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NOTATION

The following is a list of acronyms and abbreviations, chemical names, and units of
measure used in this document. Some acronyms used only in tables may be defined only in those
tables.

GENERAL ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

ACEC Area of Critical Environmental Concern
AGR aboveground retort

AIRFA American Indian Religious Freedom Act
AMSO American Shale Oil, LLC

ANFO ammonium nitrate and fuel oil

APE Area of Potential Effects

API American Petroleum Institute

APLIC Avian Power Line Interaction Committee
APP Avian Protection Plan

AQRV air quality—related value

ARCO Atlantic Richfield Company

ATP Alberta Taciuk Process

ATSDR Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
AWEA American Wind Energy Association
AZGFD Arizona Game and Fish Department

BA biological assessment

BCD barrels per calendar day

BLM Bureau of Land Management

BMP best management practice

BO biological opinion

BOR U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

BPA Bonneville Power Administration

BSD barrels per stream day

BTEX benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes
CAA Clean Air Act

CAPP Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers
CARB California Air Resources Board

CASTNET Clean Air Status and Trends Network
CBOSC Cathedral Bluffs Oil Shale Company
CCR™ Conduction, Convection, and Reflux

CCw coal combustion waste

CDC Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
CDOT Colorado Department of Transportation
CDOW Colorado Division of Wildlife (now Colorado Parks and Wildlife)
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CDPHE
CEQ
CFR
CHAT
CHL
CIRA
CNHP
COGCC
CPC
CPW
CRBSCF
CRD
CRSCP
CRWQIP
CSS
csu
CWA
CWCB
CWS

DoD
DOE
DOl
DOL
DOT
DRMS
DRUA

EA
EGL
EIA
E-ICP
EIS
EMF
E.O.
EOR
EPA
EPRI
EQIP
ESA

FAA
FLPMA
FONSI
FR

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment

Council on Environmental Quality

Code of Federal Regulations

Critical Habitat Assessment Tool

combined hydrocarbon lease

Cooperative Institute for Research in the Atmosphere
Colorado Natural Heritage Program

Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission
Center for Plant Conservation

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (formerly Colorado Division of Wildlife)

Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum
Comment Response Document

Colorado River Salinity Control Program

Colorado River Water Quality Improvement Program
cyclic steam stimulation

Controlled Surface Use

Clean Water Act

Colorado Water Conservation Board

Canadian Wildlife Service

U.S. Department of Defense

U.S. Department of Energy

U.S. Department of the Interior

U.S. Department of Labor

U.S. Department of Transportation

Division of Reclamation Mining & Safety (Colorado)
Dispersed Recreation Use Area

environmental assessment

EGL Resources, Inc.

Energy Information Administration

bare electrode in situ conversion process
environmental impact statement

electric and magnetic field

Executive Order

enhanced oil recovery

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Electric Power Research Institute
Environmental Quality Incentives Program
Endangered Species Act of 1973

Federal Aviation Administration

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
Finding of No Significant Impact

Federal Register
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FTE
FY

GCR
GHG
GIS
GPO
GSENM

HAP
HAZCOM
HFC
HMA
HMMH

1-70
IARC
ICP

IEC

IM

IPPC
ISA
ISWS
IUCNNR

JMH CAP

KOP
KSLA

LAU
Ldn
LETC
LM
LPG
LWC

M&l
MFP
MIG, Inc.
MIS
MLA
MMC
MMTA
MOU

full-time equivalent
fiscal year

gas combustion retort

greenhouse gas

geographic information system

Government Printing Office

Grand Staircase—Escalante National Monument

hazardous air pollutant

hazard communication
hydrofluorcarbon

Herd Management Area

Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc.

Interstate 70

International Agency for Research on Cancer

in situ conversion process

International Electrochemical Commission

Instructional Memorandum

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

Instant Study Area

Illinois State Water Survey

International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources

Jack Morrow Hills Coordinated Activity Plan

key observation point
Known Sodium Leasing Area

Lynx Analysis Unit

day-night average sound level
equivalent sound pressure level
Laramie Energy Technology Center
Office of Legacy Management (DOE)
liquefied petroleum gas

lands having wilderness characteristics

municipal and industrial
Management Framework Plan
Minnesota IMPLAN Group, Inc.
modified in situ recovery

Mineral Leasing Act

Multi Minerals Corporation
Mechanically Mineable Trona Area
Memorandum of Understanding

vi
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MPCA
MSDS
MSHA
MSL
MTR

NAAQS
NADP
NAGPRA
NCA
NCDC
NEC
NEPA
NESHAP
NFS
NHPA
NLCS
NMFES
NNHP
NOA
NOI
NORM
NOSR
NPDES
NPS
NRA
NRHP
NSC
NSO
NTSA
NTT
NWCC
NWR

OHV

OOsI
OPEC
OSEC
OSEW/SPP
OSHA
OSTS

OTA

PA
PADD
PAH

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
Material Safety Data Sheet

Mine Safety and Health Administration
mean sea level

military training route

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
National Atmospheric Deposition Program
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
National Conservation Area

National Climate Data Center

National Electric Code

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
National Forest Service

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
National Landscape Conservation System
National Marine Fisheries Service

Nevada Natural Heritage Program

Notice of Availability

Notice of Intent

naturally occurring radioactive materials

Naval Oil Shale Reserves

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Park Service

National Recreation Area

National Register of Historic Places

National Safety Council

No Surface Occupancy

National Trails System Act

National Technical Team

National Wind Coordinating Committee
National Wildlife Refuge

off-highway vehicle

Occidental Oil Shale, Inc.

Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries
Oil Shale Exploration Company

Oil Sands Expert Workgroup/Security and Prosperity Partnership

Occupational Safety and Health Administration
oil shale and tar sands
Office of Technology Assessment

Programmatic Agreement

Petroleum Administration for Defense District
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon

Vil
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PCB
PEIS
PFC
PFYC
PILT
P.L.
PM
PM2.5
PM1o
PPE
PPH
PRLA
PSD

R&D
R&I
RBOSC
RCRA
RD&D
RF
RFDS
RMP
ROD
ROI
ROS
ROW

SAGD
SAMHSA
SDWA
SFC
SHPO
SIP
SMA
SMP
SPR
SRMA
SSI
STSA
SWCA
SWPPP
SWWRC

TDS
THAI
TIS

polychlorinated biphenyl

programmatic environmental impact statement

perfluorcarbons

Potential Fossil Yield Classification

payment in lieu of taxes

Public Law

particulate matter

particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 um or less
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 um or less

personal protective equipment
Preliminary Priority Habitat
preference right lease area

Prevention of Significant Deterioration

research and development

relevance and importance

Rio Blanco Oil Shale Company

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
research, development, and demonstration
radio frequency

reasonably foreseeable development scenario
Resource Management Plan

Record of Decision

region of influence

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum
right-of-way

steam-assisted gravity drainage
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration
Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974
Synthetic Fuels Corporation

State Historic Preservation Office(r)

State Implementation Plan

Special Management Area

suggested management practice

Strategic Petroleum Reserve

Special Recreation Management Area
self-supplied industry

Special Tar Sand Area

SWCA, Inc., Environmental Consultants
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
States West Water Resources Corporation

total dissolved solids

toe to head air injection
true in situ recovery

viii
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TL timing limitation

TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load

TOSCO The Oil Shale Corporation

TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976
TSDF treatment, storage, and disposal facility
UDEQ Utah Department of Environmental Quality
UDNR Utah Department of Natural Resources
UDWR Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
UGS Utah Geological Survey

uiC underground injection control

ULP Uranium Leasing Program

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

usC United States Code

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture

USFS U.S. Forest Service

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGCRP U.S. Global Change Research Program
USGS U.S. Geological Survey

VCRS Visual Contrast Rating System

VOC volatile organic compound

VRI Visual Resource Inventory

VRM Visual Resource Management

WDEQ Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality
WEQC Wyoming Environmental Quality Council
WGFD Wyoming Game and Fish Department
WRAP Western Regional Air Partnership
WRCC Western Regional Climate Center

WRI World Resources Institute

WRSOC White River Shale Oil Corporation
WSA Wilderness Study Area

WSR Wild and Scenic River

WTGS wind turbine generator system
WYCRO Wyoming Cultural Records Office
WYNDD Wyoming Natural Diversity Database
CHEMICALS

CHy4 methane HoS
CO carbon monoxide

CO9 carbon dioxide NH3
COye carbon dioxide equivalent NO;

hydrogen sulfide

ammonia
nitrogen dioxide
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N-O
NOy

O3

Pb

nitrous oxide
nitrogen oxides

ozone

lead

UNITS OF MEASURE

ac-ft

bbl
Btu

°C
cfs
cm

dB
dBA

°F
fi
ft3

g

gal
GJ
gpd
gpm
GW
GWh

acre foot (feet)

barrel(s)
British thermal unit(s)

degree(s) Celsius

cubic foot (feet) per second

centimeter(s)

decibel(s)
A-weighted decibel(s)

degree(s) Fahrenheit
foot (feet)
cubic foot (feet)

gram(s)

gallon(s)
gigajoule(s)
gallon(s) per day
gallon(s) per minute
gigawatt(s)
gigawatt hour(s)

hour(s)
hectare(s)
horsepower
hertz

inch(es)

degree(s) Kelvin
kilocalorie(s)
kilogram(s)
kilometer(s)

SFg
SO-
SOy

kPa
kV
kWh

MMBtu

ppm
ppmv
psi

rpm

scf

yd?
yd3
yr

um

sulfur hexafluoride
sulfur dioxide
sulfur oxides

kilopascal(s)
kilovolt(s)
kilowatt-hour(s)

liter(s)
pound(s)

meter(s)
square meter(s)
cubic meter(s)
milligram(s)
mile(s)

square mile(s)
megajoule(s)
millimeter(s)
million Btus
mile(s) per hour
megawatt(s)

part(s) per billion
part(s) per million

part(s) per million by volume
pound(s) per square inch

rotation(s) per minute

second(s)

standard cubic foot (feet)

square yard(s)
cubic yard(s)
year(s)

micrometer(s)
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ENGLISH/METRIC AND METRIC/ENGLISH EQUIVALENTS2

The following table lists the appropriate equivalents for English and metric units.

Multiply By To Obtain
English/Metric Equivalents
acres 0.4047 hectares (ha)
cubic feet (ft3) 0.02832 cubic meters (m3)
cubic yards (yd3) 0.7646 cubic meters (m3)
degrees Fahrenheit (°F) =32 0.5555 degrees Celsius (°C)
feet (ft) 0.3048 meters (m)
gallons (gal) 3.785 liters (L)
gallons (gal) 0.003785  cubic meters (m3)
inches (in.) 2.540 centimeters (cm)
miles (mi) 1.609 kilometers (km)
miles per hour (mph) 1.609 kilometers per hour (kph)
pounds (lb) 0.4536 kilograms (kg)
short tons (tons) 907.2 kilograms (kg)
short tons (tons) 0.9072 metric tons (t)
square feet (ft2) 0.09290 square meters (m?2)
square yards (yd?) 0.8361 square meters (m2)
square miles (mi2) 2.590 square kilometers (km?)
__yards(yd) 09144 ~ meters(m) ___________
Metric/English Equivalents

centimeters (cm) 0.3937 inches (in.)
cubic meters (m3) 35.31 cubic feet (ft3)
cubic meters (m3) 1.308 cubic yards (yd3)
cubic meters (m3) 264.2 gallons (gal)
degrees Celsius (°C) +17.78 1.8 degrees Fahrenheit (°F)
hectares (ha) 2471 acres
kilograms (kg) 2.205 pounds (Ib)
kilograms (kg) 0.001102  short tons (tons)
kilometers (km) 0.6214 miles (mi)
kilometers per hour (kph) 0.6214 miles per hour (mph)
liters (L) 0.2642 gallons (gal)
meters (m) 3.281 feet (ft)
meters (m) 1.094 yards (yd)
metric tons (t) 1.102 short tons (tons)
square kilometers (km?2) 0.3861 square miles (mi?)
square meters (m2) 10.76 square feet (ft2)
square meters (m?2) 1.196 square yards (yd2)

& In general in this PEIS, only English units are presented. However,
where reference sources provided both English and metric units, both
values are presented in the order in which they are given in the source.
Where reference sources provided only metric units, only those units

are presented.

Xi
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APPENDIX K:

GREATER SAGE-GROUSE INSTRUCTIONAL MEMORANDA, CONSERVATION
MEASURES, AND CORE AREA PROTECTION STRATEGIES
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K.2 USFWS Letter Agreeing to Management of Greater Sage-Grouse
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K.3 A Report on National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures
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K.5 State of Wyoming Executive Order 2011-5: Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area
Protection
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K.6 Instruction Memorandum 2012-044: BLM National Greater Sage Land Use Planning
Strategy
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APPENDIX L:

GOVERNMENT-TO-GOVERNMENT AND
NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT SECTION 106 CONSULTATIONS

L.1 INTRODUCTION

This appendix presents the correspondence pertaining to government-to-government and
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) Section 106 consultation for the Qil Shale
and Tar Sands Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (OSTS PEIS). Section L.2
provides copies of correspondence with all the tribes, and Section 3 presents copies of
correspondence with interested parties.

L.2 GOVERNMENT-TO-GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION

As detailed in Chapter 7 of the PEIS, the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) coordinates and consults with federally recognized tribes whose interests
might be directly and substantially affected by activities on public lands. It strives to provide the
Indian tribes with sufficient opportunities for productive participation in BLM planning and
resource management decision-making. In addition, Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal
agencies to consult with Indian tribes on undertakings on tribal lands and on historic properties
of significance to the tribes that may be affected by an undertaking (Title 36, Part 800.2 (c)(2) of
the Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR 800.2 (c)(2)). BLM Manual 8120 (BLM 2004a) and
Handbook H-8120-1 (BLM 2004b) provide guidance for Native American consultations.

In July 2011, the BLM distributed a letter to 25 tribes notifying them of its intention to
take a fresh look at land use allocation decision made in 2008 regarding the management of oil
shale and tar sands resources. The BLM has followed up with additional letters, e-mails, phone
calls, and meetings for tribes who have indicated that they wish to continue government-to-
government consultation or have cooperating agency status. Once the Draft PEIS was completed
(BLM 2012), a second mailing was sent to all federally recognized tribes with interests in the
area under consideration. Follow-up meetings and discussions occurred after the issuance of the
Draft PEIS.

To date, eight tribes have responded by letter, e-mail, or telephone, or have met with
local BLM personnel. Two tribes, The Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah and Pueblo of Santa Clara,
have both indicated through the Tribal Response Form that they do not require consultation at
this time. One tribe, the Eastern Shoshone, has indicated interest in becoming a Cooperating
Agency; however, they have not signed the required Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to
gain that status. The Hopi and the Navajo Mountain Chapter of the Navajo Nation, indicated
through their response forms that they would like to meet to discuss the project. Both tribes have
been contacted by the BLM and consultation is ongoing. The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, The Ute
Indian Tribe, and the Southern Ute Indian Tribe, have met with the BLM to further discuss the
project, and consultation is ongoing. No response was received from the remaining 17 tribes.
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A summary of tribal consultation is provided below in Tables L-1 and L-2. Copies of
correspondence can be viewed in Attachment 1.

Consultation opportunities for all federally recognized tribes will continue to be provided.

In addition, the BLM will continue to implement government-to-government consultation on a
case-by-case basis for any oil shale and tar sands lease application and development projects.

TABLE L-1 Index of Agency and Tribal Government Consultation

Originating Agency/ Recipient
Date Tribal Government Organization Page
Multiple Tribes
July 2011 BLM Tribal leaders L-34
(see distribution list)
January and February 2012 BLM Tribal leaders (see L-39

distribution list)

Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Reservation

April 11, 2012 Helen Hankins, BLM Wilfred Ferris, THPO L-47
Hopi
July 29, 2011 J.T. Morgart, Legal Researcher BLM L-49

Navajo Nation-Navajo Mountain Chapter
July 29, 2011 Alex Bitsinnie, President BLM L-50

Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah
August 5, 2011 Dorena Martineau, Cultural BLM L-51
Resources Coordinator

Pueblo of Santa Clara

August 22, 2011 Ben Chavarria, NAGPRA contact BLM L-52
Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation
April 11, 2012 Helen Hankins, BLM Irene Cueh, L-53
Chairwoman and
Betsy Chapoose
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe
April 11, 2012 Helen Hankins, BLM Terry Knight, L-55
NAGPRA

Representative

Abbreviations: BLM = Bureau of Land Management; NAGRPA = Native American Graves Protection
and Repatriation Act; THPO = Tribal Preservation Officer.



TABLE L-2 Summary of Consultation with Federally Recognized Native American Tribes

Organization

BLM Contact

Tribal Response

Eastern Shoshone Tribe of
the Wind River Reservation

July 2011—L etter from BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to become a
cooperating agency.

Aug. 8, 2011—Sherri Thompson sent Draft MOU
for cooperating agency status sent to Wes Martel.

Sept. 26, 2011—Sherri Thompson sent a reminder
to Mr. Martel to sign agreement before he could
receive materials as a cooperator.

Sept. 28, 2011—Sherri Thompson responded,
explaining the time line for distribution of the
preliminary draft and signature requirement.

Jan. 20 2012—L etter from the BLM Wyoming State
Office transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

April 3, 2012—E-mail from Ranel Capron inviting
Eastern Shoshone to attend a consultation meeting
with the Colorado BLM and other tribes on

May 2-3, 2012, to discuss protection of wickiup
sites.

April 11, 2012—Letter from the BLM inviting
Eastern Shoshone to attend a consultation meeting
with the Colorado BLM and other tribes on May 2—
3, 2012, to discuss protection of wickiup sites.

July 2011—Wes Martel contacted Sherri Thompson to request
Cooperating Agency status for the Eastern Shoshone Business Council.

Sept. 28, 2011—Mr. Martel responded that he is still interested and
requested time line information. Information on the time line was sent as
well as a Draft Cooperating Agency MOU. The MOU was never signed
and returned.

July 25, 2012—Wilfred Ferris cancelled the conference call. The call was
not rescheduled.

July 31, 2012—Wilfred Ferris called Sherri Thompson to tell her that he
would be unable to attend the August 1, 2012, meeting with the BLM
and Ute Mountain Ute to discuss wickiup sites, because something else
came up. Wilfred told Sherri that he would call back on August 2, 2012,
but Sherri never received a phone call.
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TABLE L-2 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Tribal Response

Eastern Shoshone Tribe of
the Wind River Reservation
(Cont.)

Hopi Tribal Council

April 18, 2012—E-mail from Daniel Haas to
Wilfred Ferris, inquiring if Eastern Shoshone will
attend May 2 meeting and if further consultation is
needed

July 24, 2012—E-mail from Sherri Thompson to
Wilfred Ferris transmitting PowerPoint about
project for conference call to be held on July 25.

August 1, 2012—BLM held a field visit for the
Eastern Shoshone and Ute Mountain Ute to visit
and discuss protection of wickiup sites.

July 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to become a
cooperating agency.

Aug. 16, 2011—E-mail to Terry Morgart inquiring
about meeting request and offering additional
information.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

July 29, 2011—John T. Morgart, Legal Researcher, returned tribal
response form. Hopi have concerns to discuss and would like to be
contacted.
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TABLE L-2 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Tribal Response

Kaibab Paiute Tribal
Council

Navajo Nation

Navajo Nation, Aneth
Chapter

July 2011—L etter from BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to become a
cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

July 2011—L etter from BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to become a
cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

July 2011—Copied on letter from BLM State Office
to the Navajo Nation giving notice of the PEIS and
inviting to become a cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.
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TABLE L-2 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Tribal Response

Navajo Nation, Dennehotso
Chapter

Navajo Nation, Historic
Preservation Dept.

Navajo Nation, Mexican
Water Chapter

July 2011—Copied on letter from BLM State Office
to the Navajo Nation giving notice of the PEIS and
inviting to become a cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

July 2011—Copied on letter from BLM State Office
to the Navajo Nation giving notice of the PEIS and
inviting to become a cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

July 2011—Copied on letter from BLM State Office
to the Navajo Nation giving notice of the PEIS and
inviting to become a cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.
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TABLE L-2 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Tribal Response

Navajo Nation, Navajo
Mountain Chapter

Navajo Nation, Oljato
Chapter

July 2011—Copied on letter from BLM State Office
to the Navajo Nation giving notice of the PEIS and
inviting to become a cooperating agency.

Aug. 16, 2011—E-mail from Byron Loosle
inquiring about meeting and offering additional
information.

Aug., 17, 2011—E-mail from Byron Loosle with the
July 2011 letter.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

July 2011—Copied on letter from BLM State Office
to the Navajo Nation giving notice of the PEIS and
inviting to become a cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

July 29, 2011—Alex Bitsinnie, Chapter President, returned tribal
response form. Would like to be contacted to discuss information or
concerns.
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TABLE L-2 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Tribal Response

Navajo Nation, Red Mesa
Chapter

Navajo Nation, Teec Nos
Pos Chapter

Navajo Utah Commission

July 2011—Copied on letter from BLM State Office
to the Navajo Nation giving notice of the PEIS and
inviting to become a cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

July 2011—Copied on letter from BLM State Office
to the Navajo Nation giving notice of the PEIS and
inviting to become a cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

July 2011—Copied on letter from BLM State Office
to the Navajo Nation giving notice of the PEIS and
inviting to become a cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.
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TABLE L-2 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Tribal Response

Northern Arapaho Business
Council

Northwestern Band of
Shoshone Nation

Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah
Tribal Council

July 2011—L etter from BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to become a
cooperating agency.

Jan. 20 2012—L etter from the Wyoming State
Office transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

July 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to become a
cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

July 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to become a
cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

Aug. 5, 2011—Dorena Martineau, Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah Cultural
Resources, returned tribal response form. They have received sufficient
information and do not require consultation at this time.
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TABLE L-2 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Tribal Response

Pueblo of Laguna

Pueblo of Nambe

Pueblo of Santa Clara

July 2011—L etter from BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to become a
cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

July 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to become a
cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

July 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to become a
cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

Aug. 22, 2011—Ben Chavarria, Land and Cultural Resources, returned
the tribal response form. They have received sufficient information and
do not require consultation at this time.
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TABLE L-2 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Tribal Response

Pueblo of Zia

Southern Ute Tribe

July 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to become a
cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

June 14, 2011—L etter from BLM State Office
giving notice of the PEIS and inviting to become a
cooperating agency.

Feb. 2, 2012—L etter from the Colorado State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

April 2, 2012—L etter from Sherri Thompson
inviting Southern Ute to attend a consultation
meeting with Colorado BLM and other tribes on
May 2-3, 2012, to discuss protection of wickiup
sites.

April 25, 2012—E-mail from Sherri Thompson to
Alan Naranjo with information on a June 6, 2012,
consultation meeting among the BLM, Southern
Ute Tribe, Ute Mountain Ute, and Eastern
Shoshone to discuss identification and protection of
wickiup sites.

April 4, 2012—E-mail from Alden Naranjo to Sherri Thompson,
indicating he would like to attend the site visit, but cannot make the trip
May 2-3. Asked if they could schedule another trip.

June 6, 2012—Alden Naranjo attended consultation meeting with the
Kristen Bowen, Kent Walter, Daniel Haas, and Sherri Thompson. He
would like to see a 200-500 m avoidance buffer on all sides of the
project, although he understands that would not be possible in all cases.
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TABLE L-2 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Tribal Response

Southern Ute Tribe (Cont.)

Ute Indian Tribe of the
Uintah and Ouray
Reservation

June 6, 2012- Daniel Haas, Kristen Bowen, Kent
Walter, and Sherri Thompson met with Alden
Naranjo.

June 26, 2012—Sherri Thompson called Alden
Naranjo to inquire if Alden was attending the
July 18, 2012, consultation trip. Sherri was unable
to get a hold of Alden.

July 18, 2012—E-mail from Sherri Thompson,
BLM, to Alden Naranjo asking if there were any
concerns he had about wickiups and if there were
future mitigation measures he would like to see.

June 14, 2011—L etter from BLM State Office
giving notice of the PEIS and inviting to become a
cooperating agency.

Sept. 19, 2011—Sherri Thompson called the
Northern Ute Indian Tribe to ask them if they still
would like to lease their lands for oil shale and tar
sands within the reservation.

Sept. 19, 2011—Sherri Thompson left a message
with Bruce Vergies of the Energy and Minerals
Department.

Sept. 20, 2011—Sherri Thompson left a message
with Manual Myore of the Energy and Minerals
Department

Oct. 3, 2011—Sherri Thompson e-mailed Valentino
Jones seeking confirmation of the Utes’ desire for

Sept. 21, 2011—Sherri Thompson received a call from Valentino Jones.
She explained to him that the BLM is taking a fresh look at the decisions
made in the 2008 Oil Shale and Tar Sands PEIS and that we wanted to
give the tribe the opportunity to confirm that they were still interested in
leasing tribal lands for oil shale and tar sands resources on the
reservation. Mr. Jones said he would have to “run it up the flagpole” and
he will get back to the BLM.

May 2, 2012—Betsy Chapoose attended consultation meeting. Clifford
could not attend, but indicated he would like an on-site meeting in June.
She informed Byron Loosle, BLM, that the tribe tends to look at the
landscape as a whole, including plants and animals. She would prefer to
look proactively at an area instead of on a project by-project basis.

May 30, 2012—Clifford was appreciative of being invited out. His main
concerns are visual impacts on wickiup sites and long-term reclamation.
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TABLE L-2 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Tribal Response

Ute Indian Tribe of the
Uintah and Ouray
Reservation (Cont.)

Feb. 02, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

April 11, 2012—L etter from the BLM inviting Ute
Indian Tribe to attend a consultation meeting with
the Colorado BLM and other tribes on May 2-3,
2012, to discuss protection of wickiup sites.

May 2, 2012—Byron Loosle and Daniel Haas,
BLM, met with Betsy Chapoose.

May 30, 2012—Kent Walter and Kristen Bowen
met with Clifford Duncan.

June 4, 2012—Sherri Thompson called Irene Cuch
at the suggestion of Betsy Chapoose, to personally
tell her about the OSTS PEIS. Left message with
the secretary. The secretary said it may be a couple
of weeks before Irene can get back to her.

June 28, 2012—Sherri Thompson left message for
Irene Cuch.

July 16, 2012—E-mail from Sherri Thompson to
Betsy Chapoose asking if there are any further
concerns or potential future mitigation suggestions
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TABLE L-2 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Tribal Response

Ute Indian Tribe of the
Uintah and Ouray
Reservation (Cont.)

Ute Mountain Ute Tribe

April 11, 2012—L etter from the BLM inviting Ute
Indian Tribe to attend a consultation meeting with
the Colorado BLM and other tribes on May 2-3,
2012, to discuss protection of wickiup sites.

May 2, 2012—Byron Loosle and Daniel Haas,
BLM, met with Betsy Chapoose.

May 30, 2012—Kent Walter and Kristen Bowen
met with Clifford Duncan.

June 4, 2012—Sherri Thompson called Irene Cuch
at the suggestion of Betsy Chapoose, to personally
tell her about the OSTS PEIS. Left message with
the secretary. The secretary said it may be a couple
of weeks before Irene can get back to her.

June 28, 2012—Sherri Thompson left message for
Irene Cuch.

July 16, 2012—E-mail from Sherri Thompson to
Betsy Chapoose asking if there are any further
concerns or potential future mitigation suggestions

August 7, 2012—Sherri Thompson left a voicemail
for Irene Cuch.

June 14, 2011—Letter from BLM State Office
giving notice of the PEIS and inviting to become a
cooperating agency.

March 20, 2012—Representatives for the Ute Mountain Ute indicated
they would like to see the wickiup village near Yellow Creek excluded
from potential leasing and development. Requested meeting between
three Ute Tribes and the Eastern Shoshone to discuss protection of
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TABLE L-2 (Cont.)

Organization BLM Contact

Tribal Response

Ute Mountain Ute Tribe
(Cont.)

Feb. 2, 2012- Letter from the Colorado State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

March 21, 2012—Dan Haas and Sherri Thompson,
met with Ute Mountain Ute.

April 11, 2012—L etter from the BLM inviting Ute
Mountain Ute Indian Tribe to attend a consultation
meeting with the Colorado BLM and other tribes on
May 2-3, 2012, to discuss protection of wickiup
sites.

April 25, 2012—E-mail from Sherri Thompson to
Lynn Hartman with information on a June 6, 2012,
consultation meeting among the BLM, Southern
Ute Tribe, Ute Mountain, and Eastern Shoshone to
discuss identification and protection of wickiup
sites.

June 15, 2012—Daniel Haas and Sherri Thompson,
pushed the meeting back to July 18.

July 2, 2012—Dan Haas told Lynn Hartman that he
would send her information on the project since she
and Terry could not attend.

July 12, 2012—E-mail from Sherri Thompson to
Lynn Hartmann with meeting details for an

SI3d S1SO [euld

June 15, 2012—Lynn Hartman requested the July 17 meeting be changed
to the 18th.

July 2, 2012—E-mail from Lynn Hartman indicating that she and Terry
Knight were not able to attend the July 2 meeting. There were no other
days that would work for a meeting and the meeting was cancelled.

Aug 1, 2012—Terry Knight expressed his concern with the pressure of
energy development in the area and its impacts on wildlife and wild
herds. The wickiup sites are hunting related, and are there because of the
wildlife. If the wildlife is cared for, the wickiup sites will be as well. The
Ute used wickiups as permanent structures to protect them during bad
and cold weather; temporary brush structures were used at other times.
Terry also expressed an interest in brush fences as they were used as
game drives for elk and wild horses.

GT-1

Lynn Hartmann stated that she does not see a need to consult on projects
that have already been surveyed unless cultural resources are affected.
The Ute Mountain Ute believe that the BLM should stay at least 600
yards away from ACECs. They would like to see an annual work plan
describing projects, would like information on the Skull Creek WSA,
and are interested in how ruins and wickiups are being protected from
grazing.



TABLE L-2 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Tribal Response

Ute Mountain Ute Tribe
(Cont.)

