing on lands administered
> by the Dixie
> National Forest. The Federal Onshore Oil and Gas
> Leasing Reform Act of
> 1987 requires the Forest Service to evaluate
> National
> Forest System
> lands for potential oil and gas leasing.
>     The EIS would analyze all lands with a
> federally-owned mineral
> estate within the Dixie National Forest.
>     As the agency responsible for lease issuance and
> administration,
> the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) will participate
> as a cooperating
> agency.
>
> DATES: Comments concerning the scope of the analysis
> should be received
> within 30 days from date of publication of this
> notice
> in the Federal
> Register to be most useful. The draft environmental
> impact statement is
> expected winter 2007/2008, and the final
> environmental
> impact statement
> is expected summer 2008.
>
> ADDRESSES: Susan Baughman, Oil and Gas Leasing
> Project
> Manager, Dixie
> National Forest, 1789 N. Wedgewood Lane, Cedar City,
> Utah 84720; phone:
> (435) 865-3703; fax: (435) 865-3791; e-mail:
> dixie_oil_gas_eis_comments@fs.fed.us. E-mailed
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> comments must be submitted in MS Word
>
> (*.doc) or rich text format (*.rtf) and should
> include
> the project name
> in the subject line. Written comments may also be
> submitted at the
> above address during regular business hours of 8
> a.m.
> to 5 p.m.,
> Monday-Friday.
>
> FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Susan Baughman, Oil
> and Gas Leasing
> Project Manager, Dixie National Forest, 1789 N.
> Wedgewood Lane, Cedar
> City, Utah 84720; phone: (435) 865-3703.
>
> SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The EIS analysis area
> includes the entire
> Dixie National Forest (approximately 1,710,677
> acres),
> with the
> exception of designated wilderness areas
> (approximately 82,840 acres)
> for a total study area of approximately 1,627,837
> acres.
>     The Department of Interior, BLM, acts as the
> onshore leasing agent
> for the Federal government. The Federal Onshore Oil
> and Gas Leasing
> Reform Act of 1987 states that the BLM cannot lease
> over the objection
> of the Forest Service and authorizes the Forest
> Service to regulate all
> surface disturbing activities conducted pursuant to
> a
> lease. Therefore,
> the Forest Service has established an incremental
> decision-making
> framework for the consideration of oil and gas
> leasing
> activities on
> National Forest System lands. In general, the
> various
> steps that are
> undertaken are: (1) Forest Service leasing analysis;
> (2) Forest Service
> notification to BLM of lands administratively
> available for leasing;
> (3) Forest Service review and verification of BLM
> leasing proposals;
> (4) BLM assessment of Forest Service conditions of
> surface occupancy;
> (5) BLM offers lease; (6) BLM issues lease;
>
> [[Page 78396]]
>
> (7) Forest Service review and approval of lessee's
> surface use plan of
> operations; (8) BLM review and approval of lessee's
> application for
> permit to drill; and (9) ensure final reclamation.
>     Based upon the Forest Service leasing analysis
> (step 1 from above),
> the Forest Service decides whether or not lands will
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> be available for
> leasing and decides under what conditions
> (stipulations) the leases
> will be issued. This EIS will fulfill this step.
>
> Purpose and Need for Action
>
>     The purpose of the proposed action is to
> complete
> a forest-wide
> leasing analysis, to comply with the Federal Onshore
> Oil and Gas
> Leasing Reform Act of 1987. This requires the Forest
> Service to analyze
> lands under its jurisdiction that are legally
> available for leasing to
> meet the federal regulatory requirements of 36 CFR
> 228.102 and in
> accordance with the National Environmental Policy
> Act
> of 1969. The need
> is to be responsive to requests for oil and gas
> leasing on the Dixie
> National Forest.
>     Since the Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing
> Reform Act of 1987
> was signed into law, no new oil and gas leases have
> been authorized on
> the Dixie National Forest. However the oil and gas
> industry continued
> to express interest in leasing and interest has
> recently escalated due
> to the increased demand for oil and gas, high
> prices,
> and discoveries
> of oil and gas reserves in other areas with similar
> geologic
> conditions. The BLM Utah State Office has received
> numerous written
> expressions of interest for leasing portions of the
> Dixie National
> Forest over the past several years.
>
> Proposed Action
>
>     The Forest Supervisor of the Dixie National
> Forest
> and Utah State
> Director, Bureau of Land Management propose to
> conduct
> the analysis and
> decide which lands to make available for oil and gas
> leasing. The
> analysis area includes lands administered by the
> Dixie
> National Forest.
> As part of the analysis, the Forest Service will
> identify areas that
> would be available for leasing subject to the terms
> and conditions of
> the standard oil and gas lease form, or subject to
> constraints that
> would require the use of lease stipulations such as
> those prohibiting
> surface occupancy. The analysis will also: (1)
> Identify alternatives to
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> the proposed action, including that of not allowing
> leasing (no
> action), (2) project the type/amount of post-leasing
> activity that is
> reasonably foreseeable, (3) analyze the reasonably
> foreseeable impacts
> of projected post-leasing activity [36 CFR
> 228.102(c)], and (4) be used
> to develop an amendment to the Forest Plan if
> necessary.
>
> Possible Alternatives
>
>     All alternatives studied in detail must fall
> within the scope of
> the purpose and need for action and will generally
> tier to and comply
> with the Dixie Forest Plan. Law requires evaluation
> of
> a ``no-action
> alternative.'' Under the No Action/No Lease
> alternative, no oil and gas
> leasing would occur. Alternatives to be evaluated
> would range from the
> No Action/No Lease alternative (most restrictive) to
> the Standard Lease
> Terms alternative (least restrictive) where all
> lands
> legally open to
> leasing would be made administratively available for
> leasing with only
> the standard BLM terms and conditions contained on
> BLM
> Lease Form 3100-
> 11. Other alternatives which fall somewhere between
> the No Action/No
> Leasing alternative and Lease with Standard Terms
> alternative would
> also be developed and evaluated, which would involve
> making some lands
> unavailable for leasing and other lands available
