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The Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the 
Book Cliffs Resourc6 Management Plan was filed 
with the Environmental Protection Agency on June 1, 
1984. The EPA published a notice of availability on 
June 15, 1984 which commenced the 90 day public 
comment period. Notices of the public hearing to 
allow the public to comment on the adequacy of the 
Draft EIS were announced by the U. S. Department 
of Interior (USDI) in the Federal Register on May 24 
and August 2, 1984. News releases and newsletters 
were issued to alert local residents about the public 
hearings and the comment period for the Draft EIS. 
September 13, 1984 was established as the deadline 
for submission of written comments. A partial list of 
agencies, organizationsand individuals who received 
the Draft EIS and were invited to comment is in- 
cluded in this Final EIS. A complete list is available 
for public review at the Vernal District Office, 170 
South 500 East. 

The Vernal District Advisory Council held a meet- 
ing on July 25, 1984 to discuss the Draft EIS. Notice 
of this meeting was published in the Federal Register 
on June 19, 1984 and advertised in local electronic 
and printed media. 

The public hearing was held at the Vernal District 
off ice on July 17, 1984. Copies of the complete hear- 
ing transcript are available for public review at the 
Vernal District Office. 

All written comments and oral testimony from the 
public hearing have been reviewed for consideration 
in the Final EIS. Those comments which presented 
new data, questioned the facts or analysis pre- 
sented, or raised questions or issues which directly 
related to the scope of the Draft EIS, have been 
given a response. Testimonies or letters which were 
general or indicated a preference for one or more of 
the alternatives, have been included in the public 
comment section of this document, but have not 
been given a response. Comments which were re- 
ceived too late for inclusion in the Final EIS will be 
given co,;sideration in the decision making process. 

Oral Corments 
Eight persons commented at a public hearing held 

July 17, 1984 and convened for the purpose of re- 
ceiving comments on the Draft Book Cliffs Resource 
Management Plan and EIS. Their names are listed 
below under “Oral Commentors at Public Meetings” 
Their comments and BLM’s responses are displayed 
following the comment letters section. 

Comment Letters 
During and after the go-day public comment 

period, BLM received 151 letters regarding the Draft 
RMP. One of the letters was a form letter, of which 
BLM received 120 copies with original signatures. 
For the sake of convenience, the form letter is only 
identified once in the list entitled “Comment Letters”. 
The letters and BLM’s responses are displayed fol- 
lowing the index of comment letters. 

ORAL COMlvlENTS AT PUBLIC 

TING 
COMMENTORS: 

Jon Hill Ken Young 
Dean Chew Katherine A. Smith 
Nick Theos H. E. Graham 
Merit Snow Jim Tomlinson 

COMMENTOR/SIGNATUWE LETTER NO. 
Benny Holmes ...................................... 1 
Celcius Energy Co. (Tripp) ........................... 2 
Conoco, inc. (Birdsall) ............................... 3 
Bureau of Reclamation (Alien) ........................ 4 
Chevron (Hughes) ................................... 5 
Utah Dlvision of State History (Dykman) ............... 6 
Cody Jenkins ........................................ 7 
Uintah Cattlemen’s Assoc. (Gentry, plus 119 others) .... 6 
Texaco-Denver (Stanton) .............................. 9 
Shell Mining Co. (Mahaffy) ........................... 10 
Tosco Corporation @hay) ........................... 11 
Wildlife Management Institute (Poole) ................. 12 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (Volimer) ......... 13 
E. Vaughn 81 Ervin Wilkins .......................... 14 
Bureau of Mines (Jinks) ............................. 15 
U.S. Geological Suniey (Devine) ...................... 16 
Sierra Club (Catlin 81 Scott). ......................... 17 
Gary Sprouse Ranches .............................. 16 
Meril G. Snow ...................................... 19 
Uintah County Commission (Merrill, Domgaard, Snow) . . 20 
Aaron C. Woodward ................................ 21 
Atlantic Richfield Co. (Briggs) ........................ 22 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (Smith) ........... 23 
Department of the Air Force (Lammi) ................. 24 
Utah Nature Study Society (Hovingh) ................. 25 
Amoco Production Co. (Anderson) ................... 26 
Exxon Company, U.S.A. (Praetorius) .................. 27 
Mountain Fuel Resources, Inc. (Fiaim) ................ 26 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Hoffbuhr) ...... 29 
National Park Service, USDI (Strait) ................... 30 
Mobile Alternative Energy, inc. (Higgins) .............. 31 
State of Utah, Office of the Governor (Governor Matheson) 32 