White Mesa Ute Band

Aug 1, 2012—BLM held field visit for the Ute
Mountain Ute and Eastern Shoshone to visit and
discuss protection of wickiup sites. Kent Walter,
Kristen Bowen, and Daniel Haas met with Lynn
Hartmann and Terry Knight.

July 2011—L etter from BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to become a
cooperating agency.

Jan. 25, 2012—Letter from the Utah State Office
transmitting the Draft PEIS and inviting
consultation and participation. Letter also described
public open house meetings that would be held in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.
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L.3 SECTION 106 CONSULTATION

This section presents the interactions that occurred as part of the NHPA Section 106
review for the PEIS. A brief overview of the consultation process with State Historic
Preservation Officers (SHPOSs), the Advisory Council of Historic Preservation (ACHP), and
interested parties is provided below.

L.3.1 State Historic Preservation Officers

In September 2011, the BLM distributed a letter to the Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming
SHPOs, notifying them of BLM’s intention to take a fresh look at land use allocation decisions
made in 2008 regarding the management of oil shale and tar sands resources. The letter invited
SHPOs to participate on issues related to Section 106 of the NHPA and included maps of the
development area as well as a list of interested parties who received a copy of the letter.

The Colorado SHPO responded to this letter on October 31, 2011. The Colorado SHPO
indicated he was unsure of the request as presented in the September 22, 2011, letter. He
expressed that he would like to see a historic context study completed and inquired as to the
status of the new Programmatic Agreement. The Colorado SHPO requested a conference call or
meeting to further discuss the project. The BLM met with the Colorado SHPO on April 11, 2012.

In January and February 2012, the BLM distributed the Draft PEIS, as well as a
notification letter inviting the SHPOs to submit comments and concerns. The letter outlined the
comment period deadline, provided instructions on how to comment, and provided information
on upcoming public meetings.

The Utah SHPO responded by letter on February 23, 2012 indicating that her letter
“served as comment on the determinations made within the consultation process.”

In April 2012, the BLM followed up with the Colorado and Wyoming SHPOs in order to
determine if either office had any comments or concerns related to the Draft PEIS. The
Wyoming office indicated it was concerned about the language used to describe eligibility of
trails to the National Register. The BLM met with the Colorado SHPO on April 11, 2012, to
further discuss the OSTS project. A presentation covering the different alternatives, PEIS
schedule, and dates of public open house meetings was given. The Colorado SHPO sent a letter
in May recommending that cultural resource surveys be completed for individual site-specific
development plans.

In August and September 2012, the BLM sent letters to the Colorado, Wyoming, and
Utah SHPOs notifying them of BLM’s determination of “no historic properties affected.” The
letter provided a summary of the undertaking as well as a summary of Section 106, tribal, and
public consultation efforts. The letter also asked for SHPO concurrence with BLM’s decision.
As of this writing, the Wyoming and Colorado SHPOs have concurred with BLM’s findings.
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TABLE L-3 Index of Consultation with State Historic Preservation Officers

Date

Originating

Organization/Agency

Recipient Organization/Agency

Page No.

Colorado, Utah,

and Wyoming

SHPOs
September 2011

January and
February 2012

Colorado SHPO

October 31, 2011
May 4, 2012
Sept. 7, 2012
Sept. 26, 2012

Utah SHPO
Feb. 23, 2012
Sept. 10, 2012

Wyoming SHPO
Aug. 30, 2012
Sept. 21, 2012

BLM

BLM

Edward Nichols
Edward Nichols

Helen Hankins, BLM

Edward Nichols

Lori Hunsaker
Juan Palma, BLM

Donald Simpson, BLM

Richard Currit

Edward Nichols, Colorado SHPO
Lori Hunsaker, Utah SHPO
Mary Hopkins, Wyoming SHPO

Edward Nichols, Colorado SHPO
Lori Hunsaker, Utah SHPO
Mary Hopkins, Wyoming SHPO

Dan Haas, BLM
BLM

Edward Nichols
Helen Hankins

BLM
Martin Wilson

Mary Hopkins

Donald Simpson, BLM

L-58

L-61

L-64
L-65
L-67
L-73

L-75
L-76

L-80
L-85

A summary of SHPO consultation is provided in Tables L-3 and L-4. Copies of

correspondence can be viewed in Attachment 2.



TABLE L-4 Summary of Consultation with State Historic Preservation Officers

Organization

BLM Contact

Organization Response

Colorado State Historic Preservation Office

Sept. 22, 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

February 02, 2012—Packet from the BLM containing
notification letter and the Draft PEIS.

March 20, 2012—E-mail from the BLM requesting a

meeting with the SHPO, asking for comments on the

Draft PEIS, informing the SHPO of consultation with
other parties. Consultation summary was attached.

April. 11, 2012—The BLM met with the Colorado
SHPO. A presentation was given on the OSTS
project.

September 7, 2012—Letter from the BLM notifying
the SHPO of BLM’s determination of “no historic
properties affected.” The letter summarized
consultation efforts and asked for SHPO concurrence
with BLM’s determination.

October 31, 2011—Letter to Daniel Haas in
response to Sept. 2011 letter. The SHPO indicated
he is unsure of the request as presented in the
September 22, 2011 letter. He believes that a
historic context study would draw together the
archaeological data in a meaningful and critical
synthesis and would provide both offices with a
guide in future consultations. The SHPO also
inquired as to if the comments sent in January 2009
were incorporated into the new Programmatic
Agreement (PA) and inquired as to the status of the
new PA. The SHPO requested a conference call or
meeting.

May 4, 2012—L etter thanking BLM staff for
meeting on April 11, 2012. The letter indicates the
SHPO expects consultation under Section 106 will
occur and recommends that a cultural resource
survey be completed for individual site-specific
development plans.

September 26, 2012—Letter from Colorado SHPO
notifying the BLM that the SHPO has concurred
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TABLE L-4 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Organization Response

Utah State Historic Preservation Office

Wyoming State Historic Preservation Office

Sept. 29, 2011—L etter from BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section-106-related issues.

Jan. 25, 2012—Packet from the BLM containing
notification letter and Draft PEIS.

September 10, 2012—Letter from the BLM notifying
the SHPO of BLM’s determination of “no historic
properties affected.” The letter summarized
consultation efforts and asked for SHPO concurrence
with BLM’s determination.

Sept. 27, 2011—L etter from BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Jan. 20, 2012—Packet from BLM containing
notification letter and Draft PEIS.

March 7, 2012—E-mail from Ranel Capron inquiring
if there are any comments/concerns on Draft PEIS.

August 30, 2012—Letter from the BLM notifying the
SHPO of BLM’s determination of “no historic
properties affected.” The letter summarized
consultation efforts and asked for SHPO concurrence
with BLM’s determination.

Feb. 23, 2012—Letter acknowledging notification
of the Draft PEIS.

March 8, 2012—E-mail from Richard Currit, State
Archaeologist, expressing concern about the
language used to describe trails and indicating the
Governor’s office is supporting the No Action
Alternative.

September 21, 2012—Letter from Wyoming SHPO
notifying the BLM that the SHPO has concurred
with the BLM’s findings.
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L.3.2 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

On March 30, 2012, the BLM sent a letter to the ACHP describing its intention to take a
fresh look at land use allocation decisions made in 2008 regarding the management of oil shale
and tar sands resources. The letter provided a background description of the 2008 project, a
description of the planning area and current action, and informed the ACHP of the BLM’s most
recent actions to meet its responsibilities under Section 106. The letter also invited the ACHP to
participate in consultation on issues related to Section 106 of the NHPA and included maps of
the development area.

The ACHP responded on July 17, 2012, acknowledging the BLM’s decision. The ACHP
indicated that it continues to believe the most appropriate course of action would be the
execution of a Programmatic Agreement. The ACHP indicated that the BLM’s efforts to identify
historic properties is a proactive step, and the ACHP looks forward to working with the BLM
when Section 106 consultation is initiated for site-specific projects.

A summary of ACHP consultation is provided below in Tables L-5 and L-6. Copies of

correspondence can be viewed in Attachment 3.

TABLE L-5 Index of Consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation

Originating Organization/
Date Agency Recipient Organization/Agency  Page No.

Advisory Council On Historic Preservation
March 30,2012  Michael Nedd, BLM Reid Nelson, ACHP L-87
July 17, 2012 Reid Nelson, ACHP Michael Nedd, BLM L-94
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TABLE L-6 Summary of Consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Organization

BLM Contact

Organization Response

Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation

March 30, 2012— Mike Nedd, BLM, sent a
letter to the ACHP describing the BLM’s
intention to take a fresh look at land use
allocation decisions made in 2008 regarding
the management of oil shale and tar sands
resources. The letter provided a background
description of the 2008 project and a
description of the current action and
planning area. The letter informed the ACHP
that the BLM sees its Section 106
responsibilities proceeding in accordance
with three stages of the decision-making
process regarding the potential leasing and
development of oil shale and tar sands
resources which include: (1) land use
amendment process to determine lands
available to OSTS development, (2) BLM’s
consideration of lease applications, and

(3) BLM’s consideration of site-specific
plans of development for leased areas. The
letter also informed the ACHP that the BLM
had initiated tribal consultation and updated
the Class | Cultural Resources Overview.
The BLM had not identified any effects to
historic properties as a result of the
undertaking; however, they indicated that
consultation was not complete and that they
would make a determination of effects after
reviewing all available information. The
letter invited the ACHP to participate in
consultation on issues related to Section 106
of the NHPA and included maps of the
development area.

July 17, 2012—L etter in response to the
March 2012 letter. The ACHP states that
it continues to believe the most
appropriate course of action would be to
execute a Programmatic Agreement that
would cover BLM’s decisions from the
upcoming decision through the
consideration of site-specific plans. The
ACHP acknowledges BLM’s decision
that no historic properties will be
affected. The ACHP understands that the
BLM has conducted identification efforts
to identify historic properties and that
these efforts will inform the decision to
possibly limit lands available for leasing.
The ACHP looks forward to working
with the BLM when Section 106 is
initiated for individual lease applications
and site-specific plans.
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L.3.3 Interested Parties

On October 1, 2011, the BLM distributed a letter to 28 interested parties notifying them
of the BLM’s intention to take a fresh look at land use allocation decisions made in 2008
regarding the management of oil shale and tar sands resources. The letter included maps of the
development area and invited them to participate on issues related to Section 106 of the NHPA.

Six organizations accepted the invitation to consult: Alliance for Historic Wyoming
(AHW); Biodiversity Conservation Alliance; Colorado Plateau Archaeological Society;
Dominquez Archaeological Research Group, Inc.; National Historic Trails, Intermountain
Region, Salt Lake City Field Office; and the Old Spanish Trail Association, Grand Junction
Local Chapter.

On January 20, 2012, the BLM distributed a packet containing the Draft PEIS and a
notification letter to the six interested parties who accepted the invitation to consult. The letter
invited the parties to submit comments and concerns on the Draft PEIS, outlined the comment
period deadline, provided instructions on how to comment, and provided information on
upcoming public meetings.

In April 2012, the AHW submitted comments on the Draft PEIS via letter. The AHW
expressed concern regarding the effect of the project on water resources, historic trails, cultural
sites, rock art, archaeological sites, and the small-town tourism.

The BLM followed up by phone with the additional five interested parties in February,
March, and April 2012. The remaining parties had no comments or concerns at this time and
consultation efforts are ongoing.

A summary of interested party consultation is provided below in Tables L-7 and L-8.
Copies of correspondence can be viewed in Attachment 4.
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TABLE L-7 Index of Consultation with Interested Parties

Originating Organization/

Date Agency Recipient Organization/Agency  Page No.
Multiple Interested
Parties
Oct. 1, 2011 BLM See distribution list L-102
Jan. 20, 2012 BLM See distribution list L-105

Alliance for Historic

Wyoming
Oct. 19, 2011 Hilery Lindmeir Sherri Thompson, BLM L-106
April 24, 2012 Lesley Wischmann BLM L-107
Biodiversity
Conservation Alliance
Oct. 6, 2011 Erik Molvar Sherri Thompson, BLM L-112

Colorado Plateau
Archaeological Alliance
Nov. 3, 2011 Jerry Spangler Sherri Thompson, BLM L-113

NPS-National Historic
Trails-Intermountain
Region, Salt Lake City
Office
Nov. 2, 2011 Lee Kreutzer Sherri Thompson, BLM L-114

Old Spanish Trails
Association-Grand
Junction, Local Chapter
Oct. 11, 2011 Vicki Felmile BLM L-115




TABLE L-8 Summary of Consultation with Interested Parties

Organization

BLM Contact

Organization Response

Alliance for Historic Wyoming-Casper
Office

Alliance for Historic Wyoming-Laramie
Office

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 20, 2011—E-mail from Sherri Thompson with
Wyoming Map. Sherri indicated she will resend hard
copies.

Jan. 20, 2012—Packet from the BLM containing
notification letter and Draft PEIS.

Feb. 29, 2012—Sherri left message for Hilery
Lindmeir.

Oct. 2011—Letter from the BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Jan. 20, 2012—Packet from the BLM containing
notification letter and Draft PEIS.

March 5, 2012—Sherri Thompson left voicemail for
Lesley Wischmann.
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Oct. 19, 2011—E-mail from Hilery Lindmeir
indicating the Alliance for Historic Wyoming (AHW)
is considering interested party status and requesting a
new copy of the Wyoming map.

Feb. 29, 2012—Hilery Lindmeir returned Sherri
Thompson’s phone call. She indicated she received the
Draft PEIS package and Lesley Wischman will be
putting together comments.
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March 6, 2012—Lesley Wischmann returned Sherri
Thompson’s phone call. Lesley had not had a chance
to review the document. She asked how the NEPA and
Section 106 process work from the oil shale
perspective. She indicated her group is concerned
about the “fraying of the trails” and would like a more
thorough landscape analysis, especially for National
Trails; particularly, the Overland and Cherokee Trails.
The AHW believes the socioeconomic and recreation
sections need to address Heritage Tourism, particularly
along 1-80. AHW will seek compensatory mitigation
for cumulative effects under Section 106.

April 24, 2012—Lesley Wischmann submitted
comments to the Draft PEIS. The letter indicates that
AHW would like to be considered an interested party
at every stage. They encourage early “extensive and
effective” outreach to affected tribes as early as



TABLE L-8 (Cont.)

Organization BLM Contact

Organization Response

Alliance for Historic Wyoming-Laramie
Office (Cont.)

Biodiversity Conservation Alliance Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Jan. 20, 2012—Packet from the BLM containing
notification letter and Draft PEIS.

Feb. 29, 2012—Sherri called Erik Molvar and spoke
with his receptionist.

March 5, 2012—Sherri spoke with Erik Molvar.

Center for Biological Diversity Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Colorado Environmental Coalition Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.
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will affect water resources; the degradation of historic
trails, cultural sites, rock art, and archaeological sites;
and the effect of development on small-town tourism.
The AHW believes that the BLM has done a poor job
of evaluating Wyoming’s Landscapes, and Section 106
is inadequate when dealing with Historic Trails. The
letter requests off-site compensatory mitigation for
cumulative effects through the NEPA process.

Oct. 6, 2011—Phone call to Kate Winthrop, from Erik
Molvar. Erik stated that the Biodiversity Conservation
Alliance would be interested in consultation.

Feb. 29, 2012—The receptionist stated that they
received the Draft PEIS package. Erik was not in the
office and he gave Sherri Erik’s cell phone number.

9¢-1

March 5, 2012—Erik Molvar received the Draft PEIS
but did not recall getting a letter. Erik had not
reviewed the document and would call if he had any
questions or comments.



TABLE L-8 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Organization Response

Colorado Plateau Archaeological Alliance

Defenders of Wildlife-National
Headquarters

Dominguez Archaeological Research
Group Inc.

National Trust for Historic Preservation

National Trust for Historic Preservation-
Mountains/Plains Office

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Jan. 25, 2012—Packet from the BLM containing
notification letter and Draft PEIS.

Feb. 29, 2012 —Sherri Thompson left voicemail for
Jerry Spangler.

March 5, 2012—Sherri Thompson called Jerry Spangler
to follow up on the Draft PEIS.

Sherri sent public meeting information via e-mail.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Feb. 02, 2012—Packet from the BLM containing
notification letter and the Draft PEIS.

Feb. 29, 2011—Sherri Thompson called Carl Conner to
follow-up on the Draft PEIS.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Nov. 3, 2011—E-mail to Sherri Thompson from
John Spangler accepting the invitation to be a
consulting party.

March 5, 2012—Jerry received the letter and the Draft
PEIS. He looked at it briefly and thought it looked
good, but wanted to review the cultural section in
detail. Jerry asked for information on public meeting
dates.

Feb. 29, 2011—Carl Conner received the Draft PEIS.

He did not have any questions or concerns at the time.

He complimented the way the document was put
together and appreciated the use of the most recent
information.
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TABLE L-8 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Organization Response

National Wildlife Federation-Rocky
Mountain Natural Resource Center

Natural Resources Defense Council-
Headquarters

Nine Mile Canyon Coalition

NPS - National Historic Trails -
Intermountain Region, Santé Fe Field
Office

NPS -National Historic Trails -

Intermountain Region, Salt Lake City
Field Office

Old Spanish Trail Association

Old Spanish Trail Association, Grand
Junction Local Chapter

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Jan. 20, 2012—Packet from the BLM containing
notification letter and Draft PEIS.

Feb. 29, 2012—Sherri Thompson left a voicemail for
Lee Kreutzer.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Nov. 2, 2011—Phone call from Lee Kreutzer to
Sherri Thompson. Lee indicated they are interested in
consultation.

March 2, 2012—L ee Kreutzer returned Sherri
Thompson’s phone call. She received the letter and
Draft PEIS but did not have a chance to review it. She
planned on attending a public meeting in Salt Lake
City.

Oct. 11, 2011—Phone call from Vicki Felmile to
Sherri Thompson. Vicki would like to accept the
invitation to consult.
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TABLE L-8 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Organization Response

Old Spanish Trail Association, Grand
Junction Local Chapter (Cont.)

Oregon-California Trails Association,

Missouri Chapter

Oregon-California Trails Association,
Wyoming Chapter

Red Rock Forests

Sierra Club- Rocky Mountain Natural
Resource Center

Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance

The Nature Conservancy, Worldwide
Office

The Nature Conservancy, Moab Project
Office

Feb. 29, 2012—Sherri Thompson called Vicki Felmile
in regard to Draft PEIS.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues..

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Feb. 29, 2012—Vicki Felmile indicated that there were
no concerns at this time.
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TABLE L-8 (Cont.)

Organization

BLM Contact

Organization Response

The Wilderness Society

Utah Professional Archaeological

Council

Utah Rock Art Research Association

Western Colorado Congress

Western Resource Advocates

Wilderness Workshop

Oct. 2011—Letter from ffice BLM State Office giving
notice of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM State Office giving notice
of the PEIS and inviting to consult on
Section 106-related issues.

Oct. 2011—Letter from BLM state officeBLM State
Office giving notice of the PEIS and inviting to consult
on Section 106-related issues.
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ATTACHMENT 1:

TRIBAL CORRESPONDENCE
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(@) All Tribes
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Cooperating agency status is available to government entities with jurisdiction by law or special
expertise. The cooperating agency must sign a Memorandum of Understanding with the Federal agency
and must fund its own participation. Other governmental entitics who may be invited to be cooperating
agencies on this PEIS include the States of Colorado, Utah and Wyoming; county governments; and
several local town and city governments.

Preparation of the PEIS is a multi-step process that will be completed in approximately 20 months. We
anticipate a very short concurrent review timeframes for BLM and our cooperating agencies.
Cooperating agencies may negotiate the level of their involvement consistent with their available
staffing and resources.

Gaining your Tribe’s expertise and perspective is important to the success of the PEIS and subsequent
management strategies. We value your knowledge, concerns and perspectives relating to the planning
arca. Please note that the Tribe’s participation as a cooperating agency does not replace the BLM’s
obligation to consult on a government-to-government basis. Therefore, regardless of yvour Tribe’s
decision to participate or not as a cooperating agency, our government-to-government consultation will
continue.

If you would like to participate as a cooperating agency, please contact Sherri Thompson, BLM Project
Manager at (303) 239-3758. Also, pleasc allow me to direct you to our project website where you can
gain further information and sign up for web news and updates. The website address is:
http://www.blm. gov/wo/st/en/prog/energy/oilshale_2.html.

Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to our interaction and discussions. For your
convenience, we have included a response form and return envelope with this letter. We would also
welcome your response by phone, fax, email, or letter. Your responses may be sent to Byron Loosle,
who is my designated representative for this project. Byron Loosle may be contacted at the address
above, by phone at (801) 539-4276, by fax at (801) 539-4074, or by email at bloosle@blm.gov.

Sincerely.

s %

Juan Palma
State Director

Enclosures (3):
Map of Development Area (2 pp)
Tribal Response Form (1 p)
Stamped Addressed Return Envelope (1 p)

cc: Betsy Chapoose, Director, Cultural Rights and Protection



Organization First Last Title Address City ST Zip FedEx Address

Hopi Tribal Council LeRoy N. Shingoitewa Chairman P.O. Box 123 Kykotsmovi | AZ | 86039 One Main Street, Kykotsmovi, AZ 86039

Kaibab Paiute Tribal Manuel Savala Chairperson | HC 65, Box 2 Fredonia AZ | 86022 250 N Pipe Springs, Fredonia, AZ 86022

Council

Navajo Nation Ben Shelly President P.O Box 7440 Window AZ | 86515 Office of the President, Navajo Tribal
Rock Hill Drive, Window Rock, AZ 86515

Navajo Nation, Dennehotso | Chester Begay President P.O. Box 301 Dennehotso AZ | 86535

Chapter

Navajo Nation, Mexican Jerry Tsosie President HC 61 Box 38 Teecnospos AZ | 86514

Water Chapter

Navajo Nation, Navajo Alex Bitsinnie President P.O. Box 10264 Tonalea AZ | 86044

Mountain Chapter

Navajo Nation, Teec Nos Roy Kady President P.O. Box 209 Teec Nos Pos | AZ | 86514

Pos Chapter

Navajo Nation, Historic P.O. Box 570 Window AZ | 86515

Preservation Dept. Rock

Southern Ute Tribe Jimmy R. Newton, Jr. Chairman P.O. Box 737 Ignacio CO | 81137 356 Ouray Drive, Ignacio, CO 81137

Ute Mountain Ute Tribe Gary Hayse Chairman P.O. Box 248 Towaoc CO | 81334-0248 | 125 Mike Wash Road-Tribal Complex,

Towaoc, CO 87334

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Alonzo A. Coby Chairman P.O. Box 306 Fort Hall ID 83203-0306 | 1 Pima Drive, Fort Hall, ID 83203

Pueblo of Laguna John E. Antonio, Sr. Governor P.O. Box 194 Laguna NM | 87026 101 Capitol Drive, Laguna, NM 87026

Pueblo of Nambe Ernest Mirabal Governor Route 1, Box 117-BB Santa Fe NM | 87501 15-A NP 102 West, Santa Fe, NM 75406

Pueblo of Santa Clara Walter Dasheno Governor P.O. Box 580 Espanola NM | 87532 1 Tea Street, Espanola, NM 87532

Pueblo of Zia Marcellus Medina Governor 135 Capitol Square Zia Pueblo NM | 87053-6013 | 135 Capitol Square Drive, Zia Pueblo,

Drive NM 87053-6013

Navajo Nation, Aneth John Billie President P.O. Box 430 Montezuma | UT | 84534

Chapter Creek

Navajo Nation, Oljato James Black President P.O. Box 360455 Monument UT | 84531

Chapter Valley

Navajo Nation, Red Mesa Herman Farley President P.O. Box 422 Montezuma | UT | 84534

Chapter Creek

Navajo Utah Commission Clarence Rockwell Executive P.O. Box 570 Montezuma UT | 84534 ANETH ADM BLDG HWY 262 Aneth,

Director Creek Utah 84510 USA

Northwestern Band of Gwen Davis Chairman 707 N. Main St Brigham City | UT | 84302

Shoshone Nation

Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah | Jeanine Borchardt Chairperson | 440 N. Paiute Drive Cedar City UT | 84720-2613

Tribal Council

Ute Indian Tribe Richard Jenks Chairperson | P.O. Box 190 Ft. Duchesne | UT | 84026 899 South 7500 East, Ft. Duchesne,

UT 84026

Northern Arapaho Business | Jim Shakespeare Chairman P.O. Box 396 Fort WY | 82514 533 Ethete Road, Ethete, WY 82520

Council Washakie

Eastern Shoshone Business | Mike Lajeunesse Chairman P.O. Box 217 Fort WY | 82514 14 Norfork Road, Fort Washakie,

Council Washakie WY 82514

White Mesa Ute Band Leona Eyetoo Council- P.O. Box 7096 White Mesa uT 84511 14 Willow St, White Mesa, UT 84511

woman
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) <
United States Department of the Interior %

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Utah State Office INAMERICA
P.O. Box 45155
Salt Lake City, UT 84145-0155
http://www.blm.gov/ut/st/en.html

8100 / (UT934) JAN 2 5 2012

Elayne Atcitty, Councilwoman

White Mesa Band of the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe
P. O. Box 7096

Blanding, UT 84511

Dear Ms. Afcitty:

Enclosed please find the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) and Possible Land
Use Plan Amendments for the Allocation of Oil Shale and Tar Sands Resources on Lands Administered by
the BLM in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has prepared this
Draft PEIS in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA), and the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). As a follow-up to our initial letter on July 19,
2011, inviting you to engage in Government-to-Government consultation on this planning initiative, the
BLM invites you to review the Draft PEIS and provide any additional information or comments relating to
historic and cultural resources. The BLM also invites you to continue participating in the planning and
NEPA process, and welcomes your input as BLM fulfills its obligations under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) regarding the proposed undertaking, i.e., the potential amendment of ten
BLM Resource Management Plans (RMPs) in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming to allocate lands as “open” or
“closed” to potential leasing for oil shale and tar sands development.

As described in the Draft PEIS, the BLM is examining proposed land use allocation decisions for potential
availability of oil shale and tar sands leasing that will provide future management direction as part of the
RMP, but will not authorize any on the ground activities. See Draft PEIS, Chapter 1, Section 1.1, Text box.
The BLM recognizes that decision-making regarding the potential leasing and development of oil shale and
tar sands resources would occur in three stages. The first stage would be accomplished through the
development of the current PEIS process, which could lead to a Record of Decision (ROD) regarding
amendments to land use allocations to open or close areas as available for potential leasing. The second
stage would be the BLM s consideration of lease applications submitted by interested parties, and the third
stage would be the BLM’s consideration of site-specific plans of development for leased areas. See Draft
PEIS, Chapter 1, Section 1.1, Text box. The second and third stages would require compliance with both
NEPA, Section 106 of the NHPA, as well as other pertinent laws, regulations, and policies. See Draft PEIS,
Chapter 3, Section 3.9.1.

A BLM representative will contact you to ensure that you have received this letter and the enclosed Draft
PEIS, and to answer any questions you may have regarding historic properties and the potential effects the
proposed land use plan amendments may have on such properties. We will also ask if you would like to
meet to discuss these or other concerns with our project manager, cultural resources program representative,
or other appropriate BLM staff or managers. You may also submit comments regarding historic properties
individually to the BLM contact listing below, or as part of the NEPA comment process.
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The BLM is accepting comments on Draft PEIS through the NEPA process for ninety (90) calendar days
following the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s publication of its Notice of Availability in the Federal
Register.

The BLM will hold public open house meetings for the purposes of providing the public an overview of the
document and responding to questions about the Draft PEIS. These public meetings will be scheduled
throughout the area covered by the PEIS and will be announced through the public media in the near future
and on the BLM website at http://osts.eis.anl.gov.

Your review and comments on the Draft PEIS are critical to the success of this planning effort. If you wish
to submit comments on the Draft PEIS, we suggest that you make them as specific as possible. Comments
will be more helpful if they include suggested changes, sources, or methodologies, and reference to a section
or page number. Comments containing only opinions or preferences will be considered and included as part
of the decision-making process, although they will not receive a formal response from the BLM.

Comments may be submitted electronically at http:/ostseis.anl.gov/involve/comments/index.cfm. A
comment form can be found on-line at this site. Comments may also be submitted by mail to BLM Qil Shale
and Tar Sands PEIS, Argonne National Laboratory, EVS Division, Building 240, 9700 South Cass Avenue,
Argonne, Illinois 60439. To facilitate analysis of comments and information submitted, we strongly
encourage you to submit comments in electronic format.

Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address or other personal identifying information, you
should be aware your entire comment, including your personal identifying information, may be made
publically available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold your personal
identifying information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.

Thank you for your interest in the Draft PEIS and Land Use Plan Amendments for the Allocation of Oil
Shale and Tar Sands Resources on Lands Administered by the BLM in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. We
appreciate the information and suggestions you contribute to the planning process. For additional
information or clarification regarding this document, the planning process, or questions related to Section
106 of the NHPA, please contact Byron Loosle, State Archaeologist, Bureau of Land Management, Utah
State Office, PO Box 45155, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84145-0155, (801 539-4276, bloosle@blm.gov., or visit

the Web site at http://osts.eis.anl.gov.