> for
> leasing with
> lease stipulations for the protection of other
> resources and interests.
>     The Forest is expecting that the public input
> will
> generate either
> thematic concerns or area-specific issues that may
> be
> addressed by
> modifying the proposed action to create a new
> alternative or
> alternatives.
>
> Lead and Cooperating Agencies
>
>     The Forest Service is the lead agency. The
> Bureau
> of Land
> Management and State of Utah will participate as
> cooperating agencies.
>
> Responsible Officials
>
>     Kevin Schulkoski, Acting Forest Supervisor,
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> Dixie
> National Forest,
> 1789 N. Wedgewood Lane, Cedar City, Utah, 84720.
>
> Nature of Decision To Be Made
>
>     The Forest Supervisor, Dixie National Forest,
> will
> decide which
> lands with federal mineral ownership administered by
> the Dixie National
> Forest will be administratively available for oil
> and
> gas leasing,
> along with associated conditions or constraints for
> the protection of
> non-mineral interests [36 CFR 228.102(d)]. The
> Forest
> Supervisor will
> also authorize the BLM to offer specific lands for
> lease, subject to
> the Forest Service ensuring that the required
> stipulations are attached
> to the leases [36 CFR 228.102(e)]. The Forest
> Service
> proposes to amend
> the Forest Plan to incorporate the leasing decision
> and other site-
> specific changes as indicated in the analysis.
>     The BLM is responsible for issuing and
> administration of oil and
> gas leases under the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as
> amended, and
> Federal Regulations in 43 CFR 3101.7. The BLM Utah
> State Director must
> decide whether or not to offer for lease specific
> lands authorized for
> leasing by the Dixie National Forest and with what
> stipulations.
>
> Scoping Process
>
>     The first formal opportunity to comment on the
> Dixie National
> Forest Oil and Gas Leasing Analysis Project is
> during
> the scoping
> process (40 CFR 1501.7), which begins with the
> issuance of this Notice
> of Intent.
>     Mail comments to: Susan Baughman, Oil and Gas
> Leasing Project
> Manager, Dixie National Forest, 1789 N. Wedgewood
> Lane, Cedar City,
> Utah 84720. The Forest Service requests comments on
> the nature and
> scope of the environmental, social, and economic
> issues, and possible
> alternatives related to oil and gas leasing on lands
> administered by
> the Dixie National Forest.
>     A series of public opportunities are scheduled
> to
> describe the
> proposal and to provide an opportunity for public
> input. Three scoping
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> meetings are planned:
>     January 16: 5 p.m. to 7 p.m., Best Western Abbey
> Inn, 1129 South
> Bluff, St. George, Utah.
>     January 17: 11 a.m. to 2 p.m., 5 p.m. to 7 p.m.,
> Cannonville
> Visitor Center, 10 Center Street, Cannonville, Utah.
>     January 18: 5 p.m. to 7 p.m., Heritage Center,
> 105
> North 100 East,
> Cedar City, Utah. Written comments will be accepted
> at
> these meetings.
> The Forest Service will work with tribal governments
> to address issues
> that would significantly or uniquely affect them.
>
> Preliminary Issues
>
>     Issues that may be analyzed in all alternatives
> include: the
> socioeconomic effects of oil and gas leasing and
> subsequent activities;
> effects on terrestrial and aquatic flora and fauna,
> including
> threatened and endangered species, sensitive
> species,
> and management
> indicator species; effects on both developed and
> dispersed recreation;
> effects on air resources; effects on water
> resources,
> including
> wetlands, floodplains, riparian areas, culinary and
> municipal water
> systems, and groundwater; effects on visual
> resources;
> effects of
> leasing stipulations and mitigation measures on oil
> and gas exploration
> and development activity; effects on soils and
> geologic hazards;
>
> [[Page 78397]]
>
> effects on cultural and traditional heritage
> resources; effects on
> transportation; effects on upland vegetation;
> effects
> on riparian
> vegetation; effects on inventoried roadless areas;
> effects on other
> mineral resource extraction activities; and effects
> on
> noxious weeds
> and invasive species. Specific issues will be
> developed through review
> of public comments and internal review.
>
> Comment Requested
>
>     This Notice of Intent initiates the scoping
> process which guides
> the development of the environmental impact
> statement.
> The Forest has
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> also received substantial input at public meetings
> held for the Forest
> Plan revision, including issues relative to mineral
> exploration and
> development. Through these efforts the Forest has an
> understanding of
> the broad range of perspectives on the resource
> issues
> and social
> values attributed to resource activities on the
> Dixie
> National Forest.
> Consequently site-specific comments or concerns are
> the most important
> types of information needed for this EIS. Because
> the
> Oil and Gas
> Leasing EIS is a stand-alone document, only public
> comment letters
> which address relevant issues and concerns will be
> considered and
> formally addressed in an appendix in the final
> environmental impact
> statement.
>
> Early Notice of Importance of Public Participation
> in
> Subsequent
> Environmental Review
>
>     A draft environmental impact statement will be
> prepared for
> comment. The comment period on the draft
> environmental
> impact statement
> is expected to be 45 days from the date the
> Environmental Protection
> Agency publishes the notice of availability in the
> Federal Register.
> The Forest Service believes, at this early stage, it
> is important to
> give reviewers notice of several court rulings
> related
> to public
> participation in the environmental review process.
> First, reviewers of
> draft environmental impact statements must structure
> their
> participation in the environmental review of the
> proposal so that it is
> meaningful and alerts an agency to the reviewer's
> position and
> contentions. Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v.
> NRDC, 435 U.S. 519,
> 553 (1978). Also, environmental objections that
> could
> be raised at the
> draft environmental impact statement stage but that
> are not raised
> until after completion of the final environmental
> impact statement may
> be waived or dismissed by the courts. City of Angoon
> v. Hodel, 803 F.2d
> 1016, 1022 (9th Cir. 1986) and Wisconsin Heritages,
> Inc. v. Harris, 490
> F. Supp. 1334, 1338 (E.D. Wis. 1980). Because of