There is a 30-day period provided for public pro- 
tests on this Final EIS. If no protests are received, 
a formal Record of Decision will be issued following 
completion of the 30-day comment period. 
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-on p.0. 147 of Ch. W.fL EIS. it ‘L.C.‘ th.t loucr *rocking 

lev.1. uy .cru.11y i.po.a gr..r.r h.rd.hiQ OQ Qlanr. by o*.r- 

gr.rlag in 1oc.lir.d .c..., .ucb . . r.r.chol...’ 

COY.“L 4: JO” tull 

-There “are 38.867 A”& .11o..t.d LO rildlif.. of rhich 22,891 

em evrrsnrly 1n no”“... Th... flpur.. .ha Lh.L the.. A”“. 

.r. .“.ll.bl. Ior “lldlif.; h...“.r , .o coa.ld.r.tloo Il.. be.” 

~.k.a of l ulreblllry, lneludl~ dt.t..c. to w.t”r. etc. B.np 

..d “.~.r htiro”....~. PT. fhs ~bi~g. L~,.UL . ..d LO b. w,rL.d 

on, r.ot eLOEt1r.p 1.v.1,.- 

coement 5: JOll Hill 

“The land c.n be r.~l.l..d and i.pro”.d efrer .in.r.l develop- 

eenr . YiCh . well-lb&~ ~1.n of un.~...nc. wildl‘f. .nd 

ll”..cock “ould DOI b. prcacly .ff.ee.d, or could .cturllg 

leer.... due LO iner.a..d famg. .nd ace...ib,lity.- 

ub.L Ill. up.r.tor ruuld r”n 0” Id. p.r.1r fur LI). r..IL fir. 

y.*r.. 

R..Qon.. 3: 

Ibl. .L.L.“aL eennol be found OLI ~8. 147. 1Iow.“.c. it i. 

coen~r th.r r.ducing li”..tock ourhr. uy a.t i.Qro”. tb. 

.ech*1c.l con*1tioo I” l0c.lil.d 1rc.s .UCh . . “*t.mtwl.., if 

the r.duetiom do.. DOL ch.oy. the . . ..on of u.. or .uffici.acly 

reduc. the li”..tock nueber”. 

R..po... 4z 

Ih.r. .r. hmh rsng. .tid “*tar lm~ro”...“L. proposed for li”.- 

l tock und.r .ll .Ir.ro.ri”.. except 0.. CY.~..L n.n.~...nt 

*t.rll.tl”.. 

B..Qm.. 5: 

It 1. Lru. thet folloving r.chm.clor~ of .r... d.“.loped for 

.ia.r.l., for.&. Qroduced covld b. .qu.l.d ..d. in th. highly 

productlv. .r.... forad. could her..... tkw.“.r, if liocrr, 

d.v.1oprs.r rer. to rak. p1.c. o”.r . r..-y..r period, .I) 

. ..u..d in th. ‘DIP, .ar. for.y. “ould b. r.k.o OUL of 

pmduetion th.” would b. rec1.h.d. 



Cmeent 6: Dean me” 

‘Yvll, ‘0.” p’up,. fi”f QYt “UT Of burl”.‘. IAnd II”bl” Of Cl,” cull 

of UP acqu,red those pemlts and they u.r. II l‘ttle bit more 

th.n I. could bndl. .t kh. cl.., . . . .O it thrued our uho,. 

op.r.tlon 0°C Of balance. I . ..” a”...r pemttr vereu’t cut as 

bed 8s the “inter p.r.Lte. ,o the “inter parsirs Lhro”.d OUT of 

belance our .u.m.r, beceuse Y. bed .or. UIUHP I” the Ylntrf 

CDYnLry . . . llort “f us Lhat had Ch.2.. p.rmltP tluugnt thlc ve 

“odd be Dbl. tO bah”C. OUT OQ.raL‘O” O”t.” 

cmeent 7: oenn Ch.” 