Sincerely,
/s/ Juan Palma

Juan Palma
State Director

Enclosure:
PEIS
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Elayne Atcitty, Councilwoman

White Mesa Band of the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe
P. O. Box 7096

Blanding, Utah 84511

Richard Jenks, Jr. Chairman
Ute Indian Tribe

P.O. Box 190

Fort Duchesne, Utah 84026

cc:  Betsy Chapoose, Director, Cultural Rights and Protection

Ms. Jeanine Borchardt, Chair
Paiute Tribe of Utah

440 North Paiute Drive
Cedar City, Utah 84720

cc: Dorena Martineau

Manuel M. Savala, Chair
Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians
HC 65 Box 2

Pipe Spring, AZ 86022

cc: Mr. Charley Bulletts, Cultural Resource Director

Leroy Ned Shingoitewa, Chairman
Hopi Tribal Council

P.O. Box 123

Kykotsmovi, AZ 86039

cc: Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director, Hopi Cultural Preservation Office

Mr. Joe Shirley, President
Navajo Nation

P.O. Box 9000

Highway 264, Tribal Hills Drive
Window Rock, AZ 86515

cc: Aneth Chapter
P.O. Box 430
Montezuma Creek, UT 84534

Dennehotso Chapter
P.O. Box 301
Dennchotso, AZ 86535

Mexican Water Chapter
HC-61, Box 38
Teecnospos, AZ 86514



Final OSTS PEIS

L-40

Navajo Mountain Chapter
Navajo Mountain Trading Post
P.O. Box 10070

Tonalea, AZ 86044

Oljato Chapter
P.O. Box 360455
Monument Valley, UT 84531

Red Mesa Chapter
P.O. Box 422
Montezuma Creek, UT 84534

Teecnospos Chapter
P.O. Box 106
Teecnospos, AZ 86514

Clarence Rockwell, Director
Navajo Utah Commission
P.O. Box 570

Montezuma Creek, UT 84534

Timothy Begay

Navajo Nation

Cultural Specialist

Historic Preservation Department
P.O. Box 4950

Window Rock, AZ 86515

John Antonio Sr., Governor
Laguna Pueblo

P.O.Box 194

Laguna, NM 87026

Ernest Mirabel, Governor
Pueblo of Nambe

Route 1, Box 117-BB
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Walter Dasheno, Governor
Pueblo of Santa Clara

P.O. Box 580

Espanola, NM 87532

Ivan Pino, Governor
Pueblo of Zia

135 Capitol Square Drive
Zia Pueblo, NM 87503
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Gwen Davis, Chair

Northwestern Band of Shoshone Nation
707 North Main

Brigham City, UT 84302

cc: Patty Madsen
Northwestern Band of Shoshone Nation
862 South Main Street Ste 6
Brigham City, UT 84302
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Wiyoming Stute Office
PO Box [K2B
Chevenne. Wyoming BHNI3-[424

In Reply Refer To:
3900 (930
BLOO

JAN 202012

Mr. Mike Lajeunesse, Chairman

Eustern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Reservation
P.0. Box 538

Fort Washakie, WY 82514

Dear Chairman Lajeunesse:

Attached please find the Drafi Programmaric Environmental Impace Starement (PEIS) and Possible Land
Urse Plan Amendments for the Allocation of Oil Shale and Tar Sands Resources on Lands Administered
by the BLM in Colorado, Utah, and Wyaming. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has prepared
this Drafi PEIS in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA),
and the Federal Land Policy and Managetment Act of 1976 (FLPMA). As a follow-up 1o our initial letter
July 21, 201 1, inviting the Eastern Shoshone Tribe to engage in Government-to-Government consultation
on this planning initiative. the BLM invites you to review the Draft PEIS and provide any additional
information or comments relating to historic and cultural resources. The BLM also invites you to
continue participating in the planning and NEPA process, and welcomes your input as BLM fulfills its
obligations under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) regarding the proposed
undertaking, i.e., the potential amendrment of tlen BLM Resource Management Plans {(RMPs) in Colorado,
Utah, and Wyoming to allocate lands as “open™ or “closed” to potential leasing for oil shale and tar sands
development.

As described in the Draft PELS, the BLM is examining proposed land use allocation decisions for
potential availability of oil shale and tar sands leasing that will provide future management direction as
part of the RMP, but will not authorize any on the ground activities. See Draft PEIS. Chapter 1, Section
I.1. Text box. The BLLM recognizes that decisionmaking regarding the potential leasing and development
of ol shale und tar sands resources would occur in three stages. The first stage would be accomplished
through the development of the current PEIS process, which could lead to a Record of Decision (ROD)
regarding amendments to land use allocations to open or close areas as available for potential leasing.
The second stage would be the BLM's consideration of lease applications submitted by interested parties,
and the third stage would be the BLM's consideration of site-specific plans of development for leased
areas. See Draft PEIS, Chapter 1, Section 1.1, Text box. The second and third stages would require
compliance with both NEPA, Section 1060 of the NHPA, as well as other pertinent laws, regulations, and
policies. See Draft PELS, Chapter 3. Section 3.9.1.

A BLM representative will contact you to ensure that you have received this letter and the attached Draft
PEIS. and to answer any questions vou may have regarding historic properties and the potential effects
the proposed land use plan amendments may have on such properties. We will also ask if you would like
1o meet 1o discuss these or other concerns with our project manager., cultural resources program
represertative, or other appropriate BLM swff or managers. You may also submit comments regarding
historic properties individually to the BLM contact listing below. or as part of the NEPA comment
process.
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The BLM is accepting comments on Draft PEIS through the NEPA process for ninety (90) calendar days
following the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's publication of its Notice of Availabiliry in the
Federal Register.

The BLM will hold public open house meetings for the purposes of providing the public an overview of
the document and responding Lo questions about the Draft PEIS. These public meetings will be scheduled
throughout the area covered by the PEIS and will be announced through the public media in the near
future and on the BLM website at http://osts.eis.anl.gov.

Your review and comments on the Draft PEIS are critical to the success of this planning effort. If you
wish to submit comments on the Draft PEIS, we suggest that you make them as specific as possible.
Comments will be more helpful if they include suggested changes, sources, or methodologies, and
reference to a section or page number. Comments containing only opinions or preferences will be
considered and included as part of the decisionmaking process, although they will not receive a formal
response from the BLM.

Comments may be submitted electronically at hitp://ostseis.anl.gov/involve/comments/index.cfm. A
comment form can be found on-line at this site. Comments may also be submitted by mail 1o BLM Oil
Shale and Tar Sunds PEIS. Argonne National Laboratory, EVS Division, Building 240, 9700 South Cass
Avenue, Argonne, llinois 60439. To facilitate analysis of comments and information submitted, we
strongly encourage you to submit comments in electronic format.

Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address or other personal identifying information,
you shouid be aware your entire comment, including your personal identifying information, may be made
publically available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold your personal
identifying information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.

Thank you for your interest in the Draft PEIS and Land Use Plan Amendments for the Allocation of Oil
Shale and Tar Sands Resources on Lands Administered by the BLM in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.
We appreciate the information and suggestions you contribute to the planning process.

For additional information or clarification regarding this document or the planning process, please contact
Sherri Thompson, Project Manager, Bureau of Land Management. Colorado State Office, 2850
Youngfield Street, Lakewood, Colorado 80215-7093, (303) 239-3758, sthompso@blm.gov., or visit the
Web site at http://osts.eis.anl.gov. For questions regarding Section 106 of the NHPA, please contact Ranel
Stephenson Capron, Deputy Preservation Officer, 5353 Yellowstone Road, Cheyenne, WY 82009,

(307) 775-6108, rcapron@blm.gov.

Sincerely,

] \ \ U._LLJ Jﬁm&_

]'/ Donald A. Simpson
X State Director

,,.4

Enclosure

Also sent to:

Mr. Jim Shukespeare. Chairman

Northern Arapaho Tribe of the Wind River Reservation
P.O. Box 390

Fort Washakie, WY 82514
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT %{

Colorado State Office TAKE PRIDS
2850 Youngfield Street INAMERIC,
Lakewood. Colorado 80215-7093
www.blm. govico

In Reply Refer To:
3900 (CO-922)

FEB 02 212

Chairman Jimmy R. Newton, Jr.
Southern Ute Indian Tribe

P.O. Box 737

Ignacio, Colorado 81137-0737

Dear Mr, Newton:

Enclosed please find the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEJS)
and Possible Land Use Plan Amendments Jor the Allocation of Oil Shale and Tar Sands
Resources on Lands Administered by the BLM in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. The
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has prepared this Draft PEIS in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA), and the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). Asa follow-up to our initial letter on
June 14, 2011, inviting you to engage in Government-to-Government consultation on this
planning initiative, the BLM invites you to review the Draft PEIS and provide any
additional information or comments relating to historic and cultural resources. The BLM
also invites you to continue participating in the planning and NEPA process, and
welcomes your input as BLM fulfills its obligations under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) regarding the proposed undertaking, i.e., the potential
amendment of ten BLM Resource Management Plans (RMPs) in Colorado, Utah, and

Wyoming to allocate lands as “open” or “closed” to potential leasing for oil shale and tar
sands development.

As described in the Draft PEIS, the BLM is examining proposed land use allocation
decisions for potential availability of oil shale and tar sands leasing that will provide
future management direction as part of the RMP, but will not authorize any on the ground
activities. See Drafi PEIS, Chapter 1, Section 1.1, Text box. The BLM recognizes that
decision-making regarding the potential leasing and development of oil shale and tar
sands resources would occur in three stages. The first stage would be accomplished
through the development of the current Drafi PEIS process, which could lead to a Record
of Decision (ROD) regarding amendments 1o land use allocations to open or close areas
as available for potential leasing. The second stage would be the BLM's consideration of
lease applications submitted by interested parties, and the third stage would be the BLM's
consideration of site-specific plans of development for leased areas. See Draft PEIS,
Chapter 1, Section 1.1, Text box. The second and third stages would require compliance
with both NEPA, Section 106 of the NHPA, as well as other pertinent laws, regulations,
and policies. See Draft PEIS, Chapter 3, Section 3.9.1.
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A BLM representative will contact you to ensure that you have received this letter and
the enclosed Draft PEIS, and to answer any questions you may have regarding historic
properties and the potential effects the proposed land use plan amendments may have on
such properties. We will also ask if you would like to meet to discuss these or other
concerns with our project manager, cultural resources program representative, or other
appropriate BLM staff or managers. You may also submit comments regarding historic
properties individually to the BLM contact listing below, or as part of the NEPA
commenl process.

The BLM is accepting comments on the Draft PEIS through the NEPA process for ninety
(90) calendar days following the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s publication of
its Notice of Availability in the Federal Register.

The BLM will hold public open house meetings for the purposes of providing the public
an overview of the document and responding to questions about the Draft PEIS. These
public meetings will be scheduled throughout the area covered by the Draft PEIS and will
be announced through the public media in the near future and on the BLM website at:
hup://osts gis.anl.gov.

Your review and comments on the Draft PEIS are critical to the success of this planning
effort. If you wish to submit comments on the Draft PEIS, we suggest that you make
them as specific as possible. Comments will be more helpful if they include suggested
changes, sources, or methodologies, and reference to a section or page number.
Comments containing only opinions or preferences will be considered and included as
part of the decision-making process, although they will not receive a formal response
from the BLM.

Comments may be submitted electronically at:

ttp://ostseis v/involve/co index.cfm. A comment form can be found
on-line at this site. Comments may also be submitted by mail to BLM Oil Shale and Tar
Sands PEIS, Argonne National Laboratory, EVS Division, Building 240, 9700 South
Cass Avenue, Argonne, lllinois 60439, To facilitate analysis of comments and
information submitted, we strongly encourage you to submit comments in electrenic
format.

Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address or other personal
identifying information, you should be aware your entire comment, including your
personal identifying information, may be made publically available at any time. While
you can ask us in your comment to withhold your personal identifying information from
public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.

Thank you for your interest in the Draft PEIS and Land Use Plan Amendments for the
Allocation of Oil Shale and Tar Sands Resources on Lands Administered by the BLM in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. We appreciate the information and suggestions you
contribute to the planning process. For additional information or clarification regarding
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this document, the planning progess, or questions related to Section 106 of the NHPA,
please contact Daniel Haas, State Deputy Preservation Officer, Bureau of Land
Management, Colorado State Office, 2850 Youngfield Street, Lakewood, Colorado,
80215-7093, (303) 239-3647, dhaas@blm.gov, or visit the website at:

http://osts.eis. v,
Sincerely,
Uil 0 Ly
o Wﬂoéw»/
Helen M. Hankins
State Director
Enclosure

cc:  Steve Whiteman, Natural Resources Division, Wildlife Resource Management
Southern Ute Indian Tribe
P.O. Box 737

Ignacio, Colorado 81137-0737

Also sent to:

Chairman Gary Hayes
Ute Mountain Ute Indian Tribe
P.O. Box 468

Towoac, Colorado 81334-0468

Terry Knight, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Ute Mountain Ute Indian Tribe
P.O. Box 248

Towaoc, Colorade 81334
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(b) Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Reservation

United States Department of the Interior M
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT m

Colorado State Office TAKE PRIDE
2850 Youngfield Street INAMERICA
Lakewood. Colorado 80215-7093
www.blm.gov/co

In Reply Refer To:
3900 (W0-320) APR 11 2012

Mr. Wilfred Ferris

Eastern Shoshone Tribe

P.O. Box 538

Fort Washakie, Wyoming 82514

Dear Mr. Ferris:

During a recent meeting between the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe and the Colorado Bureau
of Land Management (BLM), the tribal representatives asked the BLM to hold a meeting
with the cultural representatives of the Southern Ute Indian Tribe, the Ute Mountain Ute
Tribe, the Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah & Ouray Reservation, and the Eastern Shoshone
Tribe regarding the protection of wickiup sites in the Oil Shale and Tar Sands project
area. They had expressed specific concerns with protecting the wickiup sites located in
the Yellow Creek area of Rio Blanco County, Colorado.

The Colorado BLM is inviting you and the cultural representatives of the Ute Indian
Tribe, the Southern Ute Indian Tribe, and the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe to a consultation
meeting and field tour of the Yellow Creek area on May 2, 2012. We intend to look at a
few representative sites and the overall area, and would appreciate your help to discuss
appropriate means of protection for these sites and to identify a protection boundary
around them.

Wednesday, May 2, 2012, will be a full day beginning at 8:00 a.m. We will meet at the
BLM White River Field Office, located at 220 East Market Street, Meeker, Colorado, for
a brief overview of the project and to answer any questions you may have and then will
leave for the field to look at these sites later that morning. A sack Junch and water will be
provided. We anticipate getting back to the office late aftenoon leaving an hour or so for
discussion.

The BLM will provide $200/day each for up to two tribal representatives for their subject
matter expertise, lodging and other travel expenses unless the individual is a salaried
tribal staff member. Tribes are welcome to bring additional representatives at their own
expense. Reimbursements will be paid by check after the meeting.

A block of rooms at the government rate has been set aside at the Blue Spruce Hotel in
Mecker (970) 878- 0777. Participants are asked to call the hotel directly and provide
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their own credit card for their rooms by referencing the “BLM" room block. Hotel
reservations must be made by April 25, 2012, as all unreserved rooms will be released
after that date. Reservations may be made after that date if rooms are still available.

Please call Sherri Thompson at (303) 239-3758 to confirm your attendance at this
consultation meeting or if you need further information. Thank you for your interest in
this project. We look forward to working with the tribes so we can assure that our land
management activities consider and protect places of importance.

Sincerely,

Aibore W Lo

Helen M. Hankins,
State Director
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(c) Hopi
TRIBAL RESPONSE FORM .
OIL SHALE/TAR SANDS PEIS W e . :
N TS gy
Dear Tribal Official: . .
L i"ﬁ'p‘_\? N S Garte sl Glimgaengn

This form is provided for your convenience to assist BLM in ensuring that your tribe has received our
correspondence, and that we can continue to communicate with you in the most effective way possible. If
you are not the appropriate individual to receive and respond to this form, please see that the enclosed
correspondence are given to the appropriate person.

Please fill out this form and return it in the supplied return envelope. Be assured that we will follow up
with you and/or your other tribal representatives in accordance with your responses.

Our tribe has information or concerns that we would like to discuss with the BLM about
this project. Therefore, we would like you to contact us to set up a meeting where we can
consult on the issues. Please identify an acceptable date and time for such a meeting.

; The information that you have provided in your correspondence is sufficient and we do
u not require consulfation with you at this time. We also understand that we may request
other opportunities to consult with you in the future.

. Thank you for your correspondence. Our tribe has no comment and no further interest in
u BLM’s proposed oil shale/tar sands PEIS at this time. We understand, however, that we
may contact you at any time in the future to discuss issues or to request formal
consultation.

Name of individual responding {o this form (please print):

Name: e b U ooy e Title:  Lecp—{ oo e

Address: O (Rop 123 Wy e topge g. VA A

Telephone No, %25 THY4 2wl Email:__ yone qusvbabept  agn. el

If there is some else we should contact regarding this correspondence, please mdlca{'c their name, fitle,
address, and telephone number below: :

Name: L snog .1 ~ ‘(:,:-L‘LUF'\;\.\..{ Fa A R ey Title: Sweec b Playoe Casbla v =L BReto iy b
: \ N,
LG

Address: o ey (23 Ko ketoneey A7 56629

Telephone No. “12% 124 26|y Email: bRt onuia oo G G e NSin s W5

Please return this form by (August 21, 2011).
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(d) Navajo Nation—Navajo Mountain Chapter

TRIBAL RESPONSE FORM 2011 » Loy
OIL SHALE/TAR SANDS PEIS RN 29 '

Dear Tribal Official: 00

This form is provided for your convenience to assist BLM in ensuring that your tribe has received our
correspondence, and that we can continue to communicate with you in the most effective way possible. If
you are not the appropriate individual to receive and respond to this form, please see that the enclosed
correspondence are given to the appropriate person.

Please fill out this form and return it in the supplied return envelope. Be assured that we will follow up
with you and/or your other fribal representatives in accordance with your responses.

this project. Therefore, we would like you to contact us to set up a mecting where we can

@ Our tribe has information or concerns that we would like to discuss with the BLM about
consult on the issues. Please identify an acceptable date and time for such a meeting.

not require consultation with you at this time. We also understand that we may rcquest

B The information that you have provided in your correspondence is sufficient and we do
other opportunities to consult with you in the future.

; Thank you for your correspondence. Our tribe has no comment and no further interest in
Q BLM’s proposed oil shale/tar sands PEIS al this time. We understand, however, that we
may contact you at any time in the future to discuss issues or fo request formal
consultation.

Name of individual responding to fhis form (please print): . <
Name: ﬁ&fg, ézzg ;&:2&2@/ Title: M(t’/ﬁ%’ﬂ W)Z/Wﬂ; :'Cy/é

Address: / QZ m / 2 Z/él %
m/m/w,ﬁ P féa Y24

Telephone No, ?2 J Lj 7—-{- Sfagﬁaﬂ £y / ) ¢ 74; by j.,;l zﬁy_{;ﬁ(yofz/}/;

If there is some else we should contact regarding this correspondence, please indicate their name, title,
address, and telephone number below:

Name: Title:

Address:

Telephone No. Email:

Please return this form by (August 21, 2011).
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(e) Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah (PITU)

TRIBAL RESPONSE FORM o
OIL SHALE/TAR SANDS PEIS 70/ 710 S

5 fom
Dear Tribal Official: G

This form is provided for your convenience to assist BLM in ensuring that your tribe has received our
correspondence, and that we can continue to communicate with you in the most effective way possible. If
you are not the appropriate individual to receive and respond to this form, please see that the enclosed
correspondence are given to the appropriate person.

Please fill out this form and return it in the supplied return envelope. Be assured that we will follow up
with you and/or your other tribal representatives in accordance with your responses,

Our tribe has information or concerns that we would like to discuss with the BLM about
this project. Therefore, we would like you to contact us to set up a meeting where we can
consult on the issues. Please identify an acceptable date and time for such a meeting.

not require consultation with you at this time. We also understand that we may request

E The information that you have provided in your correspondence is sufficient and we do
other opportunities to consult with you in the future.

BLM’s proposed oil shale/tar sands PEIS at this time. We understand, however, that we
may contact you at any time in the future to discuss issues or to request formal
consultation.

D Thank you for your correspondence. Our fribe has no comment and no further interest in

Name of individual responding to this form (please print):
Neme: ) oveena (Varhnea u Tite: DT Cu o] KeshoeceS
Address: fi{)a wte odian [ 'lebe olt: 5! ah

o WL Paite " Deive Cedac Clity, Udh, $41a

Telephone No. Y 5{5"‘5535 ~§l Z Email:_ed 0 revia . ona f‘{—l'n ea A @) U\‘:_;_(_K,O Vv

If there is some else we should contact regarding this correspondence, please indicate their name, title,
address, and telephone number below:

Name: Title:

Address:

Telephone No. Email:

Please return this form by (August 21, 2011).



Final OSTS PEIS L-52

(f) Pueblo of Santa Clara

TRIBAL RESPONSE/BORM /i
OIL SHALE/TAR SANI{'(S? PERY .
5 g

Dear Tribal Official:

This form is provided for your convenience to assist BLM in ensuring that your tribe has received our
correspondence, and that we can continue to communicate with you in the most effective way possible. If
you are not the appropriate individual to receive and respond to this form, please see that the enclosed
correspondence are given to the appropriate person.

Please fill out this form and return it in the supplied return envelope. Be assured that we will follow up
with you and/or your other tribal representatives in accordance with your responses.

Our tribe has information or concerns that we would like to discuss with the BLM about
this project. Therefore, we would like you to contact us to sef up a meeting where we can
consult on the issues. Please identify an acceptable date and time for such a meeting. )

not require consultation with you at this time. We also understand that we may request

1 The information that you have provided in your correspondence is sufficient and we do
other opportunities to consult with you in the future.

BLM'’s proposed oil shale/tar sands PEIS at this time. We understand, however, that we
may contact you at any time in the future to discuss issues or to request formal
consultation.

D Thank you for your correspondence. Our tribe has no comment and no further interest in

Name of individual responding to this form (please print):

Name: _{Hen Chravaceie Title: hand ¢ @ibitued [fcsures

Address: o, B S50
Espemola, MM FTISAL.

Telephone No. (565399 148 Email; Chavareias @ Jorde. Clava puglele. 0'\’5

If there is some else we should contact regarding this correspondence, please indicate their name, title,
address, and telephone number below:

Name: Title:

Address:

Telephone No. Email:

Please return this form by (August 21, 2011).
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(g) Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation

United States Department of the Interior . 4
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT \“ )

Colorado State Office TAKE PRIDE®

2850 Youngfield Street INAMERICA

Lakewood. Cotorado 80215-7093
www.blm.gov/co

[n Reply Refer To:
3900 (WO0-320) APR 1 1 2012

Ms. Irene Cuch

Tribal Chairwoman

Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation
P.O. Box 190

Ft. Duchesne, Utah 84026

Dear Ms. Cuch:

During a recent meeting between the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe and the Colorado Bureau
of Land Management (BLM), the tribal representatives had asked the BLM to hold a
meeting with the cultural representatives of the Southern Ute Indian Tribe, the Ute
Mountain Ute Tribe, the Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah & Ouray Reservation, and the
Eastern Shoshone Tribe regarding the protection of wickiup sites in the Oil Shale and Tar
Sands project area. They had expressed specific concerns with protecting the wickiup
sites located in the Yellow Creek area of Rio Blanco County, Colorado.

The Colorado BLM is inviting you and the cultural representatives of the Southern Ute,
the Eastern Shoshone, and the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe to a consultation meeting and
field tour of the Yellow Creek area on May 2, 2012. We intend to look at a few
representative sites and the overall area, and would appreciate your help to discuss
appropriate means of protection for these sites and to identify a protection boundary
around them.

Wednesday, May 2, 2012, will be a full day beginning at 8:00 a.m. We will meet at the
BLM White River Field Office, located at 220 East Market Street, Meeker, Colorado, for
a brief overview of the project and to answer any questions you may have and then will
leave for the field to look at these sites later that morning. A sack lunch and water will be
provided. We anticipate getting back to the office late aftenoon leaving an hour or so for
discussion.

The BLM will provide $200/day each for up to two tribal representatives for their subject
matter expertise, lodging and other travel expenses unless the individual is a salaried
tribal staff member. Tribes are welcome to bring additional representatives at their own
expense. Reimbursements will be paid by check after the meeting,
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A block of rooms at the government rate has been set aside at the Blue Spruce Hotel in
Meeker (970) 878- 0777. Participants are asked to call the hotel directly and provide
their own credit card for their rooms by referencing the “BLM” room block. Hotel
reservations must be made by April 25, 2012, as all unreserved rooms will be released
after that date. Reservations may be made after that date if rooms are still available.

Please call Sherri Thompson at (303) 239-3758 to confirm your attendance at this
consultation meeting or if you need further information. Thank you for your interest in
this project. We look forward to working with the tribes so we can assure that our land
management activities consider and protect places of importance.

Sincerely,

Z@%WW

Helen M. Hankins,
State Director

This letter also sent to:

Ms. Betsy Chapoose

Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation
P.O. Box 190

Ft. Duchesne, Utah 84026
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(h) Ute Mountain Ute Tribe

United States Department of the Interior m*
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT %"

Colorado State Office TAKE PRIDE®
2850 Youngfield Street INAMERICA
Lakewood. Colorado 80215-7093
www.blm.gov/co

In Reply Refer To:
3900 (WO-320)

APR 11 2012

Mr, Terry Knight

Ute Mountain Ute Tribe
P.O. Box 189

Towaog, Colorado 81334

Dear Mr. Knight:

During a recent meeting between the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe and the Colorado Bureau
of Land Management (BL.M), you asked the BLM to hold a meeting with the cultural
representatives of the Southern Ute Indian Tribe, the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, the Ute
Indian Tribe of the Uintah & Ouray Reservation, and the Eastern Shoshone Tribe
regarding the protection of wickiup sites in the Oil Shale and Tar Sands project area.
You had expressed specific concerns with protecting the wickiup sites located in the
Yellow Creek area of Rio Blanco County, Colorado.

The Colorado BLM is inviting you and the cultural representatives of the Southern Ute,
the Eastern Shoshone, and the Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah & Ouray Reservation to a
consultation meeting and field tour of the Yellow Creek area on May 2, 2012, We intend
to look at a few representative sites and the overall area, and would appreciate your help
to discuss appropriate means of protection for these sites and to identify a protection
boundary around them.

Wednesday, May 2, 2012, will be a full day beginning at 8:00 a.m. We will meet at the
BLM White River Field Office, located at 220 East Market Street, Meeker, Colorado, for
a brief overview of the project and to answer any questions you may have and then will
leave for the field to look at these sites later that morning. A sack lunch and water will be
provided. We anticipate getting back to the office late afternoon leaving an hour or so for
discussion.

The BLM will provide $200/day each for up to two tribal representatives for their subject
matter expertise, lodging and other travel expenses unless the individual is a salaried
tribal staff member. Tribes are welcome to bring additional representatives at their own
expense. Reimbursements will be paid by check after the meeting.

A block of rooms at the government rate has been set aside at the Blue Spruce Hotel in
Mecker (970) 878- 0777. Participants are asked to call the hotel directly and provide
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their own credit card for their rooms by referencing the “BLM” room block. Hotel
reservations must be made by April 25, 2012, as all unreserved rooms will be released
after that date. Reservations may be made after that date if rooms are still available.

Please call Sherri Thompson at (303) 239-3758 to confirm your attendance at this
consultation meeting or if you need further information. Thank you for your interest in
this project. We look forward to working with the tribes so we can assure that our land
management activities consider and protect places of importance.

Sincerely,

Y 21 o,

Helen M., Hankins,
State Director
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ATTACHMENT 2:

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE
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(a) Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming State Historic Preservation Offices

United States Department of the Interior , &

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Colorado State Office
2850 Youngfield Street
Lakewood, Colorado 80215-7093
www.blm.gov/co

TAKE PRIDE®
INAMERICA

In Reply Refer To:
8100 (CO-931)
SEP 22 oup

Mr. Edward Nichols

State Historic Preservation Officer
Colorado Historical Society

1560 Broadway, Suite 400
Denver, Colorado 80202

Dear Mr. Nichols:

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is now preparing a Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS) and Possible Land Use Plan Amendments for Allocation of Oil Shale and Tar
Sands Resources on Lands Administered by the Bureau of Land Management in Colorado, Utah, and
Wyoming. The BLM is seeking consultation with you to meet its obligations under Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act and to obtain information useful to the planning decisions that
will result from this PEIS.

In 2008, the BLM amended ten land use plans in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming to make
approximately 2,000,000 acres available for potential development of oil shale, and approximately
431,224 acres available for development of tar sands'. The BLM has decided to take a fresh look at
the land use plan allocation decisions made in 2008 to consider which lands should be open to future
leasing of oil shale and tar sands resources. As there are no economically viable ways yet known to
extract and process oil shale for commercial purposes, and Utah tar sands deposits are not at present
a proven commercially-viable energy source, the BLM, through its planning process, intends to take
a hard look at whether it is appropriate for the total number of acres allocated in the 2008 decision to
continue to be available for potential development of oil shale and tar sands resources.

This PEIS will analyze amending pertinent BLM Resource Management Plans® to identify any areas
that may be excluded from future oil shale and tar sands leasing in these three states. Specifically,
the BLM will decide whether any changes should be made to the existing land use allocation
decisions, and will consider amending the applicable resource management plans to specify whether
any areas in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming currently open for future leasing and development should

! Propased Oil Shale and Tar Sands Resource Management Plan Amendments to Address Land Use Allacations in
Colorado, Urah, and Wyoming and Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. Bureau of Land
Management, Department of the [nterior, September 2008.

Approved Resource Management Plan Amendments/Record of Decision (ROD} for Qil Shale and Tar Sands
Resources to Address Land Use Allocations in Colorada, Utah, and Wyoming and Final Pragrammatic
Environmental Impact Statement. Bureau of Land Management, Department of the Interior, November 2008,

* The White River RMP, the Grand Junction RMP, the Glenwood Springs RMP, the Vernal RMP, the Price RMP,
the Richfield RMP, the Monticello RMP, the Kemmerer RMP, the Rawlins RMP, and the Green River RMP,
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bee: CONO30: ALeavitt-Reynolds (w/o enclosures)
CONO040: ELeifeld (w/o enclosures)
CONO041: KBowen (w/o enclosures)

Appropriate project maps were sent to each SHPO.
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Oil Shale-Tar Sands 2012 PEIS

Interested Parties
Colorado

Old Spanish Trail Association, Grand Junction local chapter
Dominguez Archaeological Research Group Inc.

