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Lead NEPA Story:  Trump administration’s climate 
rules draw heat on hill  
(Greenwire, 8/27/2019) Niina H. Farah, E&E News Reporter

Democratic senators and environmental and 
public interest groups say the Trump 
administration should scrap its draft guidance 
for how federal agencies should consider 
greenhouse gas emissions for federal actions 
under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
released draft guidance in June, giving agencies 
more flexibility to avoid comprehensive 
estimates of the climate impacts when 
evaluating projects, like pipeline or highway 
construction. 

The agency has faced criticism for a range of 
issues with the guidance, including that its broad 
and vague wording fails to provide agencies 
with clear direction and that it lacks justification 
for changing course on climate change action. 

Democratic Sens. Sheldon Whitehouse of Rhode 
Island, Jeff Merkley of Oregon, Dianne 
Feinstein of California and Ben Cardin of 
Maryland say CEQ's draft guidance on 
greenhouse gas emissions did not account for the 
potentially "staggeringly large economic losses" 
posed by climate change. 

           Continued on page 8       

____________________________________________________________________________ 

Clean Air Act: EPA proposes scrapping Obama-era 
methane rules  
(Greenwire, 8/29/2019) Niina H. Farah, E&E News Reporter 

EPA today unveiled two parallel proposals for 
how the agency would stop directly regulating 
methane emissions from the oil and gas industry, 
slashing controls on the sector's greenhouse 
gases. 

EPA would only target volatile organic 
compounds, or VOCs, from new or modified 
sources in both plans — a move that would 
effectively halt any action by the administration 
to regulate existing oil and gas operations, the 
largest source of methane emissions from the 
sector. 

Anne Idsal, acting head of EPA's Office of Air 
and Radiation, described the change as 
"eliminating regulatory duplication," saying the 
plans would have net benefits of about $10 
million per year for the industry. 

The agency would amend 2016 New Source 
Performance Standards on new and modified oil 
and gas pollution sources, part of a broad push 
by the Obama team targeting methane releases. 

 

 

Idsal said, "Our regulations should not stifle 
innovation and progress," especially when she 
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said the Obama rule "would already provide 
minimal benefits."  

In addition to targeting VOCs, the main proposal 
would stop regulating the transmission and 
storage segments of the oil and gas sector 
altogether. 

This includes scrutiny of sources like 
transmission compressor stations, pneumatic 
controllers and underground storage tanks. 

The agency says the Obama administration 
should have released an endangerment finding 
demonstrating these segments of the industry 
significantly affect public health and welfare. 

In an alternative proposal, EPA would simply 
switch its targeted pollutant to VOCs but 
maintain regulation across the transmission and 
storage sections. 

Impacts 

An EPA fact sheet stated that the rulemaking's 
impact on new and modified sources would 
result in 370,000 short tons of methane released 
— the equivalent of 8.4 million metric tons of 
carbon dioxide between 2019 and 2025. 

VOCs would also increase by 10,000 short tons, 
and other hazardous pollutants would go up by 
300 short tons over the same period. 

While the agency is justifying its plans by 
arguing that controls on VOCs also control 
methane, Idsal did not address the proportion of 
VOCs present compared with methane along the 
supply chain. 

Industry groups have noted that most VOCs are 
eliminated during gas processing, so there would 
be little present to regulate anyway in the 
transmission and storage sections. 

Not only would the proposals eliminate the 
requirement to control methane emissions from 
a portion of new and modified sources, EPA is 
arguing it is no longer required to regulate 
existing sources. 

With the current Obama regulation in place, 
EPA must draft an existing source rule under 
Section 111(d) under the Clean Air Act. 

But by changing the regulated pollutant to 
VOCs, EPA would no longer be required under 
the Clean Air Act to draft a rule to regulate all 

existing oil and gas sources, which make up the 
vast majority of methane emissions. In its place 
would be a patchwork system of guidelines and 
state-level regulations. 

"We are precluded from regulating existing 
sources, that is the position we are taking," said 
Idsal in a conference call. 

Mixed views from industry 

That could be a boon for small producers with 
wells that produce 15 or fewer barrels of oil per 
day and that account for 770,000 of 1 million 
existing sources, according to the Independent 
Petroleum Association of America. IPAA 
maintains the regulation poses a heavy financial 
burden to these producers. 

