
nr. Curtis Tucker 
Book Cliffs Resource Management 

PI=” Team Leader 
Sureau of Land Management 
170 SOUth 500 east 
Vernal, “tah 84078 

R-2: Draft Book Cliffs Resource 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 

Deer Kr. Tucker: 

.%s you know, Tosco development Corporation, a wholly owned sub- 
sidiary of Tosco Corporation, is presently planning a major oil 
shale project on 17,000 acres of oil shale leases from the State 
of Utah in the central portlo” of the Book Cliff8 Reso”rcr Area. 

Representatives of Tosco have carefully reviewed the draft 
ReCOUrCe nanagement Plan (“RnPm). We commend the Bureau of Land 
management (*BLM’I and other contributing public agencies for 
the thoroughness and clarity of the document. 

In the past, TOSCO has expressed a variety of concerns wirh 
respect to the alignment of utility corridors on federal lands 
adjacent to the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation (note 
Tosco’s comments to the draft Uintah Basin Synfuels Development 
f,“vironme”ral ImPact Statement). we have stated our belief that 
in determlnlng the future alignment of utility corridors it is 
unwise for the ELM or the Department of the Interior to make any 
assumptions about the Ute Tribe’s future land use plannlnq 
ob]ectives or policies . . . particularly with respect to the 
existence and location of ‘utility corridors’ vichin the reser- 
vation. We believe that the BLH should take approprlatn steps 
to ensure that all federal oil shale and other mineral reserves 
within the Book Cliffs Resource Area are provided wlch adequate 
access across land within the BLH’s jurisdiction. we have 
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specificlally proposed the creation of a utility corridor immed- 
iately sooth, southeast and east of the southeastern corner of 
the Ute Reservation to ensue that eristlng and future oil shale 
projects in the weet central and aouthwescezn portions of the 
resource area will be able to locate accea8 roads, Powerlines. 
pipelines and other similar facilities around tha~r&ervation on 
land subject to BLM jurisdiction. 

In response, the BLI( has promised either to amend existing man- 
agement framework plans to establish such a corridor when TOSCO 
evidences its intent to proceed with its project or to include 
such a corridor in future resource management plans. 

We are pleased to note that the proposed corridor has been 
included in three of the four resource managemenr plan alterna- 
tives, including the BLU’8 preferred alternative (note the loca- 
tion of corridor 5 on Figure 2-11, corridor 12 on Figure 2-19, 
and corridor 10 on Figure 2-26.). For reaaon~ we do not fully 
,,nderstand, however, the proposed alignment has nor been includ- 
ed in the current management alternative as indicated by Figure 
2-5 in the draft statement. We believe that even the current 
management alternative should reflect the BLU’s previous commir- 
menc to amend existing management framework plane to ensure 
;;‘,;:a to Tosco’a project from the northeast acr0.w non-Indian 

. “ore epeciflcally, we s”ggest Figura 2-5 be revised to 
include a corridor around the southeaerern corner of the “te 
Reservation linking the western end of corridor 4 with the 
northern end of corridor 9 for the reasons previously stated. 
The proposed revision will ensure that adequate corridors have 
been provided under all land management alternatives for the 
potential development of existing projects in the resource area 
without any reliance upon unwarranted or unrealistic assumptions 
about future land use policies on surface areas within the 
reservation. 

‘Ph.&k, y\u \for y our cooperation. 

w. Dixon Shay 
Director, G~~ernment Relations 

WDS/ jai 
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nr. Curfia Tucker 
Hook Cliff. Resource l4.“agement Plan 

Team Leader 
Burenu of Land M.M~.~.“L 
I70 South 50” East 
“Clxa1, Utah 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

“here is no .ch.dul. for assigning monitoring responsibility. 
timing or COBL.. Ih. Utah Division of Wildlife should have a larsr 
part in moniroring wildlife effects. 

Ihe rem “Authorized Crszini, U..” (p.8. xv) i. confusing 
as in Lh. fr.qu.nr reference LO ac~iv. pr.f.r.nc. (listed 86 102.915 
A”“) to compute livestock reductions. Bssed an active preference 
the reductims look very barge, but r.nlisrically the computatio” 
bss. should be th. average 3 year Y... Reduction. then would show 
the true number of A”“‘. LO he 1o.L. The 3 year average “6. is 
66.980 AW’s. “oderare rsducrion. er. shorn by this base, only a 
reduction of 13,607 NM’s far the remurc. pro~ee~io” alternariv. 
and only 93 AUP( for rh. balaoced u.. alternariv.. 
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“NlTED STATES 
NUCLEARAEGULATORVCOMMISSION 

WAsHINllrON. 0 c 20656 

Er. Curtis Tucker 
Book Cliffs Resource Manageuwnt 

Plan Tram I enarr .-. --. ___-. 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
170 South 500 East 
Vernal. Utah 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

In response to the letter from Rolana G. Robison. BLH Utah State Uirecfcr. 
we have reviewed the Oraft Book Cliffs Resource Managelrrut Plan/Environ- 
mental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the Vernal District. Bureau of 
Land Hanagexent, May 1964. Our review was directed to whether the action 
described 1n the draft El5 involved matters wlthln our jurisdiction by law 
or special expertise or had any potential impact an NRC licensed facilities. 
No potentiai effects were ldentlfied; therefore, we have no specific 
ccinnents on the draft EIS. 