Utah

Colorado Piateau Archaeological Alliance*
LDS Church History

National Trust for Historic Preservation®
Nine Mile Canyon Coalition®

Utah Rock Art Research Association®

Utah Professional Archaeological Council

Wyoming

Oregon-California Trails Association*
Alliance for Historic Wyoming
Tracks Across Wyoming

Other

Old Spanish Trail Association
MPS-National Historic Trails, Salt Lake City and Santa Fe offices
The Nature Conservancy™

Plaintiffs

Colorado Environmental Coalition™
Western Colorado Congress™
Wilderness Workshop*

Biodiversity Conservation Alliance*
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance®
Red Rock Forests*

Western Resource Advocates®
National Wildlife Federation*
Center for Biological Diversity*

The Wilderness Society™

Natural Resources Defense Council®
Defenders of Wildlife*

Sierra Club*

*commented on cultural resources for the 2008 PEIS
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September 2011, Initial Notification Letter — SHPO Distribution List

Name Contact Address1 City St Zip
Utah SHPO Lori Hunsaker 300 S. Rio Grande Street | Salt Lake City | UT | 84101
Colorado SHPO Edward Nichols 1200 Broadway Denver CO | 80203
Wyoming SHPO Mary Hopkins 2301 Central Avenue Cheyenne WY | 82002
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Wyoming Stare Office
PO. Box 1828
Cheyenne, Wyoming §2003-1828

In Reply Refer To:
3900 (930)
8100

JAN 20 2012

Mary Hopkins

State Historic Preservation Officer
2301 Central Avenue

Cheyenne, WY 82002

Dear Ms. Hopkins:

Enclosed please find the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) and Possible Land
Use Plan Amendments for the Allocation of Oil Shule and Tar Sands Resources on Lands Administered
by the BLM in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has prepared
this Draft PEIS in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA),
and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). Asa follow-up to our initial letter
September 27, 2011, inviting you to engage in consultation on this planning initiative. the BLM invites
you to review the Draft PEIS and provide any additional information or comments relating to historic and
cultural resources. The BLM welcomes your input as it fulfills its obligations under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) regarding the proposed undertaking, i.e., the potential
amendment of ten BLM Resource Management Plans (RMPs) in Colerado, Utah, and Wyoming to
allocate lands as “open™ or “closed” to potential leasing for oil shale and tar sands development.

As described in the Draft PEIS, the BLM is examining proposed land use allocation decisions for
potential availability of oil shale and tar sands leasing that will provide future management direction as
part of the RMP, but will not authorize any on the ground activities. See Draft PEIS, Chapter 1, Section
I.1, Text box. The BLM recognizes that decisionmaking regarding the potential leasing and development
of oil shale and tar sands resources would occur in three stages. The first stage would be accomplished
through the development of the current PEIS process. which could lead to a Record of Decision (ROD)
regarding amendments to land use allocations to open or close areas as available for potential leasing.
The second stage would be the BLM's consideration of lease applications submitted by interested parties,
and the third stage would be the BL.M's consideration of site-specific plans of development for leased
areas. See Draft PEIS. Chapter 1, Section 1.1, Text box. The second and third stages would require
compliance with both NEPA, Section 106 of the NHPA, as well as other pertinent laws, regulations, and
policies. See Draft PEIS, Chapter 3, Section 3.9.1.

A BLM representative will contact you Lo ensure that you have received this letter and the attached Draft
PEIS, and to answer any questions you may have regarding historic properties and the potential effects
the proposed land use plan amendments may have on such properties. We will also ask if you would like
to meet to discuss these or other concerns with our project manager, cultural resources program
representative, or other appropriate BLM staff or managers. You may also submit comments regarding
historic properties individually to the BLM contact listing below, or as part of the NEPA comment
process.
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The BLM is accepting comments on Draft PEIS through the NEPA process for ninety (90) calendar days
following the 1J.S. Environmental Protection Agency's publication of its Notice of Availability in the
Federal Register,

The BLM will hold public open house meetings for the purposes of providing the public an overview of
the document and responding to questions about the Draft PEIS. These public meetings will be scheduled
throughout the area covered by the PEIS and will be announced through the public media in the near

future and on the BLM website at http://osts.eis.anl.gov.

Your review and comments on the Draft PELS are critical to the success of this planning effort. If you
wish to submit comments on the Draft PEIS, we suggest that you make them as specific as possible.
Comments will be more helpful if they include suggested changes, sources, or methodologies, and
reference to a section or page number. Comments containing only opinions or preferences will be
considered and included as part of the decisionmaking process, although they will not receive a formal
response from the BLM.

Cemments may be submitted electronically at hitp://ostseis.anl.gov/involve/comments/index.cfm. A
comment form can be found on-line at this site. Comments may also be submitted by mail to BLM Oil
Shale and Tar Sands PEIS, Argonne National Laboratory, EVS Division, Building 240, 9700 South Cass
Avenue. Argonne, [llinois 60439. To facilitate analysis of comments and information submitted, we
strongly encourage you to submit comments in electronic format.

Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address or other personal identifying information,
you should be aware your entire comment, including your personal identifying information, may be made
publically available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold your personal
identifying information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.

Thank you for your interest in the Draft PEIS and Possible Land Use Plan Amendments for the Allocation
of Oil Shale and Tar Sands Resources on Lands Administered by the BLM in Colorado, Utah, and
Wyoming., We appreciate the information and suggestions you contribute to the planning process. For
additional information or clarification regarding this document, the planning process or questions related
1o Section 106 of the NHPA, please contact Ranel Stephenson Capron, Deputy Preservation Officer, at
the address above, by phone at 307-775-6108, or by email at rcapron@blm.gov. You may also visit the

Web site at hrtp://osts.gis.anl.gov.
Sincerely,

o N, | _ & .
v\ Du\ LIAEVSYSNy

Donaid A. Simpson
State Director

Enclosure
September 2011, Initial Notification Letter — SHPO Distribution List
Name Contact Address1 City St Zip
Utah SHPO Lori Hunsaker 300 S. Rio Grande Street | Salt Lake City | UT | 84101
Colorado SHPO Edward Nichols 1200 Broadway Denver CO | 80203
Wyoming SHPO Mary Hopkins 2301 Central Avenue Cheyenne WY | 82002
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(b) Colorado State Historic Preservation Office
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(c) Utah State Historic Preservation Office
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(d) Wyoming State Historic Preservation Office
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ATTACHMENT 3:

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION CORRESPONDENCE
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Washington, D.C. 20240
http:/faww.blm. gov

MAR 30 010

Mr. Reid Nelson

Director, Office of Federal Agency Programs
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
1100 Pennsylvania Ave, Rm. 803
Washington DC, 20004-2501

Dear Mr. Nelson:

The Bureau of Land Management (BL.M) is currently considering amending ten land use
plans in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming to make public lands available for application to
lease Tor development of Gil shale and tar sands resources. The BLM considers this action
an undettaking pursuant to Section 106 of the National Histotic Preservation Act
(NHFA). The BLM’s review and consultation activities to date, described below, suggest
that this land use planning action is not likely to affect historic properties pursuant to 36
C.FR. § 800.4(d)(1). However, in accordance with the recently revised National
Programmatic Agreement, this undertaking meets the threshold for notifying the
Advisory Council on Historic Presetvation (ACHP) because it is a non-routine interstate
undertaking that is likely to be highly controversial.' Accordingly, the BLM is writing
you to invite the ACHP participation in this project.

Background: In 2008, the BLM amended ten land use plans in Colorado, Utah, and
Wyoming to make public lands available for application to lease for development of oil

shale and tar sands resources. These 2008 amendments made approximately 2,000,000
acres available ot application for leasing and development of oil shale resources and
approximately 431,000 acres available for application for leasing and development of tar
sands resources. This allocation decision was supported by a Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS), prepared pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and in compliance with section 369 of the Energy
Policy Act of 2005, Pub. L. No. 109-58, 119 Stat. 728 (Aug. 8, 2005), and concluded

with a Record of Decision (ROD) amending the land use plans.

The BLM consulted with potentially affected tribes, the pertinent State Historic
Preservation Officers and the ACHP, as part of its fulfillment of the requirements of’
section 106 for the 2008 decision. The BLM also completed a cultural resource overview
study” and an ethnographic study” which were summarized in the 2008 PEIS. Pursuant to

' Programmatic Agreement Among the Bureau of Land Management, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, and the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers Regarding the Manner
in Which the BLM Will Meet lis Responsibilities Under the National Historic Preservation Act:

2 Class I Cultural Resource Overview Jor Qil Shale and Tar Sands Areas in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming,
? Ethnohisioric Overview aof Native American Land Use in Smithwestern Wyoming, Northwestern
Colorado, and Eastern Ulah.
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the NEPA the 2008 PEIS concluded that the alternatives presented for the land use plan
allocation decision would not result in any impacts on the environment, including cultural
resources. Although the ROD* stated that a PA among the BLM, the SHPOs and the
ACHP would conclude the Section 106 process, the PA was not completed and a
determination of effects pursuant to the NHPA was not defined,

In 2009, several environmental advocacy organizations challenged the ROD on NEPA,
Endangered Speci@§TESAY, and Federal Land Policy and Management (FLPMA)”
grounds. The plaintiffs did not raise any NHPA claims. The parties entered 1ato a
settlement agreement in February 2071, and the BLM initiated a new land use planning
effort with the publication of a Notice of Intent on April 14, 2011, (76 Fed. Reg. 21003).
The 2008 land use plan decisions remain in effect untl the current process is completed
and a new ROD is signed.

As a result of the settlement agreement and other factors, the BLM is taking a fresh look
at the land use plan allocation decisions made in the 2008 ROD to determine whether it is
appropriate for these lands to remain available for application to lease for oil shale/tar
sands development. Specifically, the BLM is considering amending the applicable
Resource Management Plans to specify whether any areas in Colorado, Utah, and
Wyoming, currently open for application to lease and develop oil shale or tar sands per
the 2008 ROD, should not be made available for application to lease. No new lands
outside the 2008 allocations are added for consideration in this decision. The BL.M is thus
considering & Hiew decision, based ot current PEIS, That will gither retain the 2008

allocations (the ™No Action” alternative under NEPA) or mgggrg the acreage allocated in
2008 by varying amounts considered under different alternatives.

Planning Area: The study area for oil shale resources includes the most geologically
prospective resources of the Green River Formation located in the Piceance, Uinta, Green
River, and Washakie Basins in northwestern Colorado, northeastern Utah, and
southwestern Wyoming. These encompass about 3,538,038 acres which include
2,138,361 acres of public lands and 158,566 acres of split estate lands. The tar sands
study areas consist of eleven Special Tar Sands Areas (STSA) in Utah pursuant to the
Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-78). This consists of about
1,026,266-acres; inclading about 574,357 acres of public land and 82,148 of split estate
lands (see attached maps))

Planning Action: The decision under consideration in this undertaking is a land use plan
allocation decision®. Lands identified as open to oil shale and tar sands development as a
result of this decision would be available for application to lease, but subject to additional

* Record aof Decision: Qil Shale and Tars Sands Resourees, Resonrce Plan Amendments. Noveniber 2008

* A copy of the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement ond Possible Land Use Plan
Amendments for Allocation of Qil Shale and Tar Sands Rescurces on Lands Administered by the Bureau of
Land Management in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming (January 2012) (Draft PEIS) is provided for vour
reference. “Allocation” is more fully defined in the DPEIS, Chapter 1, Section 1.1, Text box p 1-1.
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NEPA and Section 106 review. In other words, the allocation decision being evaluated
here would not authorize any future lease; BLM would retain complete discretion to
approve, approve with conditions, or deny lease application, based on a consideration of
various factors including effects to historic properties.

Information regarding possible development of oil shale and tar sands resources is highly
speculative. The current experimental state of the oil shale and tar sands industries does
not allow this PEJS to include sufficient specific information or cumulative impact
analyses to BLM-managed resources, including historic propetties, to support future
leasing decisions within these allocated lands. Indeed, the additional NEPA and
subsequent Section 106 analysis will be required to determine the effects of oil shale and
tar sands leasing and development when more specific information is known about the
specific technologies and associated environmental consequences in the locations being
proposed.

The BLM therefore recognizes that decision-making regarding the potential leasing and
development of oil shale and tar sands resources would occur in three stages. The first
stage would be accomplished through this land use plan amendment process to retain or
reduce BLM managed lands currently open to OSTS dévelopment, The second stage
would be the BLM’s consideration of lease applications submitted by project proponents
and the third stage would be the BLM’s consideration of site-specific plans of
development for leased areas (see Draft PEIS, Chapter 1, Section 1.1, Text box, p. 1-2).
The second and third stages would require full compliance with both NEPA and Section
106 of the NHPA, as well as with other pertinent laws, regulations, and policies.

Section 106: The BLM sees its Section 106 responsibilitics as proceeding in accordance
with the three stages of decision-making defined above, with full compliance at each
stage and a level of effort commensurate to each undertaking (see Draft PEIS, Chapter 3,
Section 3.9.1, p. 3-215). The BLM is not using the “phased identification and evaliation”
process permitted under 36 C.F.R. 800.4(b)(2) to satisfy its Section 106 obligations for
the land use planning decision considered here.

With regard to the allocation decision being considered here, the BLM is meeting its
responsibilities under Section 106 as follows.

Consultation: The BLM initiated tribal consultation with potentially affected
tribes via letter in July and August 2011 and with letters to the SHPOs for Utah,
Colorado, and Wyoming in September and October of 2011, The BLM also
identified potentially intcrested parties and invited them {o participate as
consulting parties. To date the BLM has not received any specific information
regarding historic properties or possible effects to them from this undertaking,
although several entities have responded expressing an interest. The BLM
recently contacted all tribes, SHPOs, and interested parties inviting them to
comment under the NEPA on the DPEIS and to invite them again to consult with
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us under Section 106. Follow-up calls to the tribes, SHPOs, and interested parties
are planned for the next several weeks to see if there is an interest in more
substantive discussions with regard to our Section 106 responsibilities.

Identification of Historic Properties: The BLLM has updated the 2007 Class 1
Cultural Resources Overview and summarized this data to provide a discussion of
the types of sites likely to fall within the oil shale/tar sands areas. This discussion
indicates that thousands of cultural resource sites of diverse types are known
within the potential oil shale/tar sands development arcas and that a portion of
these are likely to be eligible to the National Register. Site sensitivity maps for
prehistoric cultural resources were developed based on correlation of known
prehistoric sites with soil Tamilies. Despite concerns about data adequacy for this
analysis the results are sufficient to indicate that proposed allocation areas include
high-sensitivity landscapes, a result that confirms expectations given the large
scale of this planning arca and its rich cultural history.

= No National Register listed historic properties occur within the allocation areas. In =
addition, the BLM has excluded a number of management areas from
development for all alternatives, including National Historic Trails and Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), For all but the “No Action” alternative
these ACECs include areas recently designated, such as the Nine Mile Canyon
ACEC in Utah, with high cultural values,

The BLM also reviewed the ethnohistoric information and tribal consultation
comments from the 2008 PEIS and has initiated consultation with potentially
affected tribes for the current effort. The ethnographic overview suggests types of
sites and Tocations that might be of concern to the tribes which could oceur in the
planning area. To date, however, no specific areas of religious or cultural
significance have been identified by the tribes in the planning area, although both
the Kaibab Band of the Paiute Indians and the Navajo Nation identified the Henry
Mountains, located between two tar sands STSAs, as sacred.

Determination of Effects: To date the BLM has not identified any effects to
historic properties as a result of the proposed undertaking or any of the
alternatives being proposed. While the BLM has not completed consultation and
will make a determination of effects after reviewing all available information,
BLM believes that the proposed undertaking is unlikely to affect historic
properties for the following reasons:

e Allocation of lands as open or closed to lease application does not
authorize or permit any future activity associated with oil shale/tar sands
development.

* This proposed allocation decision would not constrain any manager’s
ability to approve, approve with conditions (to avoid, minimize or mitigate
adverse effects), or deny any lease or subsequent project.
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o There is insufficient information to determine effects from future leasing
and development decisions. The lack of information regarding the
technology and consequent environmental effects of oil shale/ tar sands
development precludes a confident assessment of impacts at this stage.
Analyses of effects to historic properties must await more definitive
information at the leasing stage.

The BLM, at this point, does not anticipate having to resolve adverse effects in
accordance with 36 C.F.R. § 800.6 because of its current determination that the
proposed undertaking will have no effect on historic properties.

The BLM locks forward to working with you as we continue the 106 consultation pracess
for this allocation decision. Thank you for your consideration and we look forward to
your response.

Should you wish a briefing on further specifics of this undertaking project and
consultation to date, prior to responding to our invitation to consult or at any time, we
would be pleased to meet with you to do so. Please contact Kate Winthrop at 202-912-
7409, or kwinthrop@blm.gov to arrange any meetings necessary or to provide further
information.

%J Michael

Assistant Director
Minerals and Realty Management

Enclosure
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ATTACHMENT 4:

INTERESTED PARTIES CORRESPONDENCE
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(a) Multiple Interested Parties

e

United States Department of the Interior —.}_‘

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Washington, D.C. 20240 TAKE PRIDE
hitp://www.blm.gov INAMERICA

Hilery Lindmier

Alliance for Historic Wyoming
P.O. BOX 51201

Casper, WY 82605

INTERESTED PARTY LETTER: Revised Oil Shale and Tar Sands Resources Leasing PEIS for
Colorado, Utah, Wyoming .

Dear Hilery Lindmier,

In 2008 you expressed an interest in cultural and/or tribal resources in your comments on a
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) analyzing the effects of a land allocation
decision by the Bureau of Land Mana%ement (BLM), to make land available for potential
development of oil shale and tar sands’, This 2008 decision” resulted in amendment of eight (8)
BLM Resource Management Plans (RMPs) allocating approximately 2,000,000 acres for
potential development of oil shale and approximately 431,224 acres for development of tar
sands. ‘

The BLM is now preparing another PEIS and Possible Land Use Plan Amendments for
Allocation of Oil Shale and Tar Sands Resources on Lands Administered by the BLM in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. Due to your past interest, the BLM is inviting you to consult on
its current project with specific reference to cultural and/or tribal resources and the BLM’s
responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

The BLM has decided to take a fresh look at the land use plan allocation decisions made in 2008
to consider which lands should be open to future leasing of oil shale and tar sands resources. As
there are no economically viable ways yet known to extract and process oil shale for commercial
purposes, and Utah tar sands deposits are not at present a proven commercially-viable energy
source, the BLM, through its planning process, intends to take a hard look at whether it is
appropriate for the total number of acres allocated in the 2008 decision to continue to be
available for potentia) development of oil shale and tar sands resources.

! Proposed Oil Shale and Tar Sands Resource Management Plan Amendments io Address Land Use Allocations in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming and Final Programmatic Environmental Impaci Statement, Bureau of Land
Management, Department of the Interior, September 2008,

? Approved Resource Management Plan Amendments/Record of Decision (ROD) for Qil Shale and Tar Sands
Resources to Address Land Use Allocations in Colorado, Utak, and Wyoming and Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement. Bureau of Land Management, Department of the Interior, November 2008.
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This PEIS will analyze amending pertinent BLM RMPs" to identify any areas that may be
excluded from future oil shale and tar sands leasing in these three states. Specifically, the BLM
will decide whether any changes should be made to the existing land use allocation decisions,
and will consider amending the applicable resource management plans to specify whether any
areas in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming currently open for future leasing and development should
not be made available for such leasing and development. The BLM does not expect to add areas
to the current allocation and will notify you if such a change should occur. The area under
consideration is identified in the attached maps.

Because of your previous interest in cultural and/or tribal resources the BLM is inviting your
participation in this project on issues pertinent to our responsibilities under Section 106 of the
NHPA. Should you wish to consult with us, please contact Sherri Thompson, BLM Project
Manager, at the address below or via email at sthompso@blm.gov, or phone at 303-239-3758.
Your time and consideration are greatly appreciated.

We have also developed a web site specific to this project where users can gain further
information, sign up for web news and up-dates, as well as submit comments. The address is:

http://ostseis.anl.gov.

We look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,
Mitchell Leverette
Chief, Division of Solid Mineral
Enclosures (3)
1-Colorado map
2-Utah map

3-Wyoming map

cc: Sherri Thompson
BLM-Colorado State Office
2850 Youngfield Street
Lakewood, Colorado 80215

3 The White River RMP, the Grand Junction RMP, the Glenwood Springs RMP, the Vernal RMP, the Price RMP,
the Richfield RMP, the Monticello RMP, the Kemmerer RMP, the Rawlins RMP, and the Green River RMP.
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Dan Haas

BLM-Colorado State Office
2850 Youngfield Street
Lakewood, Colorado 80215

Byron Loosle

BLM-Utah State Office
440 West 200 South

Salt Lake City, Utah 84145

Ranel Capron
BLM-Wyoming State Office
5353 Yellowstone Road
Cheyenne, WY 82009
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October 2011, Initial Notification Letter — Interested Parties Distribution List

Namel Address1 Address2 City St Zip Contact
Alliance for Historic Wyoming PO BOX 51201 Casper WY | 82605
Alliance for Historic Wyoming 712 S Second Street Laramie WY | 82070 Lesley Wischmann
Biodiversity Conservation Alliance PO BOX 1512 Laramie WY | 82073 Erik Molvar, Executive Director
Center for Biological Diversity 1095 Market Street, Suite 511 San Francisco CA 94103 Melissa G Thrailkill
Colorado Environmental Coalition 1536 Wynkoop Street #5C Denver CO 80202 Elise Jones
Colorado Plateau Archaeological Alliance 2529 S Jackson Avenue Ogden uT 84401 Jerry D Spangler
Defenders of Wildlife 1130 17th Street, NW Washington DC 20036 Rodger Schickelsen
National Trust for Historic Preservation 1785 Massachusetts Avenue Washington DC 20036-2117 Stepahnie Meeks
NW
National Trust for Historic Preservation 535 16th Street, Suite 750 Denver CO 80202 Barbara Pahl, Director
National Wildlife Federation 2260 Baseline Road, Suite 100 Boulder CO 80305 Kathleen C Zimmerman
Natural Resources Defense Council 40 West 20th Street New York NY 10011 Amy Mall
Nine Mile Canyon Coalition PO BOX 402 Price uT 84501 Pam Miller
NPS - National Historic Trails - Intermountain | 100 Old Spanish Trail Santa Fe NM 87504 Aaron Mahr
Region
NPS -National Historic Trails - Intermountain 324 S State Street, Suite 200 Salt Lake City uT 84111 Lee Kreutzer
Region
Old Spanish Trail Association 178 Glory View Drive Grand Junction CO 81503 Vicki Felmlle
Old Spanish Trail Association PO BOX 909 Las Vegas NV 87701 Dennis Ditmansen
Oregon-California Trails Association PO BOX 1019 Independence MO | 64051-0519 John Mark Lambertson
Oregon-California Trails Association 112 W Second Street Casper WY | 82601 Tom Rea, Vice President
Red Rock Forests 90 W Center Street Moab uT 84532 Terry Shepherd
Sierra Club 2725 Black Canyon Road Colorado Springs | CO 80904 Kirby B Hughes
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance 425E100S Salt Lake City uT 84111 David Garbett
The Nature Conservancy 4245 S Fairfax Drive, Suite 100 Acrlington VA 22203 Mark Tercek, President
The Nature Conservancy PO BOX 1329 Moab uT 84532 Joel Tuhy
The Wilderness Society 1615 M Street, NW Washington DC 20036 Chase Huntley
Utah Professional Archaeological Council Department of Anthropology Provo uT 84602 James R Allison, Assistant Professor
800 SWKT
Utah Rock Art Research Association PO BOX 511324 Salt Lake City uT 84151-1324 Troy Scotter
Western Colorado Congress 124 N 6th Street PO BOX 1931 | Grand Junction CO 81502 Heather Tischbein
Western Resource Advocates 22200 Baseline Road Boulder CO 80302 Mike Chiropolos
Wilderness Workshop PO BOX 1442 Carbondale CO 81623 Peter Hart

SI3d S1SO [euld

¢0T-1
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Wyoming Stae Offive
PO, Box 1828
Chevenne. Wyoming B2003-1 828

In Reply Refer To:
3900 (930)
8100

JANZ0 2012

Leslie Wischmann

Alliance for Historic Wyoming
712 8. Second Street

Laramie, WY 82070

Dear Ms. Wischmann:

Attached please find the Draft Programmaiic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) and
Possible Land Use Plan Amendments for the Allocation of Oil Shale and Tar Sands Resources
on Lands Administered by the BLM in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. The Bureau of Land
Management (BL.M) has prepared this Draft PEIS in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA), and the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). As a follow-up to our initial letter, the BLM invites you to
review the Draft PEIS and provide any additional information or comments relating to historic
and cultural resources. Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA), the BLM also invites you te continue participating in the Section 106 process regarding
the proposed undertaking, i.e., the potential amendment of ten BLM Resource Management
Plans {(RMPs) in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming to allocate lands as “open”™ or “closed” to
potential leasing for o1l shale and tar sands development.

As described in the Draft PEIS, the BLM is examining proposed land use allocation decisions for
polential availability of oil shale and tar sands leasing that will provide future management
direction as part of the RMP, but will not authorize any on the ground activities. See Draft PEIS,
Chapter 1, Section 1.1, Text box. The BLM recognizes that decisionmaking regarding the
potential leasing and development of cil shale and tar sands resources would occur in three
stages. The first stuge would be accomplished through the development of the current PEIS
process, which could lead to 2 Record of Decision (ROD) regarding amendments to land use
allocations to open or close areas as available for potential leasing. The second stage would be
the BLM’s consideration of lease applications submitted by interested parties, and the third stage
would be the BLM’s consideration of site-specific plans of development for leased areas. See
Draft PEIS, Chapter 1, Section 1.1, Text box. The second and third stages would require
compliance with both NEPA, Section 106 of the NHPA, as well as other pertinent laws,
regulations, and policies. See Draft PEIS, Chapter 3, Section 3.9.1.
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A BLM representative will contact you to ensure that you have received this letter and the
attached Draft PEIS, and to answer any questions you may have regarding historic properties and
the potential effects the proposed land use plan amendments may have on such properties. We
will also ask if you would {ike to meet to discuss any concerns regarding our responsibilities
under Section 106 of the NHPA. You may also submit comments regarding historic properties
te the BLM contact listed below, or as part of the NEPA comment process. To comment on this
or other issues as part of the NEPA process, please see the Dear Reader letter at the beginning of

Volume I of the document.

Thank you for your interest in the Drafi PEIS and Possible Land Use Plan Amendments for the
Allocation of Oil Shaie and Tar Sands Resowrces on Lands Administered by the BLM in
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. We appreciate your participation in the Section 106 process.
For questions related to Section 106 of the NHPA, please contact Sherri Thompson, Project
Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Colorado State Office, 2850 Youngfield Street,
Lakewood, Colorado 80215-7093, (303) 239-3758, sthompso@blm.gov, or visit the Web site at
http:/fosts.eis.anl.gov.

Sincerely,

—

\N\J\.&L;ﬁ L R ARLA

i

Donald A, Simpson
State Director

Enclosure
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January 2012, Draft PEIS - Distribution List Interested Parties

Grand Junction Local Chapter

Name Contact Address1 City St Zip
Alliance for Historic Lesley Wischmann 712 S Second Street Laramie WY | 82070
Wyoming and Hilery Lindmier
Biodiversity Conservation Erik Molvar, P.O. Box 1512 Laramie WY | 82073
Alliance Executive Director
Colorado Plateau Jerry D Spangler 2529 S Jackson Avenue Ogden UT | 84401
Archaeological Alliance
Dominguez Archaeological Carl Conner P.O. Box 3543 Grand Junction | CO | 81502
Research Group Inc.
NPS -National Historic Trails | Lee Kreutzer 324 S State Street, Suite | Salt Lake City | UT | 84111
- Intermountain Region, Salt 200
Lake City Field Office
Old Spanish Trail Association, | Vicki Felmile 178 Glory View Drive Grand Junction | CO | 81503
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(b) Alliance for Historic Wyoming
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(c) Biodiversity Conservation Alliance
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(d) Colorado Plateau Archaeological Alliance
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(e) NPS-National Historic Trails-Intermountain Region, Salt Lake City Office
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(F) Old Spanish Trails Association-Grand Junction Local Chapter

From: Thompson, Sherri J [mailto:sthompso@blm.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2011 11:43 AM

To: Winthrop, Kate R; Haas, Daniel R; Verhaaren, Bruce T.; Picel, Kurt C.
Subject: Interested party letter acceptance

Just spoke with Vicki Felmlle, with the Old Spanish Trail Association. She would like to be an interested
party. Her number is (withheld).
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APPENDIX M:

COOPERATING AGENCY AND
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY LETTERS
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APPENDIX M:

COOPERATING AGENCY AND
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY LETTERS

M.1 COOPERATING AGENCY LETTERS

Several of the cooperating agencies, notably the States of Utah and Wyoming, and Uintah
County, Utah, submitted comments on the Draft 2012 QOil Shale and Tar Sands (OSTS)
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS), wherein they asserted that the Preferred
Alternative presented in the 2012 Draft OSTS PEIS is inconsistent with their officially approved
or adopted resource-related plans, policies, or programs.

Specifically, the State of Wyoming has stated that the Preferred Alternative in the Draft
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Plan is inconsistent with the Governor’s Executive
Order 2011-5, which does not preclude mineral development in core population areas for sage-
grouse; rather, it establishes conditions designed to maintain and enhance greater sage-grouse
habitat. The BLM has modified the Preferred Alternative’s approach from the Draft PEIS in the
Final PEIS/Proposed Plan to maintain consistency with Wyoming’s Greater Sage-grouse Core
Area Protection Strategy. This is also more consistent with how the BLM is managing sage-
grouse habitat for other resources in Wyoming.

The State of Wyoming has also indicated that the 2012 Draft OSTS PEIS is inconsistent
with the Wyoming Environmental Quality Council’s April 10, 2008, Very Rare and Uncommon
Designation for the Adobe Town Area. The Council’s designation allows for in situ or
underground mining to take place in this area, and only closes the area to surface mining for oil
shale resources, while the Preferred Alternative in the Draft PEIS excludes the entire area from
leasing and development. The BLM has determined that because we are in the embryonic stages
of achieving economic oil shale production in the United States on public lands, at this time, it is
important to continue to manage the Adobe Town area conservatively with regard to oil shale
leasing and development, and thus the exclusions set out for the Adobe Town area in the Draft
PEIS will continue under the Final PEIS/Proposed Plan Amendment.