In a statement, IPAA praised the EPA proposals, 
saying a combination of state-level rules and 
existing guidelines for oil and gas in ozone 
nonattainment areas provide better alternatives 
for regulating older, smaller wells. 

Idsal denied the rule change was meant to 
benefit any specific type of oil and gas producer. 
"We are taking a broad view going forward, this 
is by no means targeted to any segment of the oil 
and gas industry," she said. 

Not all segments of the oil and gas industry have 
been seeking the rule changes. Major oil and gas 
companies like Royal Dutch Shell PLC, BP PLC 
and Exxon Mobil Corp. have come out in 
support of maintaining the Obama-era 
guidelines. 

Idsal said oil and gas companies that saw a 
benefit in more stringent controls could continue 
to implement them. "We don't preclude anyone 
from going above and beyond if that's what they 
conclude they need to do from a business and 
compliance standpoint," she said. 

'Exercise in absurdity' 

Environmental groups and former EPA officials 
swiftly condemned the rule change for ignoring 
climate science and the added risk posed by 
methane emissions, which have 25 times the 
heat-trapping capability of CO2 over a 100-year 
time span. 

"This is another example of EPA responding to a 
subset of companies in a fossil intensive industry 
to rollback sensible measures that would reduce 
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emissions of methane," Janet McCabe, former 
acting head of EPA's air office, said in a 
statement. 

The Clean Air Task Force noted that the Obama 
administration's rule had already been in place 
since its passage in 2016 and had been reducing 
methane, VOCs and other hazardous air 
pollutants from the sector. 

The environmental group noted the industry had 
already found regulation of methane from 
transmission and storage was "highly cost-
effective," and reversing course was merely an 
attempt to allow the sector to ignore the full 
impact of methane emissions from the sector. 

"EPA's logic here is an exercise in absurdity," 
said Darin Schroeder an attorney at CATF. 

Lauren Pagel, policy director at Earthworks, said 
the environmental group has used optical gas 
imaging cameras to track methane emissions and 
document the impact of unregulated oil and gas 
industries on local communities. 

Pagel noted that some major oil and gas 
companies had also urged the Trump 
administration to preserve the 2016 methane 
rule. 

"The proposed elimination of critical national 
safeguards against oil and gas methane pollution 
is reckless, and it will impact millions of 
families living with oil and gas pollution in their 
backyards," she said in a statement. 

Earthjustice vowed to sue the administration to 
keep the Obama rule in place. 

'Don't do this' 

As expected, the methane rollback earned quick 
reproach from Democrats on Capitol Hill, who 
said it would make climate change worse and 
endanger lives. 

Rep. Don Beyer (D-Va.) noted that July was the 
hottest month in recorded history, underscoring 
the potential damage of increased greenhouse 
gas emissions. 

"The threat of climate change to human life and 
livelihoods has never been clearer, and yet the 
Trump Administration is acting to allow an 
increase in the dangerous emissions which cause 
it," Beyer said in a statement. 

"It should be telling for everyone trying to make 
sense of this move that even fossil fuel 
companies think they are going too far," he said. 

Rep. Paul Tonko (D-N.Y.), chairman of the 
Energy and Commerce Subcommittee on 
Environment and Climate Change, took to 
Twitter to urge President Trump to "hear the 
warnings of America's climate scientists, 
military, intelligence & national security experts, 
farmers, economists, doctors, nurses, business 
leaders, victims of flooding and wildfires, all 
pointing to threats we face from climate 
change." 

"Don't do this," he wrote. 

New Mexico Democratic Sen. Tom Udall, 
whose state is working on its own methane 
regulations for its burgeoning oil and gas 
industry, called the rollback an "affront to New 
Mexicans." 

"We should be strengthening protections for 
people and the environment from methane, not 
weakening them," Udall said in a statement. 

'No environmental benefit' 

Republicans praised the proposal. Given 
voluntary methane emission reductions by the 
oil and gas industry and regulation at the state 
level, there's little need for a federal rule, they 
said. 

"The state of Wyoming already regulates 
methane emissions from oil and gas production," 
Senate Environment and Public Works 
Chairman John Barrasso (R-Wyo.) said in a 
statement. "There's no need for Washington to 
pile on. I will work with Wyoming to evaluate 
the Environmental Protection Agency's new 
proposal." 