*... beeus. Of drought), caod‘rlons, we got off the r.ng.2 and 

d‘d”‘C Igo O”t on there. C”C maybe ten Qe’CenL Ye eo..thl”g ,lh 

chat. and thet guts it .,most to zero for tbt psrr‘culrr 

yeu’s us.; . . . . so 1. sh~uldn'c be Qenalired for P dtovphty 

year. - 

comeenr 8: Den” me” 

Rcspona. 6: 

If lO"llOrlnp of ll"o,lock use "II""" that Lh. r."Re could .C- 

cawc,d.t. ear. livestock. then more ll”..eock “ould ba allo”- 

ad. A k1.r.c. of forsge uich ,i”..Lo~k. vlldllf., end ul,d 

hx... 1. d..*red. Each ~er.1tt.e “as cont.ctsd pr‘or to inau- 

ant. of Lh. fin., doc”.e”t an* ad,ust.e”tm “*re made I” Ch. 

ll”e.Lock “a. that “OVld be ,“onitored. The prDQ0s.d plan i-c- 

fleer. rll... change*. 

llespons. 7: 

Besponse 8: 

The EL24 r.eo~“lzes that high populations of “orno” crlckecs and 

coyote. c.8 adversely affect ranch operetio”. through consum,,- 

t‘o” Of for.gs an* prednrlo” Of ,,“..toFk. me 8L.l da.* not 

Il.“. a”lh”rlCy to control Of e1tll.r of the,. *p.c,.s. insect 

o”Lbr..k* *Ire rontrolled by the A”hPl .“d Plant rlea,ctl 

l”qmLlo” Sarv‘c., U.S. hQUtW"t Of &,riC”,t”re a”d 



Comeent 9: O..” Che” 

““y Coement. *I. 0” r.“.“.bl. reeources YeraYs e”“lro”m.ntal 

eon..qusneas. 011 end g.* drill‘ng .“d .1ning, including 

road., plpelln.., . . . “ill .ff.ct very I.” .cr.. altar reread- 

lag. . . . .s~eci.lly If your ro.d Y.. fenced, you rouldn’t hrv. 

.ny problem. 1” f.CC, 1T .iglu b. t..rt.r nfrer the **BCYr- 

b.nc*. Therefore. “0 ““. long-tern livestock gr.rinjJ r.*uc- 

LiOOS should be enL‘clQ.3t.d for *inlog or drlllla*.” 

Coyote. *r. controlled b, Lh. AC,a.e’ Lla.a*. Control o,“isio” of 

the U.S. F1.h and Ulldllf. S.C”iC.. The BLA is “‘lli”$ to 

~1c.V tC..LW”ts “f Lh.“. specie.; ho”.“.r, t..csu*r BM do.. 

not he”. drc1sioll suL”oriry fOC r.rol”l”p tries. prok.1e.s. tnry 

have nor baeo included lo the .lt.r”arlve.. 

The text he. be.” revlad to reflect Llll. coucern. 

BeSQO”8. 9: 

The i=p.cts of thi= hlghvay construcrio” projact rer. *iecussr* 

pespons. 10: 

R.f.r LO putIlls hearlug respous. number IL”.. 



comments 

Comsenr 11: HLEL Theo. 

^N”.b.T two. The ,lvr.rock a~srstorr in thl. arrd .omz 10 

yesr. sgo LO& s vol”,,f.~y r.d”erla” of 4”M., snd I think IL 

.v.rag.d ln this llookelltf .r.. over IS parcmt for vildllfe 

us.. I feel th.r that “a. sufflc‘ent. ..,m‘nlly “hen the 

susQ.nnlo” Of “~““a. vs. C.k.“.” 

commenr 13: 

D 1.” lnse 11: 

Refst LO QUbl‘C hr.sr‘“g r..Qo,~J” “umber one. 

such bore.. and burros to be maioralned 0” .” arrd, the .ufhox-- 

is.* officer .hrll c...cYe .*equace forage an* satirfy 0tli.C 

rco’w,lcsl requ‘rew,tr of .“ch horae. and burro. and ‘when 

‘,ecae.ary, adjust UC cxcilrde du.c.t‘c li”..LOCil us. accurdli,g- 

1y.” 



C0mme”t 14: ner*1 snov 

“.,, ‘ didn’t undrrrt.,,d ,.. ~8. A.5-1. 1t raid: K.d”C” 

aQr‘n& grsrlng by 222 A”H. to *.prove ecology condltlo”. 