For its part, Uintah County has adopted into its General Plan, language that states,
“Further, additional lands in Uintah County should be approved for full oil shale and/or oil sands
leasing and development if they either have a minimum resource thickness of 15 feet, or are
estimated to produce a minimum yield of 15 gallons of oil per ton of ore.” To the extent that the
County asserts this language is inconsistent with the PEIS, it is important to note that
Section 369 of the 2005 Energy Policy Act directed the Secretary of the Interior to complete a
PEIS for a commercial leasing program for oil shale and tar sands resources on public lands,
with an emphasis on the “most geologically prospective areas” in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.
In preparing that PEIS in 2008, the BLM determined that the most geologically prospective areas
should be identified on the basis of the grade and thickness of the deposits. The Secretary,
through the BLM, determined the meaning of this phrase in 2008, and has carried it forward into
this 2012 planning initiative, which is consistent with the Energy Policy Act’s focus on
appropriate development of these energy resources, for the reasons explained in Section 1.2 of
the Draft 2012 PEIS. The standards developed by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)



Final OSTS PEIS M-4

Conservation Division, and subsequently adopted by the BLM, use 15 gal/ton and 15 ft thick as
the prospectively valuable classification standard for oil shale resources. When the USGS was in
charge of leasing oil shale resources in the 1970s and early 1980s, the USGS further defined oil
shale leasing area criteria on a regional basis as 25 gal/ton and 25 feet thick. For both planning
initiatives, the 2008 PEIS, and this 2012 PEIS, the most geologically prospective resources in
Colorado and Utah are defined as those deposits that yield 25 gal/ton or more and are 25 ft thick
or greater. In Wyoming, where the oil shale resource is not of as high a quality as it is in
Colorado and Utah, the most geologically prospective resources are defined as those deposits
that yield 15 gal/ton or more and are 15 ft thick or greater. The intent of using these definitions
for planning purposes is to establish an area inside of which applications for leases can be
accepted. Industry can make its own determinations on what target it may want to pursue within
that area. An alternative that would apply the Wyoming criteria to Colorado and Utah was
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis in the PEIS, as discussed in Section 2.5.2. In
that discussion, it is reasoned that it would not make economic sense to open larger areas in
Colorado and Utah to potential oil shale leasing where the resource is of low grade and unlikely
to be developed at this time, because interest in future leasing would be directed at higher grade
deposits. It is further noted that, in the future, additional planning and National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) analysis could be conducted to open areas with lower grade deposits
if economically warranted.

The State of Utah stated that the Draft OSTS PEIS is inconsistent with state law,
specifically, Utah Code Section 63J-8-103(4), which provides that, “the public lands should not
be segregated into separate geographical areas for management that resembles the management
of wilderness, wilderness areas, wildlands, and the like.”

The State of Utah and Duchesne and Uintah Counties in Utah, expressed concerns that
the BLM Proposed Plan is not consistent with the Energy Zones established by the State of Utah
and Uintah, Duchesne, and Daggett Counties in the 2012 Uintah Basin Energy Zone legislation
(Utah Code Sections 63J-8-102 and 105.5) containing oil shale and tar sands resources that
provides for energy development as the priority use within this Zone.

Uintah County, Utah, also expressed concerns that the PEIS was inconsistent with the
County Plan for Managing and Developing Oil Shale and Oil Sands Resources within the
Borders of Uintah County.

To the extent the Final PEIS/Proposed Plan Amendment is inconsistent with state and
county plans, policies, or programs, the BLM nevertheless believes that because of the nascent
character of the oil shale and tar sands technologies, a measured approach should be taken to oil
shale and tar sands resources leasing and development.

In addition, several of the cooperating agencies passed County Resolutions objecting to
this planning process and its proposed outcome. To the extent that the Final PEIS/Proposed Plan
Amendment is inconsistent with the County Resolutions, the BLM believes it is necessary to
maintain a focus on research, development and demonstration projects. This will allow the BLM
to obtain more information about technological and environmental consequences before
committing to broad-scale development. The cooperating agency comments follow, and the
responses can be found in the Comment Response Document in Volume 5 of this Final OSTS
PEIS.
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M.2 U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY COMMENT LETTER AND
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT RESPONSE LETTER
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND BLM RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND POSSIBLE
LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENTS FOR ALLOCATION OF OIL SHALE AND
TAR SANDS RESOURCES ON LANDS ADMINISTERED BY THE BLM
IN COLORADO, UTAH, AND WYOMING
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NOTATION

The following is a list of acronyms and abbreviations, chemical names, and units of
measure used in this document.

GENERAL ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

ACEC
AQRV

BLM
BMP

CEQ
CFR
CHAT
CO2
CPW
CRD

EA

E.O.
EPA
ESA

FLPMA
FR

GAO
GHG

HAP
KOP
LWC
MMTA
NAAQS
NEPA
NHPA

NOA

Area of Critical Environmental Concern
air quality—related value

Bureau of Land Management
best management practice

Council on Environmental Quality

Code of Federal Regulations

Critical Habitat Assessment Tool

carbon dioxide

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (formerly Colorado Division of Wildlife)
Comment Response Document

environmental assessment

Executive Order

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Endangered Species Act of 1973

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
Federal Register

U.S. Government Accountability Office
greenhouse gas

hazardous air pollutant

key observation point

lands having wilderness characteristics
Mechanically Mineable Trona Area
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

Notice of Availability
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NOSR Naval Oil Shale Reserves

NSO No Surface Occupancy

NTSA National Trails System Act

NTT National Technical Team

OSEC Oil Shale Exploration Company

OSTS oil shale and tar sands

PEIS programmatic environmental impact statement
PFYC Potential Fossil Yield Classification

PM2 5 particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 um or less
PM10 particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 um or less
PRLA preference right lease area

PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration
RD&D research, development, and demonstration
RFDS reasonably foreseeable development scenario
RMP Resource Management Plan

ROD Record of Decision

ROI region of influence

ROW right-of-way

SHPO State Historic Preservation Office(r)

TDS total dissolved solids

UDWR Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

UGS Utah Geological Survey

usC United States Code

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS U.S. Geological Survey

VvVOC volatile organic compound

VRI visual resource inventory

VRM Visual Resource Management

WEQC Wyoming Environmental Quality Council
WGFD Wyoming Game and Fish Department

WSA Wilderness Study Area

WSR Wild and Scenic River

vi
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UNITS OF MEASURE

bbl
ft
gal
L
m
mg

mi
MW

barrel(s)
foot (feet)
gallon(s)
liter(s)
meter(s)
milligram(s)

mile(s)
megawatt(s)

vii
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ENGLISH/METRIC AND METRIC/ENGLISH EQUIVALENTS2

The following table lists the appropriate equivalents for English and metric units.

Multiply By To Obtain
English/Metric Equivalents
acres 0.4047 hectares (ha)
cubic feet (ft3) 0.02832 cubic meters (m3)
cubic yards (yd3) 0.7646 cubic meters (m3)
degrees Fahrenheit (°F) —-32 0.5555 degrees Celsius (°C)
Feet (ft) 0.3048 meters (m)
gallons (gal) 3.785 liters (L)
gallons (gal) 0.003785  cubic meters (m3)
inches (in.) 2.540 centimeters (cm)
miles (mi) 1.609 kilometers (km)
miles per hour (mph) 1.609 kilometers per hour (kph)
pounds (Ib) 0.4536 kilograms (kg)
short tons (tons) 907.2 kilograms (kg)
short tons (tons) 0.9072 metric tons (t)
square feet (ft2) 0.09290 square meters (m?)
square yards (yd2) 0.8361 square meters (m?)
square miles (mi?) 2.590 square kilometers (km?2)
Joyards(yd) 09144  meters(m) ___________
Metric/English Equivalents

centimeters (cm) 0.3937 inches (in.)
cubic meters (m3) 35.31 cubic feet (ft3)
cubic meters (m3) 1.308 cubic yards (yd3)
cubic meters (m3) 264.2 gallons (gal)
degrees Celsius (°C) +17.78 18 degrees Fahrenheit (°F)
hectares (ha) 2471 acres
kilograms (kg) 2.205 pounds (Ib)
kilograms (kg) 0.001102  short tons (tons)
kilometers (km) 0.6214 miles (mi)
kilometers per hour (kph) 0.6214 miles per hour (mph)
liters (L) 0.2642 gallons (gal)
meters (m) 3.281 feet (ft)
meters (m) 1.094 yards (yd)
metric tons (t) 1.102 short tons (tons)
square kilometers (km?2) 0.3861 square miles (mi2)
square meters (m?) 10.76 square feet (ft2)
square meters (m?) 1.196 square yards (yd2)

viii
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A. INTRODUCTION

This Comment Response Document (CRD) presents an analysis of public comments on
the 2012 Draft Plan Amendments and Oil Shale and Tar Sands Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (Draft OSTS PEIS); presents the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM’s)
responses to public comments; and identifies changes made in the Final OSTS PEIS in
accordance with these responses.

Section B is the comment analysis and comment response portion of the CRD.
Section B.1 is a review of the public meetings and comment period on the Draft PEIS,
Section B.2 presents comment submittal statistics, and Section B.3 presents a summary of the
concerns raised in campaign letters received.

Section B.4 presents the public comment analysis. A summary of issues raised in public
comments and the BLM’s responses to these issues is presented, including a description of
changes made in the Final OSTS PEIS. Table B-3 is the Commentor Index. It lists the names
and/or organizations of commentors, assigns an identification number to each commentor
submittal, and lists all of the issue numbers assigned to each submittal. Section B.4.1 presents the
Issue Outline, which is organized by topic and which presents the issue numbers. Section B.4.2
presents a summary of each numbered issue followed by the BLM’s response to each issue.
Responses describe the disposition of the issue, including any changes made in the Final OSTS
PEIS in response to the issue or to individual comments contributing to an issue.

Section C is the Submission Report. It presents the identification of individual comments
within all of the comment submittals. The comment submittals presented are facsimiles of the
original comment letters or Web site submittals, with individual comments identified in brackets.
The header of each submittal gives the submittal identification number, which is also presented
in Table B-3. Delineated comments are numbered sequentially within each submittal.

All comment documents received during the public comment period were assigned a
unique identifying number. Individuals who submitted comment documents via the Web site will
have received a receipt containing their ID number (OSTS2012D5xxxx). Comment documents
received by other means have an ID number starting with OSTS. Each ID number is followed by
a dash and a 1-, 2, or 3-digit number (e.g., 50001-12). This is the comment number. The
comment numbers associated with each numbered issue are listed after the issue number and title
in Section B.4.2, where only the five-digit ID number is used (e.g., 50001). The Submission
Report contains the text of each comment letter/submission. The bracketed numbers in red
indicate the beginning and end of each comment. The issues associated with a given comment
directly follow the opening red bracket.
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B. PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS

B.1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The BLM filed a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft OSTS PEIS on February 3,
2012 (77 FR 5833-5835). The NOA announced the start of a 90-day comment period that closed
on May 4, 2012,

The public was provided with three methods for submitting comments on the Draft OSTS
PEIS:

* Viathe OSTS public Web site,
» Postal mail, and

* Via written comment form or other written material submitted at the public
meeting.

Public meetings on the Draft OSTS PEIS were held at four locations in March of 2012:
Silt, Colorado (March 12), Vernal, Utah (March 13), Salt Lake City, Utah (March 14), and
Rock Springs, Wyoming (March 15). The public meetings were attended by nearly 290 people
(Salt Lake City—138; Vernal—44; Rock Springs—30, and Silt—72). Presentation materials
from the meetings, including slide presentation, are available on the project Web site
(http://ostseis.anl.gov)

All comment documents received during the public comment period were assigned a
unique identifying number. Individuals who submitted comment documents via the Web site
will have received a receipt containing their ID number (OSTS2012D5xxxx). In the following
sections, only the five-digit ID number is used (e.g., 50001). Comment documents received by
other means have an ID number starting with OSTS.

B.2 PUBLIC COMMENT SUBMITTAL METRICS

Comment documents were received from approximately TABLE B-1 Commentor
600 individuals; organizations (including environmental groups Distribution by State
and other special interest groups); private businesses and industry;

and local, state, and federal agencies. Submissions were received

from 37 states plus the District of Columbia. About 70% of the State Percentage
submissions were from Colorado, Wyoming, and Utah. Table B-1 Colorado 43
shows the percentages for the five states with the most comments. Utah 20
Each of the remaining states had fewer than nine submissions. About ~ Wyoming 07
370 submissions were via the OSTS public Web site; slightly more f\i;‘l";?ggg gg

than 200 were received via postal mail, and about 30 were submitted
at the public meetings.
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B.3 CAMPAIGN SUBMITTALS

In addition to the individual submittals, several organizations prepared their own
campaign letter that could be submitted as is or edited by members of the public. These
campaign letters were sent to the OSTS project as paper copies by mail, and as Excel or Word
files on CDs, or via the OSTS public Web site. Table B-2 provides information on the campaign
letter source and the number of people submitting the letter. A summary of each campaign is
provided below.

Approximately 160,000 individuals submitted campaign letters originating from various
organizations. Table B-2 provides information on the organizations submitting campaigns and
the number of individuals associated with each campaign. Files containing submittals from each
organization have been included in Volume 5 of this Final PEIS.

Center for Biological Diversity: The Center for Biological Diversity submitted a
campaign opposing any action by the BLM that would allow any new oil shale and tar sands
development on public lands and stating that the Draft PEIS should have included an alternative
that removed public lands from development. The organization and its members pointed out
the importance of the tourism and recreation industries to the regions’ economies and stated that
oil shale and tar sands technology would adversely affect the environment, threatened and
endangered species, and local water supplies, and would exacerbate global climate change. The
letter urges the BLM to carefully evaluate and disclose all impacts on the environment from oil
shale and tar sands development.

Several people altered the original campaign letter to express additional concerns about
oil shale and tar sands development. Many commentors expressed a preference for energy
conservation or alternative forms of energy over oil shale and tar sands development, including
solar and wind power, algae biodiesel, conventional oil, and natural gas. Many commentors
expressed concerns over oil shale and tar sands technologies; that they are too resource intensive
and net energy is negative, that impacts are uncertain and may include increased seismic activity,

TABLE B-2 Organizations Submitting Campaigns

No. of
Organization Commentors

Center for Biological Diversity 33,300
Colorado Environmental Coalition 590
Defenders of Wildlife 39,400
Earthjustice 33,700
Institute for Energy Research 450
National Wildlife Federation 20,590
Sierra Club 29,790
The Wilderness Society 1,860

Unidentified campaign 380
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that they are more likely to produce an oil spill, and that the fuel is dirtier than conventional
fuels. One commentor suggested that the BLM should require developers to fully compensate
and clean up local areas in case of a spill. Many commentors were also concerned with water use
during the extraction process and its effects on the Colorado River and the water supply of

Las Vegas. Some commentors also suggested that oil shale resources should be left in place as a
source of fuel for future supply emergencies.

Colorado Environmental Coalition: The Colorado Environmental Coalition campaign
letter stated that the Draft PEIS should have included an alternative that removed public lands
from development. It pointed out the importance of the tourism and recreation industries to the
regions’ economies and stated that oil shale and tar sands technologies are unproven and not
expected to generate revenue for the next 10 years. The letter urges the BLM to carefully
evaluate all impacts on the environment from oil shale and tar sands development.

Many people altered the original campaign letter to express additional concerns about
oil shale and tar sands development. Many commentors expressed a preference for energy
conservation or alternative forms of energy over oil shale and tar sands development. Many
commentors were also concerned with water use during the extraction process and its effects
on local water quality and quantity. Commentors also suggested that the process is too energy
intensive and would contribute to global climate change. One commentor expressed strong
support for oil shale and tar sands development. Another commentor voiced support for the
Preferred Alternative.

Defenders of Wildlife: The Defenders of Wildlife campaign letter expressed support for
Alternative 3 and noted concerns about the impacts of oil shale and tar sands development on
wildlife, including threatened and endangered species, and their habitat. The letter also expressed
concern about the tourist and recreational activities on these public lands as well as concern
about the economic viability of oil shale and tar sands and the amounts of resources needed to
extract these fuels. The letter suggested that oil shale and tar sands activities should take place on
private lands.

More than 1,700 letters were altered to express additional concerns about oil shale and tar
sands development and its impacts on water, human heath, and seismic activity. Commentors
voiced additional concerns about the oil shale and tar sands extraction technologies and their
economic and energy viability. Many commentors expressed a preference for energy
conservation or alternative forms of energy over oil shale and tar sands development, including
solar and wind power, biomass, and nuclear, and for higher fuel efficiency standards. Some
commentors also voiced specific concern for the black-footed ferret, its habitat, and the recovery
of its population. Commentors also expressed a preference for public lands to be kept free of oil
shale and tar sands development. One commentor expressed support for oil shale and tar sands
development to proceed on public lands because it was a proven source of energy and could
create jobs in the surrounding regions.
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Earthjustice: The Earthjustice campaign letter detailed the organization’s concerns
about oil shale and tar sands development. While Earthjustice felt that the Preferred Alternative
was a step in the right direction, it would prefer an alternative that does not allow any public
lands to be open for oil shale and tar sands research and development. The signatories to the
letter suggested that there is time to thoroughly assess the impacts of development because the
oil shale and tar sands industry is not expected to produce significant revenues in the near term.
They stated that the lands designated for oil shale and tar sands development are some of the best
for wildlife habitat in the West and pointed out the economic importance of recreation, tourism,
farming, and ranching to the region.

Many people altered the text of the original campaign letter to add additional concerns
about oil shale and tar sands development. Many commentors expressed a preference for energy
conservation or alternative forms of energy over oil shale and tar sands development, including
solar and wind power, and nuclear, and for higher fuel efficiency standards. Some commentors
expressed concerns about reclamation and requested that bonding and restoration programs be
instituted. Others suggested that there might be an increased earthquake risk associated with oil
shale and tar sands development. A number of commentors expressed concerns about oil shale
and tar sands impacts on water resources and climate change. One commentor did not approve of
the economic analysis used in the PEIS, while others questioned whether oil shale and tar sands
could be economically viable. One commentor expressed concern that his comment would never
be read or considered.

Institute for Energy Research: The Institute for Energy Research campaign letter asked
the Department of the Interior (DOI) to adopt the “No Action” Alternative. It claimed that the
DOI’s Preferred Alternative was at odds with the President’s energy policy. It also pointed out
that most of the affected counties in Colorado favored oil shale development and supported
commercial leasing with proper safeguards.

National Wildlife Federation: The National Wildlife Federation campaign letter urged
the BLM to choose the Preferred Alternative. It supported the exclusion of vital habitats from oil
shale and tar sands development as well as limiting leasing in order to investigate whether
impacts on wildlife, air, and water resources can be avoided. The letter stated the importance of
the West for big game migration, mule deer, and sage-grouse habitat.

Several people altered the original campaign letter to express additional concerns about
oil shale and tar sands development. Many commentors expressed a preference for energy
conservation or alternative forms of energy over oil shale and tar sands development, including
solar and wind power, algae biodiesel, conventional oil, and natural gas. Commentors
recommended increasing gas mileage standards, switching to electrically powered vehicles, and
instituting population control regulations. Several commentors were concerned about the visual
impacts of “scarred” landscapes, while many others suggested that there might be an increased
earthquake risk associated with oil shale and tar sands development. One commentor was
concerned about dust. One commentor stated that the BLM must manage its lands for multiple
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use. Another commentor stated that a PEIS was not the right approach for oil shale and tar sands
development and warned that the document will subject the BLM to legal challenges.

Sierra Club: The Sierra Club campaign letter expressed support for Alternative 3, with
concerns about the environmental impacts of oil shale and tar sands development, including
climate change and impacts on land, wildlife, air, and water resources. The letter expressed
opposition to any oil shale or tar sands development on public lands.

More than 2,400 people altered the text of the original campaign letter to express
additional concerns about oil shale and tar sands development. Many commentors expressed a
preference for energy conservation or alternative forms of energy over oil shale and tar sands
development, including solar and wind power, biomass, and nuclear, and for higher fuel
efficiency standards. One commentor recommended instituting population control regulations.
Others suggested that there might be an increased earthquake risk associated with oil shale and
tar sands development. A number of commentors expressed concerns about oil shale and tar
sands impacts on human health, water resources and climate change, while others were
concerned about visual impacts, birds, or recreation and tourism. Several commentors suggested
that a carbon tax be implemented, and one recommended that a law be passed requiring oil
produced from oil shale and tar sands resources to stay in the United States. Profit-sharing
mechanisms and risk premiums were also recommended. Some commentors stated that oil shale
and tar sands resources require too much energy to extract.

The Wilderness Society: The Wilderness Society campaign letter expressed the
organization’s concerns about oil shale and tar sands development. It pointed out the importance
of the recreation industry to Colorado’s economy and stated that oil shale and tar sands
technology is unproven, uses large amounts of water and electricity, and would contribute to air
pollution and carbon dioxide (CO7) emissions. The organization expressed its support for the
Preferred Alternative, saying that it would close many valuable and important lands to oil shale
and tar sands development, protect wilderness, wildlife, and clean air, and protect water supplies.

Many of the commentors who submitted the Wilderness Society campaign letter added to
or edited the original letter’s text. The majority of these commentors expressed their desire to see
alternative forms of energy, such as solar and wind power, be pursued rather than oil shale and
tar sands development. Other commentors were concerned about the climate change impacts that
could result from oil shale and tar sands development. One commentor suggested that oil shale
and tar sands development would increase earthquake risk.

Unidentified Campaign: This campaign letter expressed support for Alternative 1,
saying that oil shale is an important resource for the nation’s economy, national security, and
energy independence. It stated that environmental conservation and economic development are
not mutually exclusive. The commentors found it shocking that government resources were spent
to re-do the 2008 PEIS, which they thought concluded with a preferable alternative. They
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expressed concern that a negative precedent was set by allowing a lawsuit to prompt revision of
the PEIS.

A few people presented ideas not discussed in the original letter. One person suggested
that climate change is “scientific fraud.” Another commentor recommended that oil shale and tar
sands development take place first in areas that have the infrastructure to handle increased truck
traffic and development activity. The third commentor to alter the letter stated that national
security and economic security revolve around energy independence and should thus be primary
considerations in the PEIS. The remaining two commentors voiced general support for oil shale
and tar sands development on public lands.

B.4 SUMMARY OF ISSUES RAISED BY THE COMMENTORS ON THE DRAFT
OSTS PEIS AND THE AGENCIES’ RESPONSES

Commentors on the Draft OSTS PEIS identified a number of major topic areas of
concern. These topics regarded concerns about the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA) process; the alternatives analyzed; the analysis of impacts of oil shale and tar sands
resource development on the environment, wildlife, cultural and visual resources, human health,
and regional economies; cumulative effects on resources; mitigation of effects; the state of
development and the effects of representative oil shale and tar sands technologies; and land use
conflicts. In addition, many commentors identified concerns regarding the BLM’s policies, such
as those concerning implementation of the 2005 Energy Policy Act; the identification of lands to
be excluded from leasing; the role of future NEPA analyses; stakeholder participation; and the
adequacy of the alternatives evaluated in the PEIS. Finally, commentors expressed concerns of a
general nature that were out of the scope of the PEIS.

In response to these comments, several changes were incorporated into the Final PEIS,
and some land allocations in the PEIS were modified based on additional information. For
example, land allocations under Alternative 2 were found to conflict with Wyoming state-level
policy regarding management of greater sage-grouse populations. Consequently, core or priority
sage-grouse habitat in Wyoming is not closed under Alternative 2, the Proposed Plan, in the
Final PEIS; the management of such areas is deferred to the state. Colorado and Utah do not
have similar conflicts. However, maps used to delineate core or priority sage-grouse habitat in
those states have been updated since the Draft PEIS was prepared. These changes have resulted
in an overall increase in the acreage available for leasing under Alternative 2 in the Final PEIS.

Similarly, commentors requested that the BLM revisit its classification of lands with
wilderness characteristics, which are likewise closed to leasing under Alternative 2, suggesting
that the BLM had miscategorized some lands. Updated data received from BLM field offices in
Wyoming since the issuance of the Draft PEIS, in fact, confirmed that lands with wilderness
characteristics inventories in that state did not identify any such lands within oil shale areas. This
update resulted in a further increase in acreage within Alternative 2.

Finally, under the Proposed Plan the split estate lands (federal minerals, tribal surface)
within the Hill Creek Extension of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation will remain open for



Final OSTS PEIS 8

potential oil shale and tar sands leasing and development. The Record of Decision for the 2008
Oil Shale and Tar Sands PEIS opened these lands for potential oil shale and tar sands leasing and
development in accordance with the expressed desire of the Ute Indian Tribe.

The overall result of these changes was to increase the total amount of land available for
leasing under the Proposed Plan from about 462,000 acres for oil shale and 91,000 acres for tar
sands under the Preferred Alternative in the Draft PEIS to about 677,000 acres for oil shale and
130,000 acres for tar sands under the Proposed Plan.

In addition, specific requests for additional information were made by several
commentors. These requests were reviewed and information was incorporated into the PEIS as
appropriate. For instance, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requested that impaired
surface waters be identified in the Final PEIS. This information was added to the relevant
sections of the Final PEIS. In other submissions, commentors requested specific clarifications or
suggested specific revisions to the PEIS. As appropriate, such revisions were made to the Final
PEIS. However, many concerns, suggestions, and questions raised in other comments did not
require any changes to be made to the PEIS. Explanations of changes made or not made to the
Final PEIS in response to public comments on the Draft PEIS can be found in the following
subsections.

The following sections present the disposition of issues raised in public comments on the
Draft PEIS received during the public comment period. The BLM identified issues raised in one
or more submittals of comments on the Draft PEIS and categorized them according to various
topic areas as described above. The following begins with the Issue Outline followed by the
Commentor Index, Table B-3, which links comment submittals to issue numbers. The
Commentor Index is followed by a descriptive summary of each issue, including a list of all
associated comments, and the BLM’s response. Responses identify locations in the PEIS that
present the relevant information supporting the response and identify any changes made to the
Draft PEIS in response to issues raised in comments in preparing the Final PEIS. Following the
comment summaries and responses is the Submission Report, which brackets the original
comments within comment submittals, assigns a comment number, and lists all issue numbers
associated with each comment. Commentors may track the BLM’s response to their comment
submittals through the issue numbers assigned to their submittal in Table B-3 and the comment
numbers listed with each issue summary and response.