Sen. Jim Inhofe (R-Okla.), a longtime backer of 
oil and gas and a former EPW Committee 
chairman, was slightly more forceful in his 
praise for the Trump administration's proposal. 
The Obama-era methane rule, he said, "had no 
environmental benefit and created needless 
costs." 

"Methane emissions have continued to decrease 
by voluntary actions initiated by industry, all 
while oil and gas production has skyrocketed," 
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Inhofe said in a statement. "With this kind of 
progress, why would regulation be necessary?" 

Reporter Nick Sobczyk contributed. 

Reprinted from Greenwire with permission from Environment & Energy Publishing, LLC. www.eenews.net; 202-628-6500 

NEPA: Greens say politics swayed permitting for 
Arizona development  
(Greenwire, 8/30/2019) Ariel Wittenberg, E&E News reporter

Environmental groups are alleging that the Fish 
and Wildlife Service reversed its position on a 
permit for a controversial Arizona development 
due to political pressure placed on a top agency 
biologist. 

At issue is a planned 28,000-home development, 
the Villages at Vigneto, meant to emulate a 
Tuscan village at the base of Arizona's 
Whetstone Mountains. The development would 
destroy 51 acres of ephemeral channels 
protected by the Clean Water Act. 

The Army Corps of Engineers, which issues 
Clean Water Act permits, reviewed only the 
development's impacts to 1,919 acres within a 
8,212-acre permit area. 

Both EPA and FWS had previously argued that 
any Clean Water Act permit for the development 
should consider not only its impacts to the dry 
washes, but also how groundwater pumping on-
site would affect the San Pedro River. 

The river, which spans 170 miles from Cananea 
in Mexico's Sonora province and empties into 
the Gila River, is dependent on groundwater 
flows from nearby mountains. It serves as a 
migratory corridor for birds, including the 
endangered Southwestern willow flycatcher. 

As recently as October 2016, FWS told the 
Army Corps it should not issue a permit without 
considering the impact groundwater pumping at 
Vigneto would have on endangered species 
living on the San Pedro River. But the agency 
reversed course in 2017, agreeing to the Army 
Corps' review. 

This spring, the longtime former head of FWS's 
Arizona office, Steve Spangle, claimed political 
pressure was behind the reversal, telling the 
Arizona Daily Star that a "high-level politico" at 

the Interior Department had pressured him 
through an attorney in the Solicitor's Office. 

"I got rolled," said Spangle, who retired this 
winter. 

Reporting by the Arizona Republic and the 
Arizona Daily Star later found that Mike 
Ingram, founder of El Dorado Holdings Inc., 
which is developing the village, met with 
Interior Secretary David Bernhardt just two 
weeks before Spangle said he was pressured to 
reverse course. 

Spangle's claims are now at the center of a 
lawsuit environmental groups have filed against 
the permit, claiming he was forced to "turn a 
blind eye on the adverse impacts of the Vigneto 
development on endangered species and critical 
habitat." 

"FWS's concurrence was not based on fact or 
science, but on politics, rendering it arbitrary, 
capricious, and contrary to law, in violation of 
the [Administrative Procedures Act]," 
Earthjustice argues in its complaint on behalf of 
the Lower San Pedro Watershed Alliance, 
Center for Biological Diversity, Sierra Club, 
Maricopa Audubon Society, Tucson Audubon 
Society and Cascabel Conservation Association. 

The environmental groups had already filed a 
lawsuit over the Army Corps' permit decision at 
the end of January. The agency agreed to 
suspend the development's permit shortly after 
but recently reissued it. 

Earthjustice attorney Stu Gillespie said the 
groups decided to amend their complaint to 
include the new information about Spangle's role 
because "the political interference further 
underscores the violations of the Endangered 
Species Act." 
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"What is really compelling about our case is that 
for the past 10 to 15 years, the EPA and FWS 
objected to the Corps' narrow scope of analysis 
and consistently demanded a comprehensive 
analysis of the entire development and impacts 
on not just listed species but also the aquatic 
ecosystem," he said. "Now, they have put the 
blinders on and ignored all the evidence that we 
submitted, hydrologists provided, that FWS 
itself provided showing adverse impacts to the 
San Pedro River, endangered species and their 
habitats." 

Developer slams 'every lie and false 
innuendo' 

Lanny Davis, who is representing El Dorado 
Holdings, said his clients "trust the court system 
to get to the truth and make a judgment." 