The present gral‘ng on that 1. only 135 ALi”. In the spring. 

Msybe t!lar is the us. In the fall.” 

“I don’t k.nov ho” you Cd” ..rlmire “lid hurrr use and be I” 

r..ource Qrotecrlo”.” 

CYmmC,,~ 16: “Sri1 S”O” 

hamrnt 17: Y.” Young 

-IO rsduce, 1 think. vould be very h.rd on us -- I shuuld ..I 

rh. ,i”..Lock producer. -- if Y. vs. to 8” reduced an.3 yenal- 

Ire., fur nonu.e “1 these perm‘t. . ..- 

R..Qo”.e 14: 

me C.iC hr. bre‘l rurrrctrd to C”.lI‘ 136 A”“” “f YyciIly “SC. 

Response 13: 

Rrapou.. 16: 

Re.po”.. II: 

P.ef.C to publk hrar‘ng rsspvuae nusber ““S. 



1.1 The ,,r..,ng nu.b.r. presented I” this docu.e”t do not indicate a 

reductlm or ioer.... in li4estock grazing pr.f.r.nc.. This document 

Indlest.. P level of grsriog us. that vould be .““ll”r.d far the next 

fi”. Y.C.C.. The ~armitt... “ill be encoute~ed to QS~~iCtQSt. ‘n this 

eenltor‘ng process. As stsred on page. 74 snd 75 of the DEB. reduc- 

tion. or incren... In llvescock graring would only be imp1e.e”t.d 

b...d "QO" Lh. r..O”rC. condirlo”. . . d.t.~-.i”ed by l”nltori”g. 

M,u.cm.nt. rould be .a*. by .utu.l .&r....nr or by HA declsio”. 



July 11. 1984 

HR CURTIS TUCKER 
BOOK CLIFFS RESOURCE HANAGEllENT 

PLAN TEAH LEADER 
BUREAU OF LAW MANAGEMENT 
170 SOUTH 500 EAST 
VERNAL UT 84078 

KE: Comments on Oraft Book Cliffs Resource Management 
PlanlEnvlronment.31 Impact Statement 

Oerr Hr. Tucker: 

UerprolCelsius Energy Company II actively involved in hydrucav~bon 
erplordtlon wlthin the Book Cliffs Resource Area. Due to both rtruc- 
tural and strstlgraphic entra(mlent of hydrocarbons and numerous produc- 
tive reservoirs. it is this ~~niwn~'s belief that thd entlre Book Cliffs 
Resource Area has substantial hydr&arbon potential which should be 
developed to its fullest extent. This excellent potential has been 
proven by the extremely high IUCCBII ratio present throuyhout the area. 
Marginal drilling economics fn this region would be adverseiy impacted 
by the spec,al stipulatrons outlined under the preferred Balanced Use 
Alternative. 

Wexpro/Celrlur Energy Company recommends the Comnodity Production 
Alternative be implemented in the Book Cliffs Resource Area. This 
alternative will alluw operators to develop the hydrocdrbun potential of 
this area to its greatest extent and allow them to earn a fair retur!: on 
their investment capital. 

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter 
rY 

I 
Sincerelv. 

Carol N. Tripp 
Gcolugist 

I tr 



Mr. Curtis Tucker, Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
170 South 500 East 
“ern.1, UT 8.4071 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

Re: Book Cliffs RA Draft RMPIEIS 

This letter IS m support of your prcfcrred alternative I4 - Balanced Use. 

I commend you on a thoughtfully, written and vell-documcnted draft RMP. I 
believe you have indeed ottempicd and .chiev.d a balanced plan which fairly 
recognizes the general needs of all your land users. I particularly appreciated 
Tables u-7 and 1, Acrcane Conflicts Between Category Derignations and Oil Cr 
Gas Favorability Areas. This was, to me, .n excellent, graphic method for 
overiew of the minerals conflicts, and nicely clarified by the oil and gas 
favorability maps of Chapter 1. 

AH told.. good job. 

AS you know, RMOCA bar encouraged the YIC of the “m.trlx” pmcerr in 
determination of the likelihood of exploratron under each altematwe. Using the 
data on page 151 of the RMP, I rearranged and calculated a, follows (in 000s of 
StCd. 