B.4.1 Issue Outline

1 NEPA Analysis
1.1 Public Involvement
1.1.1 Extension of Comment Period
1.2 Government-to-Government Consultation
1.3 State and Local Government
1.4 Agency Consultation
1.5 Inadequate/Biased NEPA Analysis
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2 Alternatives

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

Alternative 1, No Action

2.1.1 Support of Alternative 1

Alternative 2, Conservation Focus

2.2.1 Support of Alternative 2

Alternative 3, Oil Shale Research Lands Focus and Tar Sands Pending
Commercial Lease Research

2.3.1 Support of Alternative 3

Alternative 4, Moderate Development

2.4.1 Support of Alternative 4

New Alternative Suggestions

3 Environmental Issues

3.1

3.2
3.3

3.4

3.5

Land Use
3.1.1 Support of Additional Resource Protection
3.1.2 Impacts on Recreational Lands
3.1.3 Protections for Lands with Wilderness Characteristics and ACECs
3.1.4 Support of Leasing
3.1.5 Obijections to Certain Land Use Protections
3.1.6 Out of Scope
3.1.7 Errata/Editorial Comments
3.1.8 No Response Required
Soil and Geology
Paleontological Resources
3.3.1 Fossil Locations
3.3.2 Role of the State Historic Preservation Officer
Water Resources
3.4.1 Water Quantity and Quality
3.4.2 Project-Level Water Use
3.4.3 Water Use by Oil Shale and Tar Sands Technologies
3.4.4 Comments Requiring Individual Responses
3.4.5 Editorial Comments
3.4.6 No Response Required
Air Quality
3.5.1 Climate Change
3.5.1.1 Inadequate Discussion of Climate Change
3.5.1.2 Editorial Comments
3.5.1.3  Mitigation and Compliance
3.5.1.4  Mitigation of GHG Emissions at the Project Level
3.5.1.5 Reduction of GHG Emissions
3.5.1.6  No Response Required
3.5.1.7 Long-Term Adaptation
3.5.1.8  Comments Requiring Individual Responses
3.5.2  Wintertime Ozone
3.5.3 Additional Power Needs for Oil Shale and Tar Sands
3.5.4 Quantitative Analysis
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3.6
3.7

355
3.5.6
3.5.7
3.5.8
3.5.9
Noise

10

Data

VOCs and Dust Mitigation

No Response Required

Comments Requiring Individual Responses
Impacts of Dust

Ecological Resources

3.7.1

3.7.2
3.7.3

3.7.4

3.75

Aquatic Resources

3.7.1.1 Recommended Habitat Protections

3.7.1.2  Aguatic Impact Analysis

Vegetation

Wildlife

3.7.3.1  Habitat Loss/Fragmentation

3.7.3.2  Exclusion of Horses and Burros

3.7.3.3  Discussion of Birds by Orders

3.7.3.4  Pond Impacts on Birds

3.7.3.5 Raptor Response to Fire

3.7.3.6  Cumulative Impacts on Wildlife Habitat/Connectivity

3.7.3.7  Change in Text/Tables

3.7.3.8  Alternative Comparison of Wildlife Impacts

3.7.3.9  Mitigation

3.7.3.10 Raptor Areas and Data

3.7.3.11 Wildlife Contamination

3.7.3.12 Comments Requiring Individual Responses

Threatened and Endangered Species

3.7.4.1 Impacts on Threatened and Endangered Species

3.7.4.2  Land Exclusions To Protect Threatened and Endangered
Species

3.7.4.3  Requests for Updated Information

3.7.4.4  Mitigation and Conservation Measures

3.7.4.5  Editorial Comments on Tables and Figures

3.7.4.6  Cumulative Impacts on Threatened and Endangered Species

3.7.4.7  Effects of Climate Change on Threatened and Endangered
Species

3.7.4.8  Impacts and Stipulations on Sage-Grouse Core/Priority
Habitat

3.7.4.9  Updated Sage-Grouse Information

3.7.4.10 No Response Required

3.7.4.11 Comments Requiring Individual Responses

Sage-Grouse

3.7.5.1  Conservation, Data, and Analysis

3.7.5.2  Cumulative Effects

3.7.5.3  Specific Revisions

3.8 Visual Resources

3.8.1
3.8.2

General Concerns
Visual Resource Inventory/Visual Resource Management Concerns
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3.8.3 Visual Resources Photos
3.8.4 Visual Resources Terminology
3.9 Cultural Resources
3.9.1 Historic Trails
3.9.2 Cultural/Tribal Public Outreach
3.9.3 Tribal Consultation
3.9.4 Protection of Historic Resources (Policy)
3.9.5 Heritage Tourism
3.9.6 Effects of Leasing
3.9.7 Commitment of Resources
3.10 Socioeconomics
3.10.1 Socioeconomic Data, Methods, and Assumptions
3.10.2 Impacts on Local Government
3.10.3 Local Economic Development Benefits
3.10.4 Recreation Impacts
3.10.5 Economic Viability
3.11 Recreation
3.12 Environmental Justice
3.12.1 Agricultural Water Use
3.12.2 Analytical Methods, Data, and Scope
3.12.3 Support of Economic Development as a Means of Addressing
Environmental Justice Issues
3.13 Hazardous Materials/Waste
3.14 Health and Safety
3.15 Geographic Information System

4 Cumulative Impacts
4.1 Programmatic Cumulative Impacts and Subsequent NEPA Analysis
4.2 Cumulative Impacts on Resources
4.3 Impacting Factors and Other Assumptions

5 Mitigation and Reclamation

6 Resource and Technological Concerns
6.1 Resource Assessments
6.1.1 Geologically Prospective
6.1.2 2008 PEIS Was Reasonable
6.2 Power and Energy Needs
6.2.1 External Energy Source
6.2.2 Produces More Energy Than It Consumes
6.2.3 Uses a Large Amount of Energy
6.3 Technology
6.3.1 Technical Comments on Technologies and Processes
6.3.2 Water Use
6.3.2.1  Water Use Figures Are Overinflated
6.3.2.2  Too Much Water Needed
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6.3.3 In Situ Technologies
6.3.3.1  Limits to In Situ Technologies
6.3.4 Feasibility
6.3.5 Commercial viability
6.3.6 Surface Mining
6.4 Spent Shale
6.5 Data
6.6 Oil Shale and Tar Sands Differences

7 Economics/Cost Benefit

8 Multiple Use Conflicts
8.1 Recreation
8.2 Grazing
8.3 Oiland Gas

9 Policy

9.1 Purpose and Need

9.2 Legal/Compliance Issues
9.2.1 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics, Secretarial Order 3310
9.2.2 Section 369 of the Energy Policy Act
9.2.3 Other Comments on the Energy Policy Act
9.2.4 Sage-Grouse Policy
9.2.5 Federal Data Quality Act
9.2.6 Requirements for Lessees

9.3 Future NEPA Analysis

9.4 Region-Wide Analysis

9.5 Consistency with Local Plans

9.6 Leases
9.6.1 Technology Double Standard

9.7 RD&D

9.8 Reuvision of 2008 PEIS

10 Out of Scope
10.1 Reuvision of 2008 PEIS
10.2 Defer for R&D Results
10.3 Oil Shale Regulations and National Policy
10.4 Bonding and Reclamation
10.5 Royalties, Subsidies, Incentives, and Taxes
10.6 National Energy Strategy
10.6.1 Use Fewer Fossil Fuels
10.6.2 Conventional Oil and Gas
10.6.3 Energy/National Security
10.7 Pavement
10.8 Better Here Than There
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11 General Support
11.1 Tar Sands
11.2 Oil Shale

12 General Opposition
12.1 Tar Sands
12.2 Qil Shale
12.3 Use of Public Lands

13 Editorial Comments

13

TABLE B-3 OSTS Commentor Index (Note: 1D numbers in parentheses are duplicate submittals

or informational attachments.)

Commentors (Name/Organization) ID Number Issue Number

Aaslan, Bill OSTS_162 211

Adams, Greg 50217 12.0

Adams, Oliver OSTS_031 2.5;3.8.1;6.3.2.2

Aegerter, Bob 50167 2.3.1;3.4.1;3.10.3; 3.104

Albury, Kathryn F. 50279 1.0;3.4.1; 3.5.1.6; 3.13; 9.8;

Allen, John and Mickey OSTS 198 12.0

Alliance for Historic Wyoming 50125 1.1;1.2;3.4.1;3.9.1;3.9.2; 3.9.3;
3.9.5;3.9.7;3.10.4; 4.1;5.0

Alliance for the Wild Rockies 50175 12.3

Amador, Robert 50228 23.1;3.1.1;34.1

American Petroleum Institute 50310 1.1.1;15;2.0;2.1;2.1.1; 2.2; 2.3;
2.4;3.1.7;3.1.8; 3.4.4; 3.4.5; 3.4.6;
3.5.1.8; 3.7.4.5; 3.9.6; 3.10.1; 3.12.2;
4.2;4.3;6.2;6.2.1;6.3;6.3.2.1; 6.3.5;
6.3.6; 8.3; 9.1; 9.2.2; 9.2.4; 9.3; 9.6;
9.7;9.8; 10.3; 13.0

American Shale Oil, LLC 50090 1.3;2.0;2.2;24;34.1,;3.4.3;35.1.2;
3.8.3;3.10.1; 3.10.3; 3.12.2; 4.2; 5.0;
6.1;6.1.1;6.2.1; 6.3;6.3.1; 6.3.2.1;
6.3.5;6.4;9.1;9.2.3; 9.6, 9.8

Americans for Prosperity, Colorado OSTS_092 2.1.1;2.2;3.10.3; 9.8

Anson, Mardi OSTS_157 2.1.1;11.2

Arguello, Fares J. 50222 2.3.1;3.10.2

Aridas, RoseMarie 50173 12.0

Armstrong, Laurel 50291 2.3.1

Atiya, Gabe 50126 2.3.1

Avery, Sara 50215 2.3.1;3.0;3.1.1;34.1

Backcountry Hunters and Anglers, Utah Chapter 50258 2.2;2.3;2.5;9.2.6;9.8; 104
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TABLE B-3 (Cont.)
Commentors (Name/Organization) ID Number Issue Number
Bailey Sr, John R. 50020 11.0
Bailey, Gary OSTS_190 2.1.1;6.2.2;6.3.2.1;9.6; 10.5
Ballantyne, Corey 50048 12.3
Bambino, Mike OSTS_186 2.1.1;9.21
Barr, Cassie G. 50057 10.6.1
Baumgardner, Randy OSTS 149 2.1.1;9.2.1;9.8
Baysinger, Jonathan OSTS 173 2.1.1;9.8
Behm, Gregory 50133 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3
Bell, Karen OSTS 103 2.1.1;9.0; 10.8
Bell, Richard OSTS_106 3.10.3;9.8; 11.0
Bell, Thomas A. 50124 34.1
Benson, Susan E. 50187 12.3
Berger, Bruce N. 50207 12.0
Betz, Kelsie OSTS_178 2.1.1;2.2
Biodiversity Conservation Alliance 50329 2.3.1;3.1.1;3.7.3.1; 3.7.3.9; 3.7.3.12;
Californians for Western Wilderness 3.7.4.1; 3.75.1; 3.75.2; 3.8.2; 3.9.4;
Colorado Environmental Coalition 5.0;6.1.1
Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance
Rocky Mountain Wild
Bitter, Merrill 50214 2.3.1;3.0;3.1.1;34.1
Blackburn, Casey M. 50050 11.0
Blackman, Janet OSTS_193 2.11
Blair, Dan and Janet 50300 2.5;3.4.1;3.10.4; 3.10.5; 12.0
Blevins, Philip B. 50032 2.3.1
Boak, Jeremy 50271 2.1.1;2.2;2.4;,24.1;3.1.4;6.1;6.3;
6.3.2.1;9.2.6; 9.6; 9.7; 10.3
Borgenicht, Roger OSTS 017 10.6.1
Borman, Kevin OSTS_113 1.1.1;21.1
Bowers, Krista OSTS_005 3.5.1.7;12.0
Bowman, Chris 50182 12.0
Brady, Kimber A. 50069 12.0
Brandon, Jarry OSTS 099 1.1.1;2.1.1;10.6.3
Brandon, Jody OSTS 104 15;21.1;22
Brauner, John 50316 10.6.1
Brown, Casey L. 50197 25
Burch, Jan OSTS_220 3.0
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TABLE B-3 (Cont.)
Commentors (Name/Organization) ID Number Issue Number
Bureau of Land Management, Utah State Office 50277 2.2;3.1.3;3.1.7; 3.4.5; 3.4.6; 3.5.1.6;
3.5.3;3.5.8;3.6;3.7.1.2; 3.7.2;
3.7.3.7; 3.14; 3.15; 6.0; 6.1.1; 9.1;
9.6; 13.0
Burkett, William OSTS_163 11.1;2.1.1
Burns, Stephen A. 50266 2.3.1;3.0;3.1.1;34.1
Burrows, Thomas OSTS_183 11.1;21.1
Burton, Priscilla 50334 23.1
Butcher, Chris E. 50252 12.0
C.,R. 50140 12.0
Calder, Milo OSTS_006 1.1
Campaign - unidentified OSTS_233 2.1.1;9.8
Cannon, Cynthia 50146 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3
Capozzelli, J. OSTS_175 2.2.1
Capozzelli, J. OSTS_216 2.5;3.0; 3.10.3; 6.2.3; 12.3
Carbon County 50290 11.1;1.3;21.1;2.2;3.1.3;9.2.1; 9.8
(50292)
Carbon County OSTS_082 11.1;13
Carlile, Fenwick OSTS 229 3.5.1.6; 3.10.3; 6.3.2; 9.0; 9.6
Carlin, Mercedes 50372 9.0
Carter Technologies Co. 50063 6.0;9.2.6; 11.0; 11.2
Cavanaugh, Terri OSTS_116 2.11
Centennial Institute OSTS_109 15;21.1;2.2;23;9.38
Center for Biological Diversity campaign 50341 2.5;3.0;3.10.4;12.3
(50344;
50345;
50347;
50348;
50350)
Center for Regulatory Effectiveness 50308 1.1;2.1.1;2.2;3.1.3;3.1.5; 3.4.2;
6.1.2;6.3.2.1;9.2.1;9.2.3; 9.2.4;
9.2.5;9.3;9.8; 10.6.3
Channel, Abbey OSTS_165 2.11
Chapp, Lewis 50221 12.0
Chazen, Matin and Jeanne OSTS_168 21,211
Child, Kiristen 50117 3.10.3
Chowen, Carole OSTS 224 3.0
Christensen, Neil J. 50248 3.1.1
Christiansen, Bonnie R. 50282 34.1;35.1.1
City of Grand Junction 50154 2.0; 3.10.2; 9.0; 9.3; 10.5; 10.6; 11.0
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Commentors (Name/Organization) ID Number Issue Number

City of Rifle, Colorado - City Council 50110 2.0; 3.10.2; 10.5

Clark Mining Services, LLC 50160 1.0;21.1;9.2

Clark, Donald 50188 12.0

CLUB 20 50227 1.3;2.1.1;2.2;3.10.3; 6.3.2.1;9.2.2;
9.3;9.5;9.6;9.7; 9.8; 10.5; 11.0

Coalition of Local Governments 50324 1.1.1;1.5;2.0; 2.1.1; 2.3; 2.4; 2.5;

Lincoln County (50342) 3.1.3;3.1.7;3.6; 3.7.2; 3.7.3.2; 3.9.1;

Lincoln Conservation District 3.10.3; 6.1.1; 6.3.2; 6.3.5; 6.5; 8.0;

Little Snake River Conservation District 8.3;9.0;9.1;9.2;9.2.1;9.2.2;9.2.3;

Sublette County 9.2.4;9.3;9.5; 9.8; 10.7; 13.0

Sublette County Conservation District

Sweetwater County

Sweetwater County Conservation District

Uinta County

Uinta County Conservation District

Cohn, Barbara M. 50085 10.6.1;12.1

Coles, Tyler S. 50208 2.3.1;3.0;3.1.1;34.1

Collins, Carol L. 50064 2.3.1

Colorado Department of Health and Environment - 50071 355

Air Pollution Control Division

Colorado Department of Health and Environment - 50072 3.5.3;3.5.5;6.3;9.3

Air Pollution Control Division

Colorado Department of Public Health and 50118 3.4.1;3.4.5; 3.4.6; 10.2; 3.10.2; 4.2

Environment

Colorado Department of Public Health and 50119 3.10.2

Environment

Colorado Department of Natural Resources and 50314 2.2.1;2.2;3.4.1;3.5.3;35.7; 3.5.8;

Colorado Department of Public Health and 3.7.3.1;3.7.3.6; 3.7.4.1; 3.10.2;

Environment 3.10.3;3.10.4; 3.14; 4.1; 6.1.2; 6.2.1;
9.7

Colorado Environmental Coalition campaign OSTS 235 2.2;3.0;3.10.4;12.3

Colorado Parks and Wildlife 50180 2.3.1;3.7.3.1;3.74.1;3.7.4.3;
3.7.5.1;3.7.3.8;6.3.1

Conner, Luke OSTS_095 2.1.1;9.8

Conner, Nicole OSTS_111 2.1

Coppin, Terry 50367 221;34.1

Cordray, Cathryn OSTS 011 1.1

Corey, Jean OSTS_018 241

Corkle, Violet 50037 12.2

Craig Chamber of Commerce OSTS 089 1.3;11.0

Crank, Jeff OSTS_065 11.0

Crawford, Carol OSTS 223 3.0
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TABLE B-3 (Cont.)
Commentors (Name/Organization) ID Number Issue Number
Crippen, Rick and Susan OSTS 214 2.1.1;2.2
Crowe, Richard D. 50293 11.0
CryoRain Inc. 50297 6.3.1
(50302)
Cupp, Brandon OSTS_187 2.1.1;11.0
Cupp, Jennifer OSTS 192 2.1.1
Cuthbert, Barclay E. 50365 3.10.3;6.1;6.3.5; 9.3
Dandeneau, Mark 50369 12.1
Daub & Associates, Inc. 50087 1.3;21.1;2.2;24;3.4.3;3.10.3;
6.1.1; 9.6; 9.6.1; 9.7; 9.8; 10.3
Davis, Angela 50139 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.0; 12.3
Defenders of Wildlife campaign 50309 2.3.1;3.7.3.1, 3.10.3; 3.10.4; 6.3
Delperto, Matt OSTS_004 1.1;121
DeNio, Douglas A. 50171 2.2.1;3.10.2;9.8
DePooter, Ted R. 50296 1.1;3.10.3
Derr, Michael F. 50213 2.3.1;3.0;3.1.1;34.1
Dinas, Dean OSTS_008 3.10.2; 6.6; 10.7
Doebbeling, Denis OSTS 025 10.6.1; 12.0
DOI, BLM, Rawlins Field Office OSTS 230 3.1.7;3.15
Dombek, lori J. 50079 12.0
Dougherty, Eric OSTS 145 2.1.1;9.6.1;9.8
Doyle, Dillon J. 50076 3.0
Duchesne County Utah 50181 1.3;15;2.0;21.1;2.2;2.4;3.1.2;
(50183) 3.1.5;3.1.6;3.1.7;3.1.8; 3.2; 3.4.4;
(50185) 3.45;3.5.1.5; 3.5.1.8; 3.5.5; 3.6;
3.7.1.1;3.7.2; 3.7.3.7; 3.7.4.4;
3.7.5.1;3.7.5.3; 3.8.3; 3.8.4; 3.10.1;
3.10.2; 3.10.3; 3.10.4; 3.12.1; 3.12.2;
3.13; 3.15; 6.2.1; 6.3; 6.3.2; 6.3.2.1;
6.3.5; 6.5;9.1;9.2.1; 9.2.5; 9.5; 9.8;
13.0
Duchesne County Board of Commissioners, Utah 50184 1.3;6.1;9.0;9.5; 11.0
Duchesne County Utah 50186 1.1.1;13;15;21.1;2.2;3.13;
3.10.3;6.1.2;6.2.2; 6.3.2.1; 6.3.3.1;
6.3.4;9.2.1;9.2.2;9.2.5;9.5; 9.8
Dunn, Anna R. 50092 6.1; 6.3.5; 10.3; 10.6.3; 11.0
Dunn, Lois OSTS_125 2.1.1;3.10.3
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TABLE B-3 (Cont.)
Commentors (Name/Organization) ID Number Issue Number
Earthjustice campaign 50355 2.2;3.0;3.10.4;12.3
(50356;
50357;
50358;
50360;
50361;
50362)
ECCOS (Environmentally Conscious Consumers for | 50091 1.1.1
Oil)
ECCOS 50272 1.1.1;2.1.1;2.2;3.10.1; 3.10.3; 6.2.1;
6.3.2.1;9.2.1;9.8
Eckerle, William 50267 2.2;23;25;104
Ehlers, Ruth OSTS_158 2.1.1
Eichinger, Dennis OSTS 141 211
Elected Officials in Tri-state area 50321 2.2.1
Elms, Howard 50368 22.1;34.1
Enefit American Oil Company OSTS 026 21.1;22;3.1.3;3.7.4.2;3.7.4.8;
6.3.5;9.2.1;9.2.3; 9.2.4; 9.6; 9.6.1;
9.8
Enefit American Qil 50268 1.1.1;15;2.0;2.1.1; 2.2;3.1.3; 3.1.7;
3.15; 6.3; 6.3.5; 8.0; 9.1; 9.2.1; 9.2.3;
9.2.4;9.3; 9.6; 9.8; 10.3
Esparza, Eva 50078 12.0
Estes, Charlete 50239 12.0
Excalibur Industries, Inc. OSTS 020 2.0;3.4.2;6.3;11.2
Excalibur Industries, Inc. OSTS 068 15;21.1;6.3;6.3.1;9.1;9.2.2;9.3;
9.6
ExxonMobil Exploration Company 50287 1.5;2.0;2.1.1; 2.2; 2.4; 3.1.5; 3.4.1;
8.3;9.0;9.1;9.2.2;9.2.3;9.2.4, 9.3;
9.6;9.7; 10.6.3
Favret, Bruce 50086 6.3
Fiandaca, Anastasia 50155 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3
Firmage, Edwin OSTS_001 3.4.1;35.1.6;35.3;8.0;9.2;12.0
Fletcher, James OSTS_208 211
Florence, Lauren O. 50169 231
Floyd, Lindsy 50010 12.1
Folland, Dave OSTS_062 2.2;3.0;3.4.10; 12.3
Foothills Sustainability Institute 50301 12.0
Ford, Julie 50225 23.1
Ford, Leslie 50134 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3
Forsberg, Charles W. 50303 6.3.1;11.2
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Commentors (Name/Organization) ID Number Issue Number

Freeborn, Craig OSTS_124 2.2;9.2.1;9.6.1

Friends of NW Colorado 50320 1.5;25;3.4.1;3.7.3.4; 3.7.3.6;
3.7.4.1; 3.7.5.1; 3.7.3.4; 3.7.3.6;
3.10.3;4.2;6.2.1; 8.0; 9.7

Front Range Water Council 50337 1.1.1;15;3.4.1;3.45; 3.4.6; 3.7.4.1,

Aurora Water (50294) 6.2.3;6.3;9.8

Board of Works of Pueblo

Colorado Springs Utilities

Denver Water

Northern Colorado Conservancy District

Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy

District

Twin Lakes Reservoir and Canal Company

Fryer, Brent OSTS_070 1.1;15;2.0; 2.2;6.3; 6.3.5;9.7; 10.3

Futrell, Sherrill 50051 2.3.1

Gabbott, Caylee A. 50274 10.6.1

Gabow, Bruce 50359 12.0

Garcelon, Gwen 50275 12.2

Garcia, Yolanda 50054 23.1

Garfield County Board of Commissioners OSTS 078 1.1.1;1.3;15;21.1;2.2;3.1.3;
3.10.3;6.1.2;6.2.2; 6.3.2.1; 6.3.3.1;
6.3.4;9.2.1;9.2.2;9.5; 9.8

Gentry, Garry L. 50192 12.3

Gentry, Nola A. 50193 12.3

GeoX Consulting Inc. 50305 2.5;12.3

Gillespie, Al 50040 2.2.1

Glen Canyon Institute 50352 2.3.1;3.1.1;3.4.1

Goad, Rebecca OSTS 200 2.1.1;9.8

Godlewski, Alison 50229 3.10.3

Goldsmith, Ken 50061 231

Goodloe, Sid 50116 231

Grand County, Utah 50017 1.1

Grand Junction Area Realtors Association OSTS_114 11.1;21.1;938

Grand Junction Chamber of Commerce OSTS_091 11.1;21.1;938

Grand Junction Economic Partnership OSTS_176 2.11

Greene, Jack 50034 12.2

Greenwood, Rebekah OSTS 129 21.1;2.2;11.2

Gregersen, Dylan 50327 12.0

Gregory, Joan OSTS_010 3.5.1.7;12.0

Gregory, Linda OSTS_201 2.1.1;9.8;10.6.3
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Commentors (Name/Organization) ID Number Issue Number

Greig, Alexander J. 50023 12.2

Griffee, Ingrid K. 50041 10.6.1

Grote, Rolland P. 50289 10.6.1; 12.0

Grow Our Western Economy OSTS_138 1.1.1;211;22

Gruen, Tatianna OSTS_199 21.1;2.2;9.8

Guise, Karen D. 50082 12.0

Guldi, Christine 50263 6.1

Gutierrez, Laureen OSTS 211 15;2.1.1;9.2.3

Gutt, Ruth OSTS_234 3.0

Halbower, Kathy 50224 12.3

Hall, Rebecca 50011 12.1

Hanson, Jake 50198 10.6.1; 12.0

Hardebeck, Larry J. 50029 12.3

Harding, William 50340 2.2

Hardy, Jamie R. 50196 11.0

Harkins, Joanne E. 50202 2.3.1;3.0;3.1.1;34.1

Harmon, Jay OSTS_160 2.1.1;2.2;9.2.1;9.8

Harmon, Kari OSTS_144 2.1.1;9.8

Haun, Marjorie OSTS 215 1.1.1;2.1.1;9.8

Hawkes, Nathaniel 50190 10.6.1; 12.0

HawkWatch International 50295 2.3.1;3.7.3.1; 3.7.3.5; 3.7.3.6;
3.7.3.9; 3.7.3.10; 3.7.4.1; 3.7.4.4;
3.7.3.9;3.7.3.10

Hawley, Edward R. 50094 10.5; 10.6.3; 11.0

Healy, Debbie OSTS_195 2.1.1;2.2;9.3

Hemmer, Michelle OSTS 185 111;21.1;11.0

Hilberman, Mark 50047 1.0;2.2.1;23.1;3.1.2;34.1;35.1.1;
3.5.1.6; 3.15; 6.2.3; 6.3.4; 9.0; 9.3;
9.7;10.4; 10.6.1

Hills, Richard G. 50242 2.3.1;3.0;3.1.1;34.1

History Colorado 50306 1.4;3.9.7

Hollis, Jacqueline OSTS 015 2.3.1

Holtzin, Rich K. 50209 15

Hudson, Denise 50257 2.3.1

Hull, Brian OSTS 213 2.1.1

Hultgren, Sandra 50084 12.0

Hunsinger, Jerry OSTS_172 2.1.1;9.8

Hunsinger, Phyllis OSTS_136 9.8
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Hurley, Michael A. 50033 11.0
Hyde, Mike OSTS_027 2.1.1;6.3.2.1;9.8
Ickes, Elizabeth 50049 12.0
Ifill, Tim 50203 2.3.1;3.0;3.1.1;34.1
iMatter Utah 50014 3.5.1.6; 12.0
Industrial Energy Consumers of America OSTS 232 2.1.1;2.2;3.10.3;9.8; 11.0
Industrial Systems, Inc. 50007 11.2
(50008)
Ingalls, William 50070 2.3.1;3.1.1;10.6.1; 12.3
Institute for Energy Research Campaign OSTS 217 2.1.1
Irwin, Michele and Rob 50026 4.3;5.0;104
Jefferson, Eleanor J. 50128 3.0;12.0
Jilka, Sarah 50307 12.0
Johnson, Bill J. 50280 15;21.1;938
Johnson, Curtis A. 50067 23.1
Johnson, Richard B. 50205 231
Johnston, Becky 50231 2.3.1;3.0;3.1.1;34.1
Johnston, Ward OSTS 139 12.0
Jones, Anne E. 50220 2.3.1
Jones, Don OSTS_130 2.1.1;9.8
Jones, Donna OSTS_219 3.0
Jourgensen, Todd OSTS 120 2.1.1;2.2;9.8
Jusek, Lauren 50168 3.10.2
Justman, John OSTS_127 2.11
JWBA, Inc. 50349 2.1;9.2.2;9.7
Kaplowitz, Rena B. 50027 12.0
Keown, Herald D. 50170 3.5.1.6;6.2.3;12.0
Kerns, Craig OSTS 030 6.3.3
Kiefer, Lois OSTS_154 2.1.1;2.2
King, Steve OSTS 177 2.1.1;9.8
King, Cindy 50261 2.3.1
Klafehn, Brad 50162 1.1;15;2.2;23.1;3.2;3.3.2;3.4.1;
3.4.6;4.1;5.0; 6.0; 6.3.2
Klain, Kyle 50246 34.1;38.1
Kline, Stacy 50053 231
Kllanxhja, Piera OSTS_221 3.0
Kohls, Cyn OSTS_100 1.1.1;2.1.1;3.10.3
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Kohls, Jeff OSTS_105 2.1.1;3.10.3

Konola, Claudette 50089 2.3.1

Kovats, Attila B. 50254 10.6.1

Kresin, Bruce OSTS_102 2.1.1;2.2;3.10.3; 9.6

Kresin, Teresa OSTS_107 2.1.1,;6.2.2;6.3.2.1; 10.6.3; 10.8;
11.0

Kroese, Ciru OSTS_203 2.1.1;2.2;6.3

Lamb, Elsie Wattson OSTS 137 2.5;3.0; 3.10.4; 3.10.5; 12.3

Lambert, Kate OSTS 012 1.1;12.0

Larime, Barbara E. 50370 211

Larsen, David 50143 3.0;3.1.1;3.3.1;34.1;35.1.1; 35.7;
3.9.7;3.10.3;9.3; 10.5

Latsch, Steve 50151 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3

Laybourn, Royal 50319 12.0

Leis, Ken OSTS_212 1.1.1;21.1;9.2.1;9.6.1;9.8

Lenart, Joshua OSTS 019 2.3.1

Lence, Bryan 50256 3.1.1;12.0

Lewis, Steve G. 50230 12.3

Lincoln County Board of Commissioners OSTS 077 1.1.1;1.3;15;21.1;22;3.1.3;
3.10.3;6.1.2;6.2.2; 6.3.2.1; 6.3.3.1;
6.3.4;9.2.1;9.2.2;9.5;9.8

Lindermuth, John 50212 12.3

Lish, Christopher 50165 2.2;2.3.1;3.5.7,3.7.3.12; 3.10.3;
3.10.5;6.3.2.2;9.8; 10.6.1; 12.3

Little, Frank R. 50004 11.2

Living Rivers/Colorado Riverkeeper OSTS 083 1.5;3.1.1;3.4.1; 3.4.6; 3.5.1.1; 3.5.2;

Center for Biological Diversity 3.5.4;35.8;3.7.1.2;3.7.4.7; 3.7.4.10;
Grand Canyon Trust 4.2;6.3.2;9.2,9.2.2

Living Rivers OSTS_022 3.4.1;4.2

Livingston, Elaine D. 50311 12.0

London, Floyd 50001 34.1

Long, Randy OSTS 013 2.2;2.3.1;12.0

Maclure, Carole A. 50299 12.3

MacTavish, Jodie 50083 12.1

Mahony, Eileen McGuire OSTS_128 1.1.1;21.1;2.2;9.8

Mansfield, Sandra OSTS_126 2.1.1;10.8;11.2

Marsh, Douglas E. 50178 12.1

Marshall, David OSTS_231 3.0;3.10.3; 12.3
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Martin, Mary OSTS_222 3.0

Martin, Melanie OSTS_024 1.1;3.4.1;3.7.3.1;3.7.4.1; 3.7.4.11;
3.13;6.3

Martin, Melanie J. 50276 3.4.1; 3.4.2;35.1.6; 3.7.3.1; 3.10.3;
3.13;3.14; 10.6.1; 12.0

Martinet, Melissa OSTS 016 1.1;12.0

Masefield, Deborah 50211 2.3.1;3.0;3.1.1;34.1

Masefield, Steve J. 50204 231

Mates, Ben J. 50038 12.0

Mathews, Frances 50080 10.6.1; 12.0

McAndrews, Douglas 50127 11.2

McArthur, Duncan OSTS_209 1.1.1;21.1;9.6.1

McBride, Judith 50174 12.0

McCabe, Eileen M. 50313 2.5;3.0; 10.6.1

McCarney, Kevin OSTS_155 2.1.1;6.2.2;6.3.2.1;6.3.5

McCoy, Hazel 50136 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3

McRoberts, Timothy E. 50237 12.0

Meinhart, Charity OSTS_167 1.1.1;21.1;9.21

Mesa County Board of Commissioners OSTS 079 1.1.1;1.3;15;21.1;22;3.1.3;
3.10.3;6.1.2;6.2.2; 6.3.2.1; 6.3.3.1;
6.3.4;9.2.1;9.2.2;9.5;9.8

Mesa County Board of County Commissioners OSTS 033 2.2;2.1.1,;3.10.2;5.0;9.3;9.7

Messenger, Thomas J. 50326 2.3.1

Meyer, Jeff 50298 34.1

Michaelis, Margaret 50081 10.6.1; 12.0

Miller, Dorian L. 50045 12.0

Miller, Glen OSTS_084 3.4.4;3.15; 6.1; 6.3.2; 6.3.3; 6.3.6;
9.7

Miller, Glen OSTS_085 3.1.8;6.1;6.3.6

Miller, Jack E. 50233 23.1

Miller, Neil and Jennifer 50247 10.6.1

Miller, Roger K. 50363 3.4.1;3.13;9.0

Moffat County Board of Commissioners OSTS 081 1.1.1;1.3;15;21.1;22;3.13;
3.10.3;6.1.2;6.2.2; 6.3.2.1; 6.3.3.1;
9.2.1;9.2.2;9.5; 9.8