"Anyone can file a complaint," he said. 

Davis slammed the plaintiffs and pointed to a 
2005 judgment against the Center for Biological 
Diversity for libel. Then, a judge found that the 
group had made "false, unfair, libelous and 
defamatory statements" about a fifth-generation 
Arizona rancher in a press release regarding the 
rancher's Forest Service grazing allotment. 

"I am going to hold them accountable in public 
and in the media for every lie and false innuendo 
that they include in this complaint, which doesn't 
allow them to be sued again for defamation," he 
said. 

In particular, Davis argued that the Vigneto 
complaint "mischaracterizes" a letter the FWS 
Arizona Ecological Services Field Office sent to 
the Army Corps in June. The letter, sent after 
Spangle had retired, agrees with the 2017 
decision that the development poses no likely 
adverse impact. 

The complaint mentions the letter in a footnote 
and says that FWS sent the letter "just 20 days" 
after the Army Corps had asked for a new 
review "without any further analysis." 

But it does not quote or mention sections of the 
two-page letter that note the reevaluation was 
taken by the Arizona FWS, without any 
involvement from Washington, D.C., because 
the agency "take[s] the allegations made by Mr. 
Spangle seriously." 

"Mr. Spangle's allegations do not change our 
previous determinations regarding the effects of 
the Corps' actions on listed species or their 
designated or proposed critical habitat in the 
action area," the letter says. 

"Ask yourself, why did they omit the review of 
the local FWS, at the request of the Army Corps, 
which validated Spangle's final verdict as 
opposed to the earlier one he claims he was 
pressured to change?" Davis said. "Why? There 
is no reason for them to omit a material fact 
unless it is contrary to their innuendo of 
wrongdoing — innuendo being defined as 
suggesting wrongdoing without any facts." 

A June 2019 letter from FWS's Arizona 
Ecological Services Field Office is mentioned in 
a footnote of the complaint, which notes that it 
was sent "just 20 days" after FWS received the 
Army Corps' request for a new review. 

Davis did not respond to a follow-up question 
regarding the footnote. 

Questions about the permit have also reached 
Capitol Hill, where the House Natural Resources 
Committee began an investigation this summer. 

Committee Chairman Raúl Grijalva (D-Ariz.) 
has asked the department for documents that 
could shed light on Spangle's allegations. 

Although El Dorado Holdings currently has a 
permit and could begin work on the Village at 
Vigneto at any time, Davis said that "plans are 
still undetermined as to when to begin." 

"No decisions have been made on doing 
anything different than trusting the court 
system," he said.  

Reprinted from Greenwire with permission from Environment & Energy Publishing, LLC. www.eenews.net; 202-628-6500 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

NEPA: Yellowstone-area bison denied protected status  
(Greenwire, 9/5/2019) Michael Doyle, E&E News reporter 
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The Fish and Wildlife Service today said that the 
Yellowstone-area bison does not require 
Endangered Species Act protections. 

Though pressed repeatedly by environmentalists 
for years, agency officials concluded in a so-
called 90-day finding that further study is not 
needed into whether the shaggy, iconic creature 
is threatened or endangered. 

"We find that the petitions do not present 
substantial scientific or commercial information 
indicating the petitioned action may be 
warranted for Yellowstone National Park bison," 
FWS stated. 

The decision, though, may not be the end of the 
matter, as the Yellowstone-area bison's status 
has previously stirred litigation and could well 
do so again. 

The procedural background shows why; it's a 
case study in ESA decision-making, in which 
familiar-sounding fights are constantly 
reigniting. 

The Interagency Bison Management Plan for 
Montana and Yellowstone National Park 
currently guides officials. 

The federal government in 2007 rejected a 
handwritten petition — filed in 1999 — to 
protect the Yellowstone-area bison under the 
ESA. 

In 2014, the Western Watersheds Project and the 
Buffalo Field Campaign petitioned FWS to list 
the plains bison in and around Yellowstone 
National Park as an endangered or threatened 
distinct population segment. 

"The Yellowstone bison are significant because 
their continued persistence represents the only 
surviving natural occurrence of wild bison that 

has never been extirpated from its historic and 
ecological range," the petition said. 

The petition noted that the Yellowstone bison 
are the only significant herd of bison with no 
evidence of hybridization with cattle, and 
estimated that "the total population has 
fluctuated from about 2,100 to 4,800 over the 
last 25 years." 