Alterwtive 

Current 
Slt”,r,“” 

Geolo*ic Potmtial 
Access 

w !! m L 

Wld 
NSO : :: 

4 
5 

s,,. 27 159 0 
117 655 23 

Resource 
Protection 

Commodity 
Pr”d”ctlo” 

U’ld 
NSO 

25’. 

W/d 
NSO 
Spec 
Std. 

3 5 0 
10 38 3 
68 385 26 
69 017 3 

Li 
0 0 

4 2; 
0 
2 

146 813 30 

m.“k you for ,our EOY.“~.. Your vi.". vi11 be giveo co..td.r.t~o. 

in uklng the fin.1 d.el.ion on the a..oure. n.Lsn.g.u.t Plao. 



Mr. Curtis Tucker. Team Leader 
Page 2 
July 17, 1984 

Balanced Wld 0 0 0 
fJ5.e NSO 1 7 1 

47 363 3 
102 4?5 28 

Wld 0 0 0 
NSO 0 0 0 
spcc. 0 -82 0 
Std. 150 32 

Using the matrix mulriplierr 

0 0 0 
1 2 I 
6 2 
9 :, 3 

1 calculated indices of 

Current Situation 5.70 90 
Resource Protection 5.10 80 
Commodity Production 6.26 99 
Balanced Use 5.16 86 
Maximum 6.34 IO0 

Yours very truly, 

L2c&&d 
E. Fred Birdsall 

bp 
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Chevron 
Chevron USA Inc. 
IO0 SO”,h C”,“rddo Bird.. P 0 00” 599. Denuer, co 002Ol 

Denr Hr. Tucker: 
. 

Thank you far your cuumenc. 



Currlr Tucker 
Bureau of Land Management 
170 South 500 East 
P. 0. Box F 
Vernal, Utah 84087 

Rt: Book Cliffs Drafr EIS 

In Reply Refer To Case No. HI37 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

The Utah Preser”ation Office has received for consideration a Copy 
of the draft environmental impact statement for the Book Clif!r 
Resource Management Plan. After review of the material, our rfficr 

notes Lhat cultural resources are not considered an area of 
controversy by the document itself, and therefore the m.+teria: 
relating to cultural resources is axtremely brief. 

6.1 our only c-onwent that mtly he considered by the RLM is th.dt thvre 
“,,,“a” t” be “” nL,,,ilgement plan for cu,rurs, r=s”urCeb. If they (10 

become a problem. For example. what kind of inventory is proposed 

in the affected areas. and if these areas are going to be fully 

surveyed with Class III surveys or Class Ii surveys. If it ic not 

considered an area of controversy. we believe that there should be 

some consideration given to future planning for projects in tte area. 

Since no formal consultation request concerning eliglbiilty, effect 
or mitigation a5 outlined by 36 CtR BOG was indicated by )ou, this 
letter represents a response for infurmation concerning locati ,n of 
cultural Te5our‘es. If you have any questions or concerns, please 
‘OnfaCt me at*533-7039. 

JLD:,rc:11137/0bJMV 



7.1 Refer to letter respunbe 1.1 



Bureau of Land Mtnagacnt 
170 South SO0 East 
“cm.1 VT 84018 

Re: Rcduct;on in Gra-ing 

Bookcliff Resource MmaSnenf plan ‘Ieu Leader 

Dear Sir: 

The grazing reduction is not bared o" proper rangs management teachniques 
and rherefore is unacceptable. 

Sincerely, 

NOTE: This is a form letter. The Dfstrict received a total of 120 of them. 
each bearing an original signature. A few pf the signatures were very dif- 
ficult to read. so please forgive any spelling errors in the list below. 
Besides Allen Gentry, we received a letter fwm the following 119 persons: 

H llaughan Coulton 
Paul Y l4ccoy 
JOC Harlem 
Neal Owin Snow 
Vaughn YIlkens 
Yanda 1 Stalcy 
Dorothy Rasmussen 
Garth Horrocks 
Lhwn Powell 
Jimny Caldwell 
Ralph Prescott 
Gene Nyberg 
Bernard Oberhansly 
wrona Prescott 