Montrose County Board of County Commissioners OSTS_032 1.5;2.1.1;3.10.3

Moore, Matt OSTS_132 1.1.1;2.1.1

Moore, Roger E. 50030 2.0; 2.2; 3.15; 6.3.6
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Moss, Timothy A. 50251 12.3

Moyer, Larry OSTS_087 1.1;2.0; 3.1.7; 3.4.6; 3.10.3; 3.15;
6.1.1

Mueller, Andy 50114 12.0

Mueller, Marilyn 50115 12.0

Mullins, Chad E. 50353 12.0

Musser, R. OSTS_166 2.1.1

Name withheld on request OSTS _009 1.1

Name withheld on request OSTS 014 1.1;12.0

Name withheld on request OSTS_028 12.2

Name withheld on request OSTS_034 3.4.1;3.14

Nagel, Peggy A. 50095 2.2.1;10.6.1

National Council of Churches 50021 221

Church of the Brethren

Columbian Center for Advocacy and
Outreach

The Episcopal Church

Maryknoll Office of Global Concerns

National Council of Churches USA

Preshbyterian Church (USA) Office of Public
Witness

Union for Reform Judaism

Unitarian Universalist Association of
Congregations

United Church of Christ - Justice and
Witness Ministries

United Methodist Church - General Board of Church

and Society
National Oil Shale Association 50074 1.1.1;2.1;2.2;2.3;2.4;3.1.4;,3.1.7;
(50075) 3.4.3;3.15; 6.3.2; 6.3.2.1; 9.6; 9.6.1;

9.8;10.5

National Parks Conservation Association 50253 2.3.1;3.1.1; 3.1.2; 3.4.1; 3.5.4; 3.6;
3.8.1;3.10.4

National Wildlife Federation 50323 15;2.2;221;31.1;3.1.2;3.1.8;
3.4.1;34.2;4.2;3.7.11;3.7.1.2;
3.7.3.1; 3.7.3.9; 3.7.3.12; 3.7.4;
3.7.4.1;3.7.4.3;3.74.9; 3.7.5.1;
3.10.2;3.10.4;4.1; 4.2; 5.0; 6.3.2;
9.2.1;9.2.6;9.4

National Wildlife Federation campaign OSTS 228 2.2.1;3.0

Natural Soda, Inc. 50330 1.3;2.2;2.1.1;3.15;3.10.3;6.3.3

Neal, Marcia OSTS 121 2.1.1;2.2

No last name provided, Gordon 50317 12.3
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No last name provided, Mark 50002 2.1;11
No last name provided, Peg 50044 12.0
No last name provided, Steve 50278 10.6.1;11.2
No name provided OSTS_023 3.0
No name provided 50018 2.2
No name provided 50022 12.2
No name provided 50042 12.0
No name provided 50065 2.3.1
No name provided 50066 2.3.1
No name provided 50073 1.1;22
No name provided 50120 2.2;3.0;3.10.4;12.3
No name provided 50121 2.2;3.0;3.10.4;12.3
No name provided 50129 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3
No name provided 50130 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3
No name provided 50131 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3
No name provided 50137 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3
No name provided 50141 12.0
No name provided 50145 2.1.1
No name provided 50152 1.1.1;2.1.1;9.8
No name provided 50153 1.1
No name provided 50156 34.1
No name provided 50157 2.3.1;3.7.4.10; 3.10.4; 3.10.5
No name provided 50159 2.2;3.0;3.4.1; 3.10.3; 12.3
No name provided 50166 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3
No name provided 50172 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3
No name provided 50177 12.0
No name provided 50194 12.3
No name provided 50218 311
No name provided 50226 2.3.1;3.0;3.1.1;3.4.1
No name provided 50232 12.0
No name provided 50240 2.3.1; 120
No name provided 50288 12.0
No name provided 50364 10.6.1; 12.0
Oden, Marilyn OSTS 191 211
Olson, Joyce OSTS_225 3.0
Oswald, Lance M. 50262 2.3.1;6.3.4; 10.4; 10.5
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Our Healthy Earth Foundation OSTS_021 3.10.2; 6.6; 10.7; 12.2
Ouray County, Colorado 50269 2.2.1;3.4.1;3.10.2; 3.10.4; 5.0; 6.2
Outdoor Alliance 50318 15;2.3.1;3.1.1; 3.4.1;3.5.4;3.5.6
Access Fund
American Canoe Association
American Hiking Association
American Whitewater
International Mountain Biking Association
Winter Wildlands Alliance
Pace, Stephanie 50009 12.3
Park, Gerald M. 50315 11.0
Parsons, Barbara W. 50019 8.0
Pattison, Ben 50245 3.10.4;6.3.2.2; 12.0
Pearce, Daniel D. 50015 12.0
Peeso, Sandy OSTS_156 1.1.1;21.1;2.2
Peterson, Bonnie OSTS 170 111
Peterson, Derek K. 50036 12.2
Pettygrove, Don OSTS_119 11.1;21.1;22
Pitkin County 50147 2.3.1;3.4.1;3.5.3; 3.5.4; 3.5.9;
3.7.3.1; 3.7.3.6; 3.10.2; 3.10.4; 3.14;
4.2;6.2;10.6; 10.6.1
Pollard, John R. 50264 12.0
Porter, Josephine 50216 2.3.1
Pottorff, Verna R. 50003 2.2
Powell, Krystal d. 50259 12.0
Power, Nancy R. 50012 2.2.1;10.6.1
Public, Jean 50005 12
Pugliese, John OSTS 202 211
Pugliese, Rose OSTS 134 1.1.1;21.1
Rankin, Bob OSTS 180 2.0;2.1.1;9.6.1
Rau, George OSTS_171 211
Raymond, Wendy J. 50241 34.1
Redmond, Dan OSTS_131 2.11
Redstone, Cori 50281 12.0
Reinhardt, Renee C. 50142 3.0; 3.10.3; 3.10.5
Richards, Christopher 50189 3.0
Richardson, Gail 50056 2.3.1
Richardson, Scott 50260 3.4.1;3.104
Rio Blanco County Board of Commissioners OSTS 080 1.1.1;1.3;15;21.1;2.2;3.1.3;
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3.10.3;6.1.2;6.2.2;6.3.2.1; 6.3.3.1;
6.3.4;9.2.1;9.2.2;9.5; 9.8

Rio Blanco County Board of County Commissioners | OSTS_151 111

Rio Blanco County Board of County Commissioners | 50312 1.3;15;211;22;24.1;3.1.3;34.1;
3.7.5.1; 3.10.1; 3.10.2; 3.10.3; 3.13;
5.0;6.2.1;6.3; 6.3.2.1; 8.0; 9.1; 9.2.1;
9.2.2;9.7;9.8; 10.5; 13.0

Roaring Fork Sierra Club Group 50336 2.2;2.3;23.1;3.12;34.1;35.1.1,;
3.10.4;12.0

Robar, Kenneth OSTS_207 2.1.1;2.2;2.3;2.4;9.6

Rock Springs Grazing Association OSTS 029 11.2

Rodgers, David E. 50322 2.3.1;3.1.1;3.4.1; 3.10.4; 10.6.1

Rogers, Shannon OSTS 161 2.1.1

Rogers, Tyler OSTS_108 2.1.1;2.2;9.8

Rogier, Francesca E. 50373 12.0

Romanski, Gene 50234 2.3.1;3.0;3.1.1;34.1

Roscetti, Dennis 50062 2.3.1

Routt County 50144 2.0; 3.0;3.1.2; 3.4.1; 3.10.2; 3.10.3;
6.2.1

Russell, Shannon OSTS 142 211

Rutkowski, Robert E. 50201 2.3.1;3.0;3.1.1;34.1

Sachs, Kathryn C. 50236 3.4.1;12.0

Sachs, Mary A. 50265 12.0

Samson Resources Company OSTS_086 1.5;3.15;3.17

Sanders, Ashley B. 50013 12.1

Schmitzer, Rob OSTS_123 2.1.1

Schoenradt, Richard OSTS 148 2.1.1;6.2.2;6.3.2.1;6.35

Schweiss, Kraig 50371 10.6.1;12.0

Schwenke, Diane OSTS 117 2.1.1;3.10.3

Scott, Ray OSTS_143 2.1.1;9.8

Seelinger, Claire 50028 10.6.1;12.1

Severson, Dan OSTS_133 21.1;2.2;3.1.3;9.2.1,9.8

Shablo, Carol A. 50043 11.0

Shaffer, Adam 50058 231

Sharp, Mike 50250 12.3

Shell Frontier Oil and Gas, Inc. OSTS_066 1.1.1;1.3;2.1.1;2.2;6.2.1;6.3.3;
9.2.1; 9.8; 10.5; 10.6; 10.6.3;

Shepherd, Janice OSTS_226 3.0; 3.2
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Sierra Club campaign OSTS 227 2.3.1;3.0;3.5.1.6; 12.3

Sierra Club, Glen Canyon Group - Utah Chapter OSTS_090 2.3.1;3.1.1; 3.4.1; 3.5.4; 3.7.4.10;
3.7.5.1; 3.10.2;6.3.2.2; 8.0

Skowronski, Christopher OSTS_210 2.1.1;9.2.1;9.6

Skubic, Carol OSTS_135 11.1;21.1

Sloan, Brenda OSTS 153 2.1.1;9.8

Smigh, Herschella OSTS 093 2.1.1;9.8

Smith, Jeff OSTS_118 2.2;9.8

Smythe, Steven OSTS 164 11.0

Spach, D.T. OSTS_096 2.1.1;6.35;9.8

Spach, Janet OSTS_101 1.1.1;21.1;3.10.3

Spears, Connie 50052 2.3.1

Speirs, Walt 50112 2.3.1

Springer, Craig OSTS_147 1.1.1;2.1.1;2.2;3.10.3; 9.8

Stansfield, Katrina 50366 22.1;34.1

Staples, D. 50150 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3

State of Utah 50333 1.1.1;13;15;21.1;2.2;3.1.3; 3.4.2;
3.4.3;3.4.4;3.45;35.2;35.5; 3.5.6;
3.7.5.1; 3.10.3; 3.14; 4.3; 6.1.1; 6.2.1;
6.3;6.3.2;6.5; 8.3;9.2,9.2.1;9.2.2;
9.2.3;9.2.4;9.5;9.6; 9.6.1; 9.7; 9.8;
10.5; 10.6; 11.0; 13.0

State of Wyoming 50332 1.3;3.1.3;3.15;9.2.1;9.2.4; 9.7

Steig, Brad OSTS_188 2.1.1;9.8

Steinbach, Larry W. 50006 211

Stephens, Ed OSTS_159 2.1.1;6.2.2;6.3.2.1;6.3.5

Stern, Adam G. 50199 23.1

Stevenson, Jason R. 50179 23.1;3.1.2

Stewart, Irwin 1. 50148 6.3;9.0;9.8

Stoker, Philip 50068 2.3.1

Straub, Carolyn A. 50055 231

Sundeen, Joan 50096 3.4.1;35.7;3.7.4.1;3.10.3; 3.14

Sunewin Energy OSTS_152 6.3.1

Susuras, Sam OSTS_140 211

Swanson, Fred 50195 2.3.1

Sweetwater County Board of County Commissioners | OSTS_150 2.0
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Sweetwater County, Wyoming 50255 111;1.3;15;21;21.1;2.2;25;
3.1.3;3.10.3; 6.1.2; 6.2.2; 6.3.2.1;
6.3.3.1;6.3.4;9.2;9.2.1; 9.2.2; 9.5;
9.8;10.6.3

Syroid, Daniel 50025 12.2

Syroid, Noah 50024 10.6.1; 12.0

Tabin, Jean N. 50077 2.3.1;10.6.1

Taylor Energy 50304 6.3

Terry, K. 50149 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3

The Wilderness Society campaign OSTS 218 2.2.1;3.0;3.5.3;3.10.4;6.2.3;6.3.2.2

Thompson, Doug OSTS_204 2.1.1;2.2;9.8

Thompson, Jeffrey OSTS_206 8.1;11.0

Thompson, Thurston 50060 12.0

Tibbetts, Peggy 50031 12.0

Tice, Larry OSTS_181 2.1.1;11.2

Tobin, Robert L. 50099 3.2;3.4.1;345;3.4.6

Todd, Sam 50135 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3

Town of Carbondale 50270 1.1;3.1.2;3.4.1;3.7.3.12; 3.10.2;
3.10.4;6.2.1;9.7; 9.8

Town of New Castle 50249 2.2.1;2.3.1;3.4.1;3.10.2; 3.10.4

Trepanier, Lionel 50285 1.1;15;3.4.1;3.14;4.2;6.3;12.0

Tucker, Pat and Gerry OSTS_169 2.11

Tuke, Carla 50206 2.3.1;3.0;3.1.1;34.1

Turley, Steven 50210 2.3.1

U.S. DOE, Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 6 OSTS_071 1.4;22.1;34.13;3.4.6;3.7.1.2;
3.7.3.2;3.7.3.3; 3.7.3.4; 3.7.3.5;
3.7.3.6; 3.7.3.11; 3.7.3.12; 3.7.4.1;
3.74.3;3.7.4.4;,3.7.4.5; 3.7.4.6;
3.74.11;3.75.1; 3.75.3; 4.2; 4.3;
5.0;6.3;6.3.2;9.2; 9.3

U.S. DOI, National Park Service, Intermountain OSTS_073 23.1;3.1.1,39.1

Region

U.S. DOI, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) OSTS 074 3.7.3.12;3.7.4.11

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8 OSTS_072 1.4;3.4.4;3.45;355;35.8;3.7.2;
6.2.1;9.3; 9.6

Uintah County 50325 1.1.1;1.3;15;2.1;21.1;2.2; 2.5

3.1.3;3.1.7; 3.10.3; 6.0; 6.1.1; 6.1.2;
6.2.2;6.3.2.1,6.3.3.1; 6.3.4; 6.3.5;
9.1;9.2.1;9.2.2;9.5;9.8
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Uno, Kevin 50284 10.6.1; 12.0

Urignen, Anthony OSTS 184 2.1.1;9.6.1;9.8

Utah Science & Technology Research OSTS_002 10.7

Varner, Clara L. 50122 2.2.1

Vaughn, Chaz OSTS_174 2.1.1

Vaughn, Colton OSTS 205 2.1.1;9.8

Venezia, Sherri 50223 12.3

Vermillion Ranch Limited Partnership 50328 15;2.1;21.1;22;3.1.3;3.1.7;
3.10.3; 6.3.2; 6.3.5; 6.5; 8.2; 9.1;
9.2.1;9.2.2;9.2.4;95; 9.7

Vernal Area Chamber of Commerce OSTS_112 211

Vilnius, Douglas 50046 10.6.1

Vohland, Michael OSTS 110 2.1.1;9.8

W (nho other name provided) 50093 12.1

Wade, Lowell E. 50123 2.2.1;3.4.1;3.10.3; 3.10.5

Walker, Jerry OSTS 094 2.1.1

Wallace, Jonathan 50176 12.0

Walters, Sonya 50138 2.2;3.0;3.10.3; 12.3

Warnick, Richard M. 50238 2.3.1;3.0;3.1.1;34.1

Waterson, Sarah 50164 23.1;3.1.1;341

Wear, George H. 50354 2.2.1

Weaver, Andrew OSTS_098 111

Weaver, Megan OSTS_097 211

Webb, Dean B. 50059 2.3.1

Weber Sustainability Consulting 50351 3.4.1;3.7.3.11; 5.0; 12.0

Weber, Jana OSTS 067 12.3

Weiblen, Peter M. 50191 12.0

Welch, Jeffery OSTS 146 2.1.1

Werschky, Dave E. 50244 3.4.1;12.0

West Slope Colorado Oil & Gas Association 50343 1.3;2.2;2.4;3.4.1;3.8.3;3.10.1;
3.10.3; 3.12.3;5.0; 6.1, 6.1.1; 6.2.1;
6.3; 6.3.2;6.3.2.1; 9.3; 9.6; 9.8; 13.0

Western Business Roundtable 50283 6.1.2; 10.6.3; 9.0; 11.0

Western Colorado Jobs Alliance (WCJA) OSTS 122 2.1.1;2.2;9.8

Western Colorado Contractors Association OSTS_196 1.1.1;21.1;3.103
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Western Resource Advocates OSTS_069 14,15;22;231,;31.1;312;3.1.7;
Biodiversity Conservation Alliance 3.4.1;3.45;35.1.1; 3.5.1.3; 3.5.1.4;
Center for Biological Diversity 3.516;35.3/3.54;3.7.1.1;3.7.1.2;
Colorado Environmental Coalition 374.1,374.2,37.43, 3748,
3.7.4.7; 3.7.4.8; 3.7.4.9; 3.7.4.10;
Defenders of Wildlife 3.7.5.1;3.7.5.2; 3.75.3; 3.8.1; 3.8.2;
EcoFlight 3.10.2;3.10.3; 3.10.4; 3.15; 4.1; 4.2;
National Parks Conservation Association 50,6.1.1,6.2,6.21,6.3 9.0;9.2.;
9.2.4;9.2.6;9.3;9.7, 10.6.1
Natural Resources Defense Council
Sierra Club
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance
The Wilderness Society
Utah Physicians for a Healthy Environment
Western Colorado Congress
Wild Utah Project
Wilderness Workshop
Wyoming Outdoor Council
Western Slope Conservation Alliance OSTS 189 2.1.1;9.6.1;9.8
Wetzel, Angela 50273 3.10.3; 10.6.3; 11.0
Wharram, April 50132 2.0;3.0; 3.10.3; 12.3
White, Dennis OSTS_197 2.1.1;6.2.2;6.3.2.1;9.8; 11.2
White, Leslie OSTS_179 2.1.1;9.8
Williams, Mary OSTS_007 231
Williamson, Brenda 50158 12.3
Williamson, Kirt E. 50039 12.0
Willis, Cheryl 50243 3.4.1;3.13
Wolf, Wesley 50219 23.1;3.1.1;341
Wolfe, Mary E. 50113 2.3.1;12.0
Worden, Bonnie J. 50161 2.2;3.0;3.4.1; 3.10.3; 12.3
Worthen, Garry OSTS 194 2.1.1;9.8
Worthy, Crista 50200 2.3.1;3.1.1;3.4.1
Wortmann, Craig OSTS_115 2.1.1;9.8
Wright, Jared OSTS 182 21.1;2.2
Wright, Tom 50235 2.3.1;3.0
Wuerthner, George 50111 23.1;3.1.1
Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 50335 1.5;2.2;3.1.7;3.4.2;3.45; 3.5.4;

3.5.6; 3.5.7; 3.13; 5.0; 6.0; 6.3; 6.4;
9.1;9.2;9.3;9.7
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Commentors (Name/Organization) ID Number Issue Number
Wyoming Game and Fish Department 50286 2.1;22;23;,24;3.1.2;3.7.3.1;
3.75.1;3.7.3.8
Wyoming Office of State Lands & Investments 50163 9.2;9.24
Wyoming Outdoor Council OSTS_088 2.2;2.3.1;3.1.1;34.1;35.7
Yazzie, Jane OSTS_003 2.2;3.4.1;10.6.1; 12.0
Zigmund, Sean 50088 2.5;10.6.1

B.4.2 Issue Summaries and Responses

1.0 NEPA ANALYSIS

50047-16 50047-17

50160-2

50279-7

Issue Summary: Commentors noted that the general Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (PEIS) document was adequate. Other commentors noted that
appropriate baseline measurements should be taken prior to the program’s

implementation.

Response: The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) will do baseline monitoring and
baseline environmental studies at the appropriate time and in a focused manner prior to
an area being leased, as noted on p. J-19 of the Draft PEIS. This approach would result
in a cost-effective program that would produce relevant data. Appropriate baseline
measurements were made for each of the research, development, and demonstration
(RD&D) lease areas as part of an environmental analysis and plan of operations for both
the state and the BLM. This information will be used to support the conversion to

commercial leases.

1.1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

OSTS_004-1 OSTS_014-1
OSTS_004-3 OSTS_016-1
OSTS_006-1 OSTS_024-1
OSTS_009-1 OSTS_062-4
OSTS_011-1 OSTS_070-9
0STS_012-1 OSTS_087-8

50017-1
50073-1
50125-1
50125-3
50153-1
50162-4

50270-2
50285-1
50296-1
50308-14
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Issue Summary: Some members of the public were concerned about the format of the
meetings and also were concerned about the size of the meeting room, the lack of an open
speaking forum, and the way the meetings format was publicized (or not). In addition,
concerns were expressed about the content of the opening remarks and the lack of a
presentation on the content of the Draft PEIS, while others expressed appreciation for the
BLM’s response to their questions. Several commentors expressed concern that the
public comments that the BLM received during the 90-day public comment period were
not available for view by the public, on the oil shale and tar sands (OSTS) Web site, or on
a public Web site such as regulations.gov.

Response: For a number of purposes, external scoping meetings are held to notify
agencies, organizations, tribes, state and local governments and the public that the BLM
is about to prepare a National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)/planning
document and to provide opportunities for feedback on what needs to be analyzed in
these documents. These meetings are also used to identify coordination needs, refine
issues, and identify new issues and possible alternatives. The BLM generally does this
through a public meeting with an open forum format whereby participants are each given
an opportunity to express their views on the above issues. This information is
incorporated and used in preparing the Draft PEIS/land use plan. The BLM holds public
meetings on draft land use plans after it has circulated the document for comment. The
intent of these meetings is to inform the public that the Draft is available and to respond
to any questions the public may have regarding the Draft document. In general, the BLM
will do this through a public open-house meeting. The format is an open-house format
whereby posters and maps are arrayed around the meeting room and resource experts are
available to answer specific resource questions. In addition, BLM staff are present to
discuss policy and NEPA issues and concerns. Several members of the public expressed
concerns about the size of the venue in Salt Lake City for the public meeting on the Draft
PEIS. The size of the room was selected based on the number of attendees at the scoping
meeting for the PEIS in Salt Lake City the previous year. Regarding presentations of the
Draft PEIS, a continuous un-narrated slide presentation was run throughout the meeting,
and several posters and maps were available, as were BLM and contractor resource
specialists to explain the contents of the PEIS. In spite of this crowded condition, the
BLM was able to hear a wide variety of concerns regarding the PEIS and respond to
questions to groups or individuals during the meeting. Staff were available to answer
questions through the full period of the meeting, and they engaged in several discussions
with members of the public, especially toward that later part of the meeting, after
members of the public had viewed the various visual presentations. The BLM publicized
the format of the meeting through announcements in local newspapers in a manner that
fairly and accurately described the format of the meetings.

Several commentors expressed concern that the public comments that the BLM received
during the 90-day public comment period were not available for view by the public, on
the OSTS Web site, or on a public Web site such as regulations.gov. Several federal
agencies have elected to use regulations.gov to request and make available public
comments for NEPA processes. The commentors assert that failing to make such public
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comments available during the public comment period is not consistent with open
government, in principle, and as advocated by the Obama Administration.

Under the BLM’s planning regulations at Title 43, Part 1610.2(d) of the Code of Federal
Regulations (43 CFR 1610.2(d)), any comments received from the public during public
participation activities must be available for the record or in a summary and must remain
open for 30 days, so that members of the public may correct or clarify their views. For
the OSTS PEIS planning initiative, the BLM prepared a summary of public comments
received during the scoping period that began on April 14, 2011, and posted that
summary to the OSTS Web site in late summer 2011. The summary of comments
received was also published with the Draft PEIS, on February 3, 2012.

As for the public comments received during the 90-day public comment period, although
the comments were not made available as they were received, they were posted on the
OSTS Web site on August 21, 2012, after the close of the comment period. In addition,
public comments are included, in full, in electronic form on the CD portion of Volume 5
of this Final PEIS. Under the BLM planning regulations and in accordance with the
Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) regulations implementing NEPA, all the
comments received during the comment period, as well as the Final PEIS, will be
available for at least 30 days, upon publication, before any decision is made regarding the
proposed action of amending land use plans.

1.1.1 Extension of Comment Period

OSTS_066-7 OSTS_100-3 0STS_170-1 50255-27
0STS_077-15 OSTS_101-4 OSTS_183-2 50268-22
OSTS_077-19 OSTS_113-2 OSTS_185-3 50268-33
OSTS_078-15 OSTS_114-3 OSTS_196-4 50272-8
OSTS_078-19 OSTS_119-2 OSTS_209-1 50290-8
OSTS_079-15 OSTS_128-4 OSTS_212-5 50310-1
OSTS_079-19 OSTS_132-1 OSTS_215-3 50324-1
OSTS_080-16 OSTS_134-2 50074-1 50325-24
OSTS_080-20 OSTS_135-2 50074-5 50325-30
OSTS_081-15 OSTS_138-3 50091-1 50325-9
OSTS_081-20 OSTS_147-3 50152-3 50333-1
OSTS_082-1 OSTS_151-1 50186-19 50333-33
OSTS_091-3 OSTS_156-3 50186-26 50337-12
OSTS_098-1 OSTS_163-1 50186-28

OSTS_099-3 OSTS_167-2 50255-23
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Issue Summary: A number of parties requested that the comment period be extended by
30, 60, or 90 days to include the period in which the draft oil shale regulations would be
published so that both documents could be reviewed simultaneously.

Response: The request for an extension of the public comment period for this PEIS was
not granted. See the response to Issue 9.8, below, for an explanation of why an extension
was not granted. In particular, it is noted there that the 2012 proposed land use plan
amendment allocation and the proposed amendment to the rule are distinct proposed
actions, which take place under distinct authorities according to distinct procedural
requirements. The proposed rule amendment is not “closely related” to the proposed land
use plan allocation amendment, so as to warrant discussion as a “connected action” under
40 CFR 1508.25. Nor are they so dependent upon one another as to necessitate
coordination of the public comment period for either process.

1.2 GOVERNMENT-TO-GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION

50125-2

Issue Summary: One commentor asked the BLM to ensure that it conduct extensive
outreach and consultation with tribes to identify cultural sites of importance.

Response: The BLM has conducted outreach. The BLM has consulted with all the

affected tribes and continues to consult with them through the Section 106 process,
including asking them to identify landscape-wide sites of cultural importance to them.

1.3 STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

OSTS_066-9 50087-4 50227-4 50325-45
OSTS_075-2 50090-9 50255-28 50325-8
OSTS_077-20 50181-99 50255-5 50330-2
OSTS_078-20 50184-3 50290-5 50333-6
OSTS_079-20 50184-4 50290-9 50333-7
OSTS_080-21 50184-8 50312-1 50343-7
OSTS_081-21 50186-27 50312-6

OSTS_082-2 50227-14 50312-7

OSTS_089-1 50227-15 50325-31

Issue Summary: Certain county and city governments were concerned that the BLM did
not solicit input and consideration from them. One commentor suggested that because the
public hearings in Colorado were not held in the White River district, where the richest
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oil shale resource lies and where most of RD&D leases exist, the BLM’s focus had
shifted away from the local connections with the resource.

Response: As part of the cooperating agency process, the BLM sent cooperating agency
invitation letters to all county governments in the planning area. It is BLM policy to
solicit cooperating agency status from county governments. If a city government had
requested to participate as a cooperating agency, that request would have been granted.
Counties that did not indicate a desire to be a cooperating agency were not included as a
cooperating agency. Regarding including original scoping comments in Chapter 7 or
elsewhere in the PEIS, the BLM does not generally include individual scoping comments
in a planning document; rather, a scoping report summarizing these comments and
BLM’s determination of whether issues raised in such comments are within the scope of
the document is provided. Such a summary report is provided as Appendix J in this PEIS.
In accordance with 43 CFR 1610.3-1, when developing or revising Resource
Management Plans (RMPs), BLM State Directors and Field Managers will invite eligible
federal agencies, state and local governments, and federally recognized Indian tribes to
participate as cooperating agencies. The same requirement applies when the BLM
amends RMPs through an EIS. State Directors and Field Managers will consider any
requests of other federal agencies, state and local governments, and federally recognized
Indian tribes for cooperating agency status. Field Managers who deny such requests will
inform the State Director of the denial. The State Director will determine whether the
denial is appropriate.

Under the BLM’s planning regulations at 43 CFR 1610.2(d), any comments received
from the public during public participation activities must be available for the record, or
in a summary, and must remain open for 30 days so that members of the public may
correct or clarify their views. For the OSTS PEIS planning initiative, the BLM prepared a
summary of public comment received during the scoping period that began on April 14,
2011, and posted that summary to the OSTS Web site in late summer 2011. The summary
of comments received was also published with the Draft PEIS, on February 3, 2012.

In accordance with 43 CFR 1610.3-1, State Directors and Field Managers shall provide
other federal agencies, state and local governments, and Indian tribes opportunity for
review, advice, and suggestion on issues and topics that may affect or influence other
agency or other government programs. The BLM will:

(1) Ensure plans are as consistent as possible with existing officially adopted and
approved resource related plans, policies or programs of other federal agencies, state
agencies, Indian tribes, and local governments that may be affected, as prescribed by
§1610.3-2 of this title;

(2) Identify areas where the proposed guidance is inconsistent with such policies, plans,
or programs and provide reasons why the inconsistencies exist and cannot be
remedied; and
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(3) Notify the other federal agencies, state agencies, Indian tribes, or local governments
with whom consistency is not achieved and indicate any appropriate methods,
procedures, actions, and/or programs which the State Director believes may lead to
resolution of such inconsistencies.

In accordance with Section 202 (c)(9) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of
1976 (FLPMA), the BLM has given consideration to those state, local, and tribal plans
that are germane in the development of land use plans for public lands. Land use plans of
the Secretary under this section shall be consistent with state and local plans to the
maximum extent he finds consistent with federal law and the purposes of this Act.