A similar petition was filed in 2015 by writer 
James Horsley. 

In January 2016, FWS concluded listing was not 
warranted. Litigation ensued, leading to a 
judge's order in 2018 that another 90-day study 
be conducted. 

"The Service must explain why the evidence 
supporting the petition is unreliable, irrelevant, 
or otherwise unreasonable to credit rather than 
simply pick and choose between contradictory 
scientific studies," District Judge Christopher 
Cooper wrote. 

In March 2018, Horsley filed another petition. 

Meanwhile, FWS concluded today that there is 
substantial information available to consider 
listing the Mojave poppy bee as endangered, and 
will begin an in-depth review of this species. 

A petition concerning Arizona's endangered 
Mount Graham red squirrel also presents 
substantial information indicating that 
expanding critical habitat for this species may be 
warranted, the agency said. 

"This finding is a step in the right direction, but 
without greater habitat protection we could lose 
the Mount Graham red squirrel to extinction," 
Robin Silver, a Center for Biological Diversity 
co-founder, said in a statement.

 

Reprinted from Greenwire with permission from Environment & Energy Publishing, LLC. www.eenews.net; 202-628-6500 

 

NEPA: Interior advances project in Alaska’s petroleum 
reserve   
(Greenwire, 8/26/2019) Heather Richards, E&E News reporter 

The Interior Department completed a draft 
environmental review Friday that would allow 
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ConocoPhillips to expand oil and gas operations 
in the northeast corner of the National Petroleum 
Reserve in Alaska (NPR-A). 

The Bureau of Land Management estimated the 
Willow project would create between 400 and 
600 jobs during operation and produce an 
estimated 590 million barrels of crude. 

The proposed project joins a list of industry 
advances boosted by the Trump administration, 
including an anticipated oil and gas lease sale in 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) 
and a revision of protected lands within NPR-A, 
which the Trump administration has promised 
will come in months. 

The state needs a financial boost: Alaska's been 
cash dry since the price of oil busted five years 
ago. 

Officials have responded in part by hacking at 
the state budget to match lessened oil revenues. 
With no state income taxes, sources of revenue 
aside from oil taxes are in short supply for 
Alaska. 

Aside from the current price difficulties, 
Alaska's oil production on the North Slope has 
been falling for years. 

But the Trump administration's energy-first 
policy has raised controversy over the Last 
Frontier's resources, where some cast new 
efforts as potentially devastating to precious, 
untapped ecosystems. 

The Willow project is part of ConocoPhillips' 
plans to edge west, expanding development 
deeper into NPR-A where recent discoveries 
hint the greatest resources lie. 

The plan would include five drilling sites and 
267 miles of pipeline, with production beginning 
in 2024. 

On the table from that production is $1.7 billion 
in anticipated state taxes and billions of dollars 
more from property taxes and royalties diverted 
for local community grant funding. 

But Willow sets the stage for even greater 
westward expansion, which would mean 
entering an area currently under federal 
protections: The Teshekpuk Lake Special Area 
is a calving ground for caribou and a celebrated 

avian environment that lies just inland from the 
Beaufort Sea. 

The state and the federal government have been 
clear about their desire to support development 
in Alaska, though conservationists say drilling in 
and near protected habitats is unnecessary. 

Falling oil production 

There's a symbolic and practical measuring stick 
of Alaska's oil wealth in the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline System, the 800-mile-long steel artery 
for the industry connecting Prudhoe Bay to the 
port of Valdez. 

The daily average of crude moving through 
TAPS in 2018 was 509,000 barrels, a fraction of 
the pipeline's peak rate in the late 1980s. Since 
1977, when the pipeline began operating, only 
2015 had a lower daily average. 

"Over the last 15 to 20 years it had been 
declining every year," said David Houseknecht, 
a geologist with the U.S. Geological Survey. 

The weak oil prices of recent years have 
exacerbated the problem, helping create the 
budget crunch of today. 

In the weeks before Republican Gov. Mike 
Dunleavy was elected in late 2018, oil climbed 
to a four-year high in the upper $70s. By the 
time he took office in January, it had fallen to 
the $50 range, said Matthew Shuckerow, 
spokesman for Dunleavy. 

"That alone would have accounted for our entire 
state's deficit," he said. 