9

> these
> court rulings,
> it is very important that those interested in this
> proposed action
> participate by the providing comments during the
> scoping comment period
> and during the comment period following the draft
> EIS
> so that
> substantive comments and objections are made
> available
> to the Forest
> Service at a time when it can meaningfully consider
> them and respond to
> them in the final environmental impact statement.
>     To assist the Forest Service in identifying and
> considering issues
> and concerns on the proposed action, comments should
> be as specific as
> possible. Reviewers may wish to refer to the Council
> on Environmental
> Quality Regulations for implementing the procedural
> provisions of the
> National Environmental Policy Act at 40 CFR 1503.3
> in
> addressing their
> points.
>     Comments received, including the names and
> addresses of those who
> comment, will be considered part of the public
> record
> on this proposal
> and will be available for public inspection.
>
> (Authority: 40 CFR 1501.7 and 1508.22; Forest
> Service
> Handbook
> 1909.15, Section 21).
>
>     Dated: December 19, 2006.
> Kevin R. Schulkoski,
> Acting Forest Supervisor.
>  [FR Doc. E6-22038 Filed 12-28-06; 8:45 am]
>
> BILLING CODE 3410-11-P
>
>
>
> __________________________________________________
> Do You Yahoo!?
> Tired of spam?  Yahoo! Mail has the best spam
> protection around
> http://mail.yahoo.com
>

__________________________________________________
Do You Yahoo!?
Tired of spam?  Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around
http://mail.yahoo.com
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Nadia Khawam

From: Eric Holt
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2007 9:17 AM
To: Nadia Khawam
Subject: FW: FORWARDED FROM FS: Oil and Gas Leasing Analysis Project

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

-----Original Message-----
From: USDA Forest Service [mailto:usdafs@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tuesday, January 02, 2007 12:04 PM
To: Eric Holt
Subject: FORWARDED FROM FS: Oil and Gas Leasing Analysis Project

                                                                                          
                      Patrick McCue                                                       
                      <pamccue@yahoo.co        To:       
dixie_oil_gas_eis_comments@fs.fed.us                                    
                      m>                       cc:                                        
                                               Subject:  Oil and Gas Leasing Analysis 
Project                                    
                      01/02/2007 12:01                                                    
                                                                                          
                                                                                          

Please do not offer any additional leases either in, or within view of, National Park 
land, wilderness areas, wilderness study areas, or areas that are included in the BLM's 
wilderness study areas that were identified under the Clinton Adminstration and/or 
included in America's Redrock Wilderness Act.

Thank you,

Patrick McCue
801-364-4172

 __________________________________________________
Do You Yahoo!?
Tired of spam?  Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around http://mail.yahoo.com














