Phyllis Oberhrnsly 
Hark Oberhanrly 
Ron RIchens 
Edward Colto" 
Craig Caldwell 
Jim Calduell 
Don M Walker 
Leo snow 
Ed W Oscarso" 
nart Batty 
Julia" A lbssey 
Joe &dr Batty 
perry race 
0 Llnford Batty 

Norlene C Batty 
Ana R Batty 
Arde" Y Stewart 
Frank Reynolds 
Lklnna Rde Stewart 
Vickie S Batty 
hrgan Y Batty 
A C Yflkerson 
Ira w hssey 
Ihen Nelson 
Bertha WIlkerso" 
Edna Nelson 
Oee Jenkins 
Shirley Oldaker 

Refer to letter responsee 1.1 and 1.1. 
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August 22. 1984 

Bin Planning Process 
Book Cliffs Resource Area 

Mr. Curtis Tucker. Team Leader 
Bureau of Lend llanagement 
170 South 500 East 
Vernal. Utah 84078 

Dear Sir: 

Atteched is a" Energy and Hlneral Rcsourccs Evaluation covering the 
Bull Canyon (VT-080-417) and Uinter Ridge (VT-080-730) Wlderness 
Study Areas. You ~111 note that both areas have hlgh potentfal for 
oil, gas end oil shale. 

Yhile there is no objection to tallying these evaluations with other 
evaluations to arrive at a consensus of nlnerrl values, this specific 
evaluation should be treated as conffdentlal and not released to the 
publfc. 

Yours very truly. 

RICHARD Y. STANTON 
Land Manager 

T 

GM/ jac 
Enclosure 
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IV-1 August 27. 1984 

Hr. Curtis Tucker 
RHP Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
Book Cliffs Resource Area 
170 South SW East 
vernal, UT 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

SUBJECT: COMENTS ON DRAFT RMP/EIS FOR BOOK CLIFFS RESOURCE AREA 

Shell Hining Company believes that the Draft RMP/EIS for the Book Cliffs 
Resource Area has several positive aspects. lie are partlculsrly impressed 
with the following features of the Draft RMP/EIS: 

- The excellent graphics ahd maps. 

- The thorough d<scussio" of all land mnagement alternatives. 

Ye are. however, co"cerr,ed with some of the languaqe and concepts con- 
tained within the Draft RMP/EIS. Our rrost serious concerns with the 
Draft RHP/EIS are as follows: 

- The apparent restrictions on the.ability of future federal 
lessees to select the Rest appropriate oil shale development 
method. 

- The unnccessarlly restrictive erea from which industry would be 
able to nominate tracts for federal oil shsle leasing. 

- The apparent lack of flextbil1ty to process future land ex- 
change proposals. 

Oetafls on the three above-listed concerns an provided in en attachment 
to this letter. 

Ye appreciate the opportunity to outline our concerns with the Draft 
RWPlEIS and we hope the Ideas expressed I" this letter will be useful to 
the ELM in developing the Final RP(P/EIS for the Book Cliffs Resource 
Area. 

If you have any questions regarding the concerns presented In this letter 
or its attachment. please call Mr. Kenny Schmidt et (713) 870-2840. 

Jack 1. Rhrffey 



10.1 

ATTACHMENT 

SHELL'S CONCERNS YITH ORAFT RnP/EIS 

FOR BOOK CLIFFS RESOURCE AREA 

In the Draft RMP/EIS. the BLH appears to be establishing a policy 

that would severely limit the ability of future lessees to choose the most 

appropriate technology. or mix of technologies, far developing the federal oil 

shale deposits of the Uinta Basin. Specifically. certain portions of the Draft 

WlP/EIS could eastly be interpreted as proposing to: . 

a) Prohibit use of any oil shale technology other thsn undwyruund 

mining/surface retorting in the central Uinta Basin. 

b) Prohibit use of any oil shale technology other than true In-%itu 

(in effect, just Geoklnetic's LOFRECO process) dluny the swth- 

em rim uf the Uinta Basin. 

We s:rungly believe that the BLM should refrain from establishing any 

policy limiting the ability of d federal oil shale lessee to select, with ELM 

approval, the technology, or mix af technologies. that would be: 

, 

NE8421215 



nOst suited to the specific lease tract conditions. 

Host responsive to the socioeconomic, envlronnental. and technologl- 

cal canstralnts existing at the time of lease tract development. 