Thank you for thr opportunity to review the draft document. 

Sincerely. 

bichard H. Vollner, Director 
Division of Engineering 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
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September 3, 1984 

aweau of Land Management 
Blue Mountain Allotment 
Attention: Carl Wright 

Dear Mr. Ilright: 

lr; reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Book Cliff 
Resource Management Ared. it appears that under the Balanced Use Alter- 
native (preferred alternatrve), the temporary nonrenewable A.U.M.'s would 
be reduced on the Blue Mountain Allotment. The proposed reduction would 
be from 449 A.U.M.'r under the Current Management Alternative to 325 
A.U.M.'s under the proposed monitoring level. e reduction of 124 A.U.M.'s. 
At this tin% it would be very detrimntal to our cattle operation. We 
feel the Jllotment has r.ot been overgrazed end with some type of sage- 
brush treatment the alloOnent will continue to handle the armunt of Cattle 
which we are running at the present time. 

We would like to Imeet with you people before a final declsiw has been 
nude. 



I 



Ye believe th.L m0.t of the inpact‘ .“d eon..qu.ne.. of .,Ch alr.r”.ri”. 0” 
ols.r.l reM)“rCC~ .r. d*scrlbed .deq”.cely L4 cll.pt.r. 7. .“d 4. The figures 
shoring re~~urc. di.lrihutk.n and wellnbilify .r. crpeclally helpful. One 
mignifieimr di.crep.ney. houaver. .hould be corrected. The N.v.1 Oil Shale 
se..w. (WOSS II) and ..c~...L~oII .nd pvar lit. vithdr.v.l. .r. mid to be 
clo,.d to oil .o* 0.. lea.ing (p. 34). but rhcs. .re., (53,000 acres) ece 
dlobn .“.il.¶bl. for l*.*ing on ftg.. Z-I. 2-B. 2-15, .n* 2-23. If the.. .r... 
.r. indeed closed to Icsdng, they .hould be .hovn . . “Ho la... ere..” 
(c.tegory 4) on the figorre.. and the .cr.q. .b.uld bs ineluded In “N) 1.s.e” 
tot.1. ill t.blc. 2-1 *n&i 4-7. (Inctd.nt.lly, rhe Uill Creek Speci.1 Tar 
Send Ace. vlthin the NOSR II is .hot.m . . . ‘Wo I...L WC..-) Ye note that 
the.. .re.. .r. .oder.t.ly (PP.) or hiphly (F3) f.vor.bl. for ail end 8.9 
(fig. 3-l) .nd . nm.ll parr liss within . Xnovn Geelogic structure (fill 3-2). 
Ye believe it 1. neca..nry LO COI’~.CL this dl.cnp.ncy .o that the .tatus 
of ch... land. f. deecribed correrrly Chrou&our the statement mnd the “no 
leasing” acreage d.ts Include Lhe full aaunt of l.nd in Lhl. cateexy. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
CkOL.O~,ICAL SUPVEV 

HMION. b* ?.2m* 

Hemordndum 

TO: Book Cliffs Resource Mandgement Plan Team Leader. 
bureau of Land Management, vernal, Utah 

From: Assistant Director for Engineering Geology 

Subject: Review of draft environmental statement for Book Cliffs 
Resource Hanagemnt Plan. Utah 

Ue have reviewed the draft statement .I requested :n e letter trom the 
state 01rector. 

The statement does not address effects of oil-shale development on aquifers. 
except In conslderlng the potential for ground-water pollution by Seepage 
or accidental discharge from surfdce operations (e.g., p. ZOO). Impacts 
frun dlsruptlon of aquifers. comingllng of poor-quality ground water from 
one aquifer with better-quality Water in another and loss of artesian 
pressure are not addressed. Because the Scope of the selected plan is tu 
include decisions as to nuraber and location of areas for mineral development, 
the statement should discuss these kinds of impdcts and possible .altigation. 

me s‘rd. Nest zone is very limited in extent rnd Only covers a 

partim of the acreage d.lln.ated . . pr‘ority manageoenc .r,e... 