But Alaska's falling pipeline throughput has 
fluctuated in recent years, an improvement due 
to new oil coming online. 

In 2018, IHS Markit categorized Alaska's North 
Slope as a "Super Basin" due to new discoveries 
that would replenish flows out of the aging 
powerhouse. 

Some of the new oil and gas opportunities for 
Alaska are on federal land, like the NPR-A. 

"I'd say there is a lot of optimism, though with 
Prudhoe Bay and other old fields declining at the 
rate that they are, a lot of discoveries would 
have to be made and the development would 
have to take place quite quickly," said 
Houseknecht. 
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So far, relatively few wells have been drilled 
across the 23-million-acre expanse of NPR-A. 

But the oil that has been developed in the 
northeast coast of the reserve potentially exists 
all the way down the coastline, Houseknecht 
said.  

The Willow Master Development Plan DEIS 
may be viewed at 
https://www.blm.gov/programs/planning-and-
nepa/plans-development/alaska/willow-eis.  

Reprinted from Greenwire with permission from Environment & Energy Publishing, LLC. www.eenews.net; 202-628-6500

Lead NEPA Story (continued from page 1)

In new public comments on the draft, the 
senators linked the shift to the Trump 
administration's connection to donors from the 
fossil fuel industry, citing at least 92 actions by 
the administration aimed at either weakening 
greenhouse gas policies or aiding fossil fuels, 
including replacing EPA's Clean Power Plan and 
freezing fuel economy standards. 

"The proposed guidance is yet another example 
of the regulatory capture of the Trump 
administration by the fossil fuel industry," the 
comments said. "It ignores scientific, economic 
and technical expertise on the costs of carbon 
pollution in order to cater to the interests of the 
fossil fuel industry to which the Trump 
administration is professionally, financially, and 
politically tied." 

The senators zeroed-in on the draft's proposal 
that agencies not be required to use the social 
cost of carbon to weigh the potential costs and 
benefits of a project. The metric is used to put a 
dollar value on emissions and better understand 
the potential costs from climate change. 

They said that state governments, agencies and 
companies are adopting the metric for 
monetizing carbon pollution. Court rulings have 
also supported its use, despite industry 
challenges. 

They conclude CEQ's proposal is arbitrary and 
capricious for making a "regulatory U-turn that 
is unsupported by factual determinations." The 
comments describe the draft guidance as being 
"virtually devoid" of references to expertise and 
say CEQ failed to explain why the previous 
administration's approach was incorrect. 

The guidance drew further critiques in a joint 
comment signed by 41 environmental and public 
interest groups, including the Sierra Club, the 

Wilderness Society, the National Audubon 
Society and Oceana. 

The groups warned that CEQ did not recognize 
the purpose of the NEPA process "to foster 
excellent action" and instead treated the act as a 
procedural statute. 

"Without robust consideration of climate change 
and [greenhouse gas] emissions in federal 
decisions, the government abdicates its statutory 
responsibility to use all practicable means and 
measures to act as a trustee of future 
generations," the comments said. 

The groups described the guidance as giving 
"maximum flexibility to agencies" and said that 
agencies should be considering not just the total 
emissions of a given project but the real-world 
implications of those emissions. 

They pointed CEQ to the findings of the Fourth 
National Climate Assessment, published late last 
year. 

"The report is specifically written to help inform 
decision-makers, among others, about the effects 
of climate change in ways that are relevant and 
informative to NEPA analyses," the groups 
wrote. 

They noted that agencies should note the degree 
of confidence in emissions estimates, but "to 
suggest at this point that a projection of 
[greenhouse gas] emissions is the default for an 
adequate analysis of climate change and 
associated environmental effects is grossly 
inadequate." 

The groups also warned of the need to put 
climate impacts into context. Agencies should 
not simply compare potential emissions to a 
global total but should focus on local and 
regional impacts. 
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Similarly, consideration of a project should 
include information about existing climate-
related stressors on an environment, like how a 
project's water withdrawals might cause 
additional harm if the area is already affected by 
drought, they said. 

"The draft guidance is wholly inadequate in light 
of the climate crisis," the groups concluded. It 
"clearly signals a diminishment of the 
importance of climate change analysis. It should 
be withdrawn and rewritten." 

The public comment period on the draft 
guidance closed yesterday. 
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