In light of the above. we suggest that BLH modify the "Oil Shale" 

discussions on page: 40. 53, 60. 161, 181 and 196 to clearly allow the use of 

any oil shale development technology that would be suited to site-specific 

conditions and represent a socially responsible use of the land and mineral 

resources of the lease tract. The figures G" pages 44. 55, and 64 should also 

be changed to ensure that the RMP/EIS consistently provfdes future federal oil 

shale lessees with the ability to select appropriate development technologies. 

We believe thet the process of delineating oil shale tracts for 

federal ledsing would be adversely affected if any of the four alternatlves 

presented in the Draft RPIPIEIS were implemented. Specifically. implementation 

of any of the four alternatives (even the Commdity Production Alternative) 

would severely constrain the process of delineating of1 shale tracts for 

leasing, since only e small portion of the potentially attractfvr oil shale 

lands in the Uinta Basin would be made available for leasing, Limiting the 

availability of lands for leasing would hamper industry's ability to nominate 

tracts that are responsive to the many factors (technological. economic. 

environmental. and rocioecono~~~ic) aftectlng the development of oil shale. 

NE8421215 
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Since the above-mentioned factors affecting oil shale development are 

likely to be constantly changing, the types of oil shale lands attractive to 

industry are also likely to be constantly changing. As such, ELM should not 

premise its Book Cliffs RHP on current guesses as to which federal oil shale 

lands in the Uinta Basin are mxt likely to be in demand for leasing in the 

19’30’s and beyond. Rather, we believe the RMP should be used IS an opportunity 

to make available for leasing all those federal oil shale lands that meet 

certain minirmm resource criteria - such as the criteria used to formulate 

Figures 3-3 and 3-4 tn the Draft WP/EIS. 

Ue are G advocating that all the federal oil shale lands of the 

"iota Basin be offered in an actual lease sale or sales. However. we are 

suggesting that industry be given as large an area as possible from which to 

ncminate tracts for leasing. The tract nomination and ranking process (proba- 

bly administered by the Regional Oil Shale Team) should provide adequate 

opportunity for industry, state/local governments. and the public to provide 

input to the ELM as to the most appropriate tract or tracts for ectual leasing. -- 

The gray-shaded areas on Figures 3-3 and 3-4 of the Draft RMP/EIS 

appear to be the federal oil shale lands that should be nade "available" for 

leasing. At a minimum. the thick oil shale strata of the Uinta Basin depwen- 

tw should be made available for leasing. SpecIfically. that pwtlw of tl,r 

KOSLA (show" on Figure 3-4 of the Draft HMP/EIS) that lies north of the Hhite 

River and west of Utah State Highway 45 appears to contain: 
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0 The thickest Mahogany lone I" the Uinta Basin. 

D The highest in-place, shalt! oil rerource per unit awa ,I! the Uinln 

I Basin 

10.4 

Because of the two above-mentioned attributes, we believe the Ulnta 

Basin depocenter is a potentially attractive area for future oil ihale leasing. 

Accordingly, we believe ELM should ensure that such potentially attractive oil 

shale lands are not precluded from the tract nomination and ranking process as 

a result of limitations established dxing the RMP process. 

I" conclusion. we suggest that BLH modify the Draft RHP/EIS to 

maximize the federal lands "available" for oil shale ieaslng. By provid! '3 

mxr tract nomination possibilities, BLM would enwre that the wxt appropriate 

lands are actually offered for lease sale. The actual lease tract or tracts 

offered for sale should be determined through a rite-specific tract nomination 

and rankrng process, with adequate opportunity tar public comnent. 

The "Land Tenure Adjustment" discussions on pages 168, 185, and 201 

appear to leave BLM with little flexibility for harldling exchange proposals 

that would involve lands not delineated for disposal In the Draft RHPIEIS. Ile 

suggest that the appropriate partIons of the Draft KMP/EIS be modified to 

provide BLM with the flexlbillty to process a land exchange proposal illat 
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would be fonjnd to be in the public interest pursuant to the reguldtlollr of 

43 CFR Part 2200. To address OUP suggestion, the Draft RNi'/EIS could be 

nwdified to present the policies, procedures, and guidelines that woul~~ cG,ltr01 

the processing of future land <*chdnge proposals involving lands in the Book 

Cliffs Resource Area. 
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