The BLM has published the written comments of cooperators who have unresolved
disagreements over substantive elements of the PEIS in Appendix M of this PEIS.

Public meetings were held in a central location in the planning area in each state. The
meeting in Colorado was held in the Colorado River Valley Field Office in Silt, one of
the three Colorado BLM offices within the planning area. The other two offices were
49 mi (White River Field Office in Meeker) and 68 mi (Grand Junction Field Office)
away, respectively. The meetings were held 8 mi from the location of the 2008 PEIS
public meetings.

1.4 AGENCY CONSULTATION

OSTS_069-25 OSTS_071-8 OSTS_072-9 50306-1

Issue Summary: Commentors requested the BLM consult with relevant agencies in
areas of their expertise.

Response: The BLM received comments on the Draft PEIS from various federal

agencies and has incorporated these comments into the Final PEIS and will continue to
consult with agencies as appropriate.

1.5 INADEQUATE/BIASED NEPA ANALYSIS

OSTS_032-2 OSTS_078-6 OSTS_081-9 50162-3
OSTS_068-1 OSTS_078-8 OSTS_083-1 50181-125
OSTS_068-10 OSTS_079-6 OSTS_086-1 50181-3
OSTS_069-42 OSTS_079-8 OSTS_104-1 50181-8
OSTS_070-1 OSTS_080-9 OSTS_109-3 50181-90
OSTS_077-6 OSTS_080-15 OSTS_211-1 50186-8
OSTS_077-8 OSTS_081-7 50162-16 50186-11
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50209-1 50310-12 50324-10 50328-24
50255-4 50310-15 50324-16 50333-2
50255-14 50312-11 50324-7 50333-21
50255-16 50312-42 50324-9 50333-31
50268-20 50318-5 50325-16 50333-5
50280-1 50320-1 50325-18 50333-40
50285-7 50320-7 50328-17 50335-5
50287-22 50323-2 50328-18 50337-11

Issue Summary: Many comments expressed concern that the NEPA analysis was
flawed, inadequate, or biased for or against oil shale and tar sands development.
Comments from industry and local governments suggested that the document did not
satisfy NEPA requirements to protect the environment, but that it serves to establish
barriers to oil shale and tar sands development on public land and thus violates NEPA
and the 2005 Energy Policy Act. Some environmental groups suggested that, by allowing
any oil shale and tar sands development, the Draft PEIS did not adhere to NEPA
requirements to protect the environment or that the NEPA analysis was biased in favor of
development on public lands. Several commentors also stated that the Draft PEIS lacks
detail, data, and a sufficient analysis of impacts.

The State of Utah commented that the PEIS inadequately analyzes oil shale technologies.

One member of the public commented that on page J-6, in the analysis of Scoping
Comments, the PEIS states that the comment that “deferment of decisions [should be
made] until RD&D results are available” is outside the scope of the PEIS and disagreed
that this comment was out of scope.

One local government commentor noted that the PEIS fails to incorporate new data and
listed pages where new data were needed.

Response: The BLM disagrees that the PEIS is not following an open and unbiased
process. The Draft PEIS was prepared in accordance with both FLPMA and NEPA land
use planning requirements. While the BLM has a multiple use mandate, this does not
mean that the BLM will allow every use on every acre. In accordance with FLPMA, the
Secretary has the discretion to manage public lands as he determines appropriate.
Regarding the withdrawal of Naval Oil Shale Reserves (NOSR) lands, as stated in
Section 2.3.3, pages 2-30 and 2-31 of the Draft PEIS, the oil shale withdrawal is still in
effect on NOSR lands 1 and 3, and these lands are closed and not available for future
opportunity for lease for the development of oil shale resources under all alternatives.

The BLM complied with the requirements of the Energy Policy Act in 2008, issuing both
the PEIS and the regulation required by Section 369 of the Act. Nothing in the Energy
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Policy Act of 2005 specified how the Secretary must establish a commercial oil shale
leasing program, apart from requiring the Secretary to consider the most geologically
prospective areas in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. The Energy Policy Act did not
specify the acreage that must be available for such program, or how the requirements of
such program should be balanced with other resource uses. Under FLPMA, the Secretary
must manage the public lands in accordance with land use plans, and retains the
discretion to establish, revise, and amend those land use plans, as appropriate, to address
resource management issues. This means that no leasing or development of oil shale or
tar sands resources may occur on the public lands unless such activity is consistent with
the applicable land use plan. In view of the nascent character of the oil shale and tar sands
industries, as well as in light of other resource management concerns, the Secretary,
acting though the BLM, has decided to reconsider the appropriate federal lands to be
available for leasing and development of these resources, as well as whether commercial
leasing should be preceded by additional, vigorous RD&D. There may be different views
as to whether the nascent character of the technologies argues for more land to be open,
so that more lands may be available for RD&D, or whether fewer lands should be open,
in order that such RD&D and eventual commercial development as does occur may be
targeted in areas with few resource use conflicts, while leaving open some areas where
the oil shale or tar sands resource has been identified as particularly rich. While the
Energy Policy Act of 2005 encourages commercial development of oil shale and tar
sands resources, these kinds of land management policy questions (how much land,
where, with what restrictions, and so on) are left, under FLPMA, to the Secretary, acting
through the BLM. The BLM believes the purpose and need statement to be appropriate to
this proposed land use allocation planning action and consistent with the fostering of a
robust RD&D oil shale program, and tar sands industry, leading to viable commercial
development of both of these resources.

Additional data from RD&D projects were added to the Final PEIS. Regarding the issue
identified on page J-6, the BLM does not agree that the issue of deferment of a decision
until RD&D results are available is not out of scope. An allocation decision is required to
fulfill the purpose and need for which this PEIS has been prepared, regardless of whether
RD&D results are available or not. While the PEIS under Alternative 3 analyzes an
alternative that includes only lands within existing or pending RD&D leases and
associated preference right lease areas (PRLAS), the selection of this allocation
alternative would not depend on the availability of RD&D results.

The BLM examined information on the cited pages of the Draft PEIS where the

commentor noted information needed to be updated and updated information such as
could be found in the Final PEIS.

2.0 ALTERNATIVES

OSTS_020-1 OSTS_070-6 OSTS_150-1 50030-1
OSTS_070-2 OSTS_087-3 OSTS_180-1 50090-2
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50110-4 50181-9 50268-16 50324-9
50132-2 50181-16 50287-3 50324-49
50144-8 50181-28 50310-13

50154-3 50181-30 50310-58

Issue Summary: Several people commented that the range of alternatives was
insufficient to foster oil shale and tar sands development as mandated by the 2005 Energy
Policy Act and unnecessarily restricts lands that would be available for future commercial
oil shale leasing based on arbitrary land use policy judgments and speculation about
future resource impacts that are currently unknown and unknowable. Some commentors
asserted that the BLM had not presented a thorough enough analysis of the consequences
of not developing oil shale and had improperly failed to consider an alternative of having
no commercial leasing program, but had focused too much on the negative environmental
consequences of developing the resources. The commentors cited the increased
likelihood of stunted economic growth as a result of the high balance of payment deficit
(the financial relationship between the United States and other nations), the need for a
large military force to ensure a safe source of petroleum, and periodic wars to enforce
that security. The commentors also suggested that the BLM compare shale oil to biofuels
in terms of cost and water use or to the effects of gasoline rationing.

Several commentors expressed their preference that the BLM adopt either the Preferred
Alternative or any alternative that included the RD&D first procedural element. In
addition, several commentors requested that the Secretary, the BLM, and members of
Congress ensure, through federal regulatory or legislative processes, that local
communities and the region where these resources are located are prepared for and have
the necessary assistance in place prior to commercial development of oil shale. The City
of Rifle (the City) is supportive of the efforts to expand oil shale and tar sands research
and development activities, but is concerned about the impacts of such a program to the
City’s economy, infrastructure, government services, recreational opportunities, and
water supply. The City supports any alternative in which a strong RD&D program
precedes oil shale and tar sands production. The availability of such data will allow the
City to properly plan for any impacts, including the dedication of financial resources to
mitigate potentially adverse impacts. The City requests that the federal government
ensure that local governments directly affected by oil shale and tar sands development
receive funding to address local impacts prior to the approval of commercial production.

Several of the cooperating agencies responded to the BLM’s request that members of the
public consider the suggestion put forward by several of the cooperating agencies that the
BLM develop an alternative that would allow for larger scale leasing and development in
Utah and Wyoming, where the majority of the cooperators support a program that makes
more federal oil shale and tar sands resources available for application for future leasing,
while limiting development in Colorado where the majority of the cooperators favor a
more cautious approach to leasing and development (Draft PEIS, Section 2.4.4). These
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cooperators requested that the BLM develop such an alternative and present it for public
comment.

One commentor noted that the Table 2.6-1 header excluded the Vernal RMP and perhaps
other oil shale development areas.

Response: As required by NEPA and the regulations, the BLM considered a range of
alternatives and explained its identification of Alternative 2(b) as the Preferred
Alternative in the Draft PEIS. The conduct of rulemaking proceedings is outside the
scope of this PEIS. The size and configuration of RD&D leases will be determined in the
leasing process and are outside the scope of this PEIS. The Proposed Plan fosters a robust
RD&D program as a first step toward a viable and environmentally acceptable oil shale
industry.

Under any of the alternatives analyzed, a viable commercial program would be possible.
Even the alternative with the least amount of land allocated would provide more than
30,000 acres of the richest oil shale resource being open for consideration for future
leasing. Other extractive industries have mature and predictable technologies. Even the
impacts of relatively new renewable energy technologies are generally predictable. Oil
shale technologies are nascent and have not been proven commercially viable for
production of liquid fuels. Federal law requires that the Secretary consider potential
impacts on the environment in considering land use decisions. Under FLPMA, the
Secretary has the authority and the discretion to engage in land use planning, including
the establishment, revision, or amendment of land use plans. While oil shale is authorized
under the 1920 Mineral Leasing Act, management of oil shale resources is also conducted
pursuant to FLPMA. Under Section 302 of FLPMA, the Secretary can establish the
conditions under which uses of the public land can take place. Because the technologies
required to develop oil shale resources are in their infancy, the Secretary is proposing to
require RD&D in order that the kinds of technologies and their impacts may be known
before broad-scale commercial development takes place. In contrast, the technology
required to develop oil and gas resources is well-established.

The BLM has complied with the Energy Policy Act of 2005. The Act does not prevent
the Secretary from proposing an amendment or amending land use plans. Under any of
the alternatives analyzed, a viable commercial program would be possible. Even the
alternative with the least amount of land allocated would provide for more than

30,000 acres of the richest oil shale resource being open for consideration for future
leasing.

The BLM decided not to include a thorough analysis of the consequences of not
developing oil shale in the PEIS, because these issues are beyond the scope of the
purpose and need and analysis of the proposed action, which is a reassessment of the
appropriate allocation of public lands for development of oil shale and tar sands
resources, and reflects the congressionally established policy of encouraging the
development of these resources on public lands.
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The BLM did not include in the PEIS an analysis to ensure that regions where these
resources are located have the necessary assistance in place prior to the commercial
development of oil shale. These issues are beyond the scope of the current land use
planning allocation decisionmaking, and its purpose and need for reassessing the
appropriate allocation of federal lands for leasing and development of these resources,
and are not further addressed.

In response to the cooperators’ request that the BLM develop an alternative that would
allow for larger scale leasing and development in Utah and Wyoming, the BLM
considered this suggestion, and this request, and decided not to develop such an
alternative and present it for public comment—Ilargely because such an alternative would
consist of elements already analyzed and presented for public comment, and therefore
this approach is not necessary. Further, the BLM did not receive public comments
supporting this idea, beyond those of the cooperators who originally suggested this
approach.

Several commentors objected to any leasing of oil shale or tar sands resources for
development. Adopting such a management plan would be inconsistent with the policies
of the United States as expressed in the Energy Policy Act of 2005.

The headings in Table 2.6-1 were corrected.

2.1 ALTERNATIVE 1, NO ACTION

OSTS_111-1 50074-2 50310-06 50328-8
OSTS_168-1 50255-2 50310-10 50349-1
50002-1 50286-1 50325-35 50349-5

Issue Summary: Some commentors voiced support for the 2008 PEIS and stated that
there was little reason to reduce the acreage available to development because of legal
action taken by opponents of oil shale and tar sands development. One commentor stated
that the No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) is the only alternative justified under
Section 369 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, and subsequent Record of Decision (ROD)
of the original PEIS in 2008.

One state-level wildlife agency commented that Alternative 1 would have adverse
impacts on the environment and wildlife. Other commentors noted that Alternative 1
would best ensure that industry would realize a return on investment and best secure
energy resources for the future.

Response: The impacts of Alternative 1 are described in Chapter 6 of the PEIS. Project-
and site-specific NEPA analysis would further identify the specific impacts on the
environment and wildlife of future commercial operations, as well as any potential
mitigation measures. There is no basis for the commentor’s claim that Alternative 1 is the
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only justified alternative under the Energy Policy Act of 2005 or under the ROD for the
2008 PEIS. Both the 2008 PEIS and the current PEIS analyze several valid allocation
alternatives. The BLM appreciates the commentor’s concern for potentially impacted
resources. Accordingly, the Proposed Plan would foster a robust RD&D program as a
first step toward an economically viable and environmentally acceptable oil shale
industry. Industry return on investment and federal energy policy are beyond the scope of
this PEIS.

2.1.1 Support of Alternative 1

OSTS_026-7 OSTS_097-1 OSTS_123-1 OSTS_153-2
OSTS_027-3 OSTS_099-2 OSTS_125-1 OSTS_154-2
OSTS_032-3 OSTS_100-1 OSTS_125-3 OSTS_155-2
OSTS_033-2 OSTS_101-1 OSTS_126-3 OSTS_156-1
OSTS_033-7 OSTS_101-3 OSTS_127-1 OSTS_157-2
OSTS_066-2 OSTS_102-1 OSTS_128-3 OSTS_158-1
OSTS_066-6 OSTS_103-1 OSTS_129-3 OSTS_159-1
OSTS_068-11 OSTS_103-4 OSTS_130-1 OSTS_160-1
OSTS_077-16 OSTS_104-3 OSTS_131-1 OSTS_161-1
OSTS_077-18 OSTS_105-2 OSTS_132-2 OSTS_162-1
OSTS_078-16 OSTS_107-5 OSTS_133-4 OSTS_163-2
OSTS_078-18 OSTS_108-3 OSTS_134-1 OSTS_165-1
OSTS_079-16 OSTS_109-4 OSTS_135-1 OSTS_166-1
OSTS_079-18 OSTS_110-2 OSTS_138-2 OSTS_167-3
OSTS_080-17 OSTS_112-1 OSTS_140-1 OSTS_168-2
OSTS_080-19 OSTS_113-1 OSTS_141-1 OSTS_169-1
OSTS_081-16 OSTS_114-1 OSTS_142-1 OSTS_171-1
OSTS_081-18 OSTS_115-2 OSTS_143-2 OSTS_172-2
OSTS_091-1 OSTS_116-1 OSTS_144-2 OSTS_173-2
OSTS_091-2 OSTS_117-1 OSTS_145-3 OSTS_174-1
OSTS_092-4 OSTS_117-3 OSTS_146-1 OSTS_176-1
OSTS_093-2 OSTS_119-2 OSTS_147-5 OSTS_177-2
OSTS_094-1 OSTS_120-3 OSTS_148-2 OSTS_178-1
OSTS_095-1 OSTS_121-2 OSTS_149-1 OSTS_178-3
OSTS_096-2 OSTS_122-3 OSTS_149-4 OSTS_179-2
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OSTS_180-3 OSTS_197-5 OSTS_232-1 50280-2
OSTS_181-2 OSTS_199-3 OSTS_232-3 50287-6
OSTS_182-1 OSTS_200-2 OSTS_233-1 50290-7
OSTS_182-3 OSTS_201-1 OSTS_233-3 50308-1
OSTS_183-1 OSTS_202-1 50006-1 50308-20
OSTS_184-3 OSTS_203-3 50087-7 50310-2
OSTS_185-2 OSTS_204-3 50145-1 50310-21
OSTS_186-2 OSTS_205-2 50152-1 50312-43
OSTS_187-2 OSTS_207-5 50160-1 50312-5
OSTS_188-2 OSTS_208-1 50181-104 50324-2
OSTS_189-3 OSTS_209-3 50181-5 50325-25
OSTS_190-5 OSTS_210-3 50186-25 50325-27
OSTS_191-1 OSTS_211-3 50227-2 50328-1
OSTS_192-1 OSTS_212-4 50255-24 50330-6
OSTS_193-1 OSTS_213-1 50255-26 50333-15
OSTS_194-2 OSTS_214-1 50268-26 50333-34
OSTS_195-3 OSTS_214-3 50271-9

OSTS_196-1 OSTS_215-2 50272-1

OSTS_196-3 OSTS_217-1 50272-9

Issue Summary: Several commentors expressed support for the No Action Alternative
(Alternative 1). Many commentors voiced their support for the 2008 PEIS and supported
Alternative 1, because it would leave in place the conclusions from the 2008 PEIS.
Commentors gave various reasons for their support of maximum acreage available for
development, including (1) that oil shale and tar sands development relies on secure
technologies, (2) that oil shale and tar sands energy extraction will be a profitable
industry, (3) that it will provide jobs and local economic development, (4) that it will
adhere to environmental regulations, (5) that it will ensure energy security for the
country, and (6) that it best supports the goals of the 2005 Energy Policy Act. Other
commentors wrote that Alternative 1 would provide the best structured and balanced
process for commercialization and provide regulatory certainty for developers.
Commentors also noted that Alternative 1 was the alternative preferred by the
cooperating agencies, and some stated that Alternative 1 was the only alternative
consistent with the goals of the 2005 Energy Policy Act.

Response: Thank you for your comment supporting the No Action Alternative. The
BLM appreciates the values the commentors place on economic development.
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Accordingly, the Proposed Plan would foster a robust RD&D program as a first step
toward an economically viable and environmentally acceptable oil shale industry.

Several commentors appeared to interpret the terms of Alternatives 2(b), 3, and 4(b) as
closing lands to all commercial oil shale leasing. That is incorrect. Under each of those
alternatives, the lands would remain open to commercial leasing. Under Alternatives 2(b)
and 4(b), lessees would be able to acquire a commercial lease only through conversion of
an RD&D lease. Under Alternative 3, while the lands would be open to commercial
leasing, the lands are currently under existing RD&D leases, which may be converted to
commercial leases. Under Alternative 3, should any of the existing RD&D leases
terminate, expire, or be relinquished, those lands would remain open to future oil shale
leases, whether RD&D or commercial. If the BLM were to adopt an Alternative 3(b), any
future leases would include the RD&D first requirement.

The BLM has complied with the requirements of the Energy Policy Act in 2008, issuing
both the PEIS and the regulation required by Section 369 of the Act. Nothing in the
Energy Policy Act of 2005 specified how the Secretary must establish a commercial oil
shale leasing program, apart from requiring the Secretary to consider the most
geologically prospective areas in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. The Energy Policy Act
did not specify the acreage that must be available for such program or how the
requirements of such program should be balanced with other resource uses. Under
FLPMA, the Secretary must manage the public lands in accordance with land use plans,
and retains the discretion to establish, revise, and amend those land use plans, as
appropriate, to address resource management issues. This means that no leasing or
development of oil shale or tar sands resources may occur on the public lands unless such
activity is consistent with the applicable land use plan. In view of the nascent character of
the oil shale and tar sands industries, as well as in light of other resource management
concerns, the Secretary, acting though the BLM, has decided to reconsider the
appropriate federal lands to be available for leasing and development of these resources,
as well as whether commercial leasing should be preceded by additional, vigorous
RD&D. There may be different views as to whether the nascent character of the
technologies argues for more land to be open, so that more lands may be available for
RD&D, or whether fewer lands should be open, in order that such RD&D and eventual
commercial development as does occur may be targeted in areas with few resource use
conflicts, while leaving open some areas where the oil shale or tar sands resource has
been identified as particularly rich. Although the Energy Policy Act of 2005 encourages
commercial development of oil shale and tar sands resources, these kinds of land
management policy questions (how much land, where, with what restrictions, and so on)
are left, under FLPMA, to the Secretary, acting through the BLM.

2.2 ALTERNATIVE 2, CONSERVATION FOCUS

OSTS_003-1 OSTS_026-4 OSTS_066-11 OSTS_070-7
OSTS_013-1 OSTS_033-1 OSTS_066-9 OSTS_077-7
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OSTS_078-7
OSTS_079-7
OSTS_080-10
OSTS_081-5
OSTS_081-8
OSTS_088-1
OSTS_092-2
OSTS_102-2
OSTS_104-2
OSTS_108-1
OSTS_109-2
OSTS_118-2
OSTS_119-1
OSTS_120-2
OSTS_121-1
OSTS_122-1
0STS_124-1
OSTS_128-2
OSTS_129-2
OSTS_133-3
OSTS_138-1
OSTS_147-1
OSTS_154-1
OSTS_156-2
OSTS_160-2
OSTS_178-2
OSTS_182-2
OSTS_195-1
OSTS_199-2
OSTS_203-1

OSTS_204-2
0STS_207-1
OSTS_214-2
OSTS_232-4
OSTS_235-2
50003-1
50018-1
50030-3
50073-1
50074-7
50087-5
50087-10
50087-11
50090-18
50090-19
50090-21
50090-3
50120-2
50121-2
50129-2
50130-2
50131-2
50133-2
50134-2
50135-2
50136-2
50137-2
50138-2
50139-3
50146-2

46

50149-2
50150-2
50151-2
50155-2
50159-2
50161-2
50162-1
50165-3
50166-2
50172-2
50181-4
50181-19
50181-20
50181-93
50186-9
50227-3
50227-6
50255-15
50258-2
50267-1
50268-17
50268-18
50271-1
50272-4
50277-2
50277-12
50286-4
50286-5
50287-10
50287-14

50287-17
50290-2
50308-3
50308-19
50310-3
50310-15
50310-16
50312-44
50314-13
50323-1
50325-14
50325-17
50325-36
50328-17
50328-20
50330-1
50333-26
50333-38
50335-4
50336-1
50340-1
50343-1
50343-14
50343-15
50343-17
50343-6
50355-2

Issue Summary: Some commentors opposed the Preferred Alternative, saying it

would prohibit or undermine oil shale and tar sands development by drastically and
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unnecessarily reducing the available acreage and by locating what was left in fragmented
parcels, too small and isolated to adequately support commercial development. As such,
the commentors said that the acreage allotted in the Preferred Alternative does not satisfy
the purpose and need of the document. Other commentors noted that under the preferred
alternative, some resource-rich lands were excluded. Others expressed concern that the
Preferred Alternative did not have the support of the cooperating agencies. Several
commentors noted that the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 2b, was not adequately
analyzed in the Draft PEIS.

Conversely, some commentors wrote that Alternative 2 allocated too much land as
available for oil shale and tar sands lease applications and that they would like to see
further reductions in lands available for leasing. Other commentors expressed support of
the provisions in the Preferred Alternative that protected wildlife areas and other unique
lands.

With respect to the “RD&D First” provision of the Preferred Alternative, as presented in
the Draft RMP Amendments/Draft PEIS, several reviewers noted that each oil shale
RD&D lease in the study area would need to employ a different experimental technology.
More specifically, under the Preferred Alternative, each potential lessee must first obtain
an RD&D lease for a tract prior to converting that RD&D lease to a commercial lease.

If an RD&D lessee establishes the viability of a particular technology on leasehold A,
that lessee wishing to operate on leasehold B must first obtain an RD&D lease on
leasehold B. However, because that technology would already have been proven in the
study area (i.e., on leasehold A), it would no longer be the basis for obtaining an RD&D
lease on leasehold B, because that technology would no longer be considered
“experimental.” Reviewers noted that the inability to exploit or to license the proven
technology for use off of leasehold A would be likely to inhibit the development of a
commercial oil shale industry and would reduce the incentive to participate in the RD&D
program.

Similar to the previous issue, under the Preferred Alternative in the Draft PEIS, no
provision is made for those instances where a potential lessee intends to employ a
technology that has proved commercially viable either on nonfederal lands within the
study area, or outside the study area.

Response: In 2008, the BLM made a land use allocation decision based on the available
information, emphasizing the potential of oil shale to provide a domestic source of liquid
fuels. Although that consideration remains important, the BLM revisited that allocation
decision, more squarely in the context of other resource management considerations.
Each of the alternatives keeps lands available for RD&D and commercial development
of oil shale. None of the alternatives is inconsistent with the policies expressed in
Section 369 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005.

The BLM has not been presented with a basis for estimating the optimal size of an oil
shale operation. Several of the alternatives do result in small or irregular tracts being
available for consideration for oil shale/tar sands leasing. Nothing in the Energy Policy
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Act of 2005 precludes the BLM from offering leases of less than 5,760 acres for oil shale.
In the last round of RD&D, the BLM offered 640 acres and received 3 nominations.
Under the oil shale regulations, potential lessees may obtain exploration licenses to
investigate potential lease tracts, in order to anticipate how such tracts might be
developed most efficiently, prior to leasing them. Further, as the experience of at least
one of the current RD&D lessees demonstrates, in many locations, there are opportunities
for potential developers to plan operations across federal and nonfederal lands. In its
allocation alternatives, the BLM did not want to preclude these opportunities by closing
off smaller tracts.

As explained in the Draft PEIS, Alternative 2(b), the RD&D first alternative, adds only
the procedural requirement that companies must first obtain an RD&D lease prior to
obtaining a commercial lease. From the standpoint of environmental consequences, then,
there is no difference between Alternative 2 and Alternative 2(b). The BLM denies that
this Alternative (2) was ingredient to the 2011 settlement agreement, or that the

United States was contractually obligated to pursue this alternative; rather, this approach
was a late development that arose during the preparation of the Draft PEIS for
publication. The BLM does not disagree that from a business management standpoint,
there may be differences for potential lessees ingredient in this procedural distinction,
and has addressed the several questions raised by commentors in the Final PEIS.

With respect to the “RD&D First” provision of the Preferred Alternative, as presented in
the Draft PEIS, Alternative 2(b) has been revised in the Proposed Plan, Section 2.5 of the
Final PEIS, as follows: “In the areas open for oil shale leasing and development under
Alternative 2(b), the Secretary may issue a commercial lease to an entity that has
succeeded in converting an RD&D lease to commercial lease (or who holds the license to
a technology that has converted from RD&D to commercial lease) for a tract on other
lands open under Alternative 2(b). In these circumstances, such commercial lessee would
not have to begin with another RD&D lease on the new leasehold.”

Similarly, for those instances where a potential lessee intends to employ a technology that
has proved commercially viable either on nonfederal lands within the study area, or
outside the study area, Alternative 2(b) has been revised in the Proposed Plan, Section 2.5
of the Final PEIS as follows: “The Secretary may issue a commercial oil shale lease on
the lands open under the Proposed Plan, where the potential commercial lessee intends to
employ technology which has proved commercially viable on non-federal lands in the
study area[, or outside the study area,] and which the Secretary determines to be
environmentally acceptable.”

Finally, in response to comments received on the Draft PEIS, Alternative 2(b) has been
revised in the Proposed Plan, Section 2.5 of the Final PEIS, to incorporate that element of
Alternative 3 whereby the three potential RD&D leases currently undergoing NEPA
analysis (two in Colorado and one in Utah) would be available for potential oil shale
leasing. However, like the other areas that are available for potential oil shale leasing
under this alternative, these areas are also open to RD&D first only.
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2.2.1 Support of Alternative 2

OSTS_071-2 50040-1 50269-9 50366-3
OSTS_175-1 50047-4 50314-1 50367-1
OSTS_218-4 50095-1 50321-1 50367-3
OSTS_228-1 50122-1 50323-16 50368-1
50012-1 50123-1 50323-31 50368-3
50021-1 50171-2 50354-1 50370-1
50021-2 50249-4 50366-1

Issue Summary: Several commentors expressed support for the Conservation Focus
Alternative (Alternative 2). Many commentors voiced their support for the Preferred
Alternative, because it would protect important tourism and recreation industries; protect
historic, cultural, air, and water resources; and protect wildlife and vegetation from
adverse impacts. Most commentors stated that oil shale and tar sands development would
pollute air and waterways and voiced concerns about the technology being in a nascent
state. Some commentors supported oil shale and tar sands development but were
concerned about uncertainty surrounding its impacts and thus supported the Preferred
Alternative for its “balanced” approach to development.

Response: Thank you for your comment supporting the Conservation Focus Alternative.

2.3 ALTERNATIVE 3, OIL SHALE RESEARCH LANDS FOCUS AND TAR SANDS
PENDING COMMERCIAL LEASE RESEARCH

OSTS_109-2 50258-3 50310-4 50336-2
OSTS_207-3 50267-2 50310-55
50074-8 50286-6 50324-55

Issue Summary: Some commentors wrote that Alternative 3 was far too restrictive.
Other commentors wrote that Alternative 3 takes a measured and cautious approach to oil
shale and tar sands development and would promote understanding of technologies
before a widespread OSTS development program was implemented.

Response: Several commentors objected to Alternative 3, the Research Lands Focus
Alternative, on the grounds that this alternative restricts leasing to the current first- and
second-round RD&D lessees. This is incorrect. Should any of the current RD&D leases
terminate, expire, or be cancelled or relinquished, the lands currently occupied by these
RD&D leaseholders, as well as the preference right lease acreage associated with each of
the existing RD&D leases, would remain open for future application to lease. Like the
other alternatives, Alternative 3 could also, if eventually adopted, include a RD&D first
requirement.
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2.3.1 Support of Alternative 3

OSTS_007-1
OSTS_013-1
0STS_015-1
OSTS_019-1
OSTS_069-1
OSTS_069-8
OSTS_069-14
OSTS_069-63
0STS_073-1
OSTS_073-3
OSTS_088-3
OSTS_088-5
OSTS_088-7
OSTS_090-1
OSTS_090-9
OSTS_227-1
50032-1
50047-4
50051-1
50052-1
50053-1
50054-1
50055-1
50056-1
50058-1
50059-1
50061-1
50062-1
50064-1
50065-1

50066-1
50067-1
50068-1
50070-3
50077-1
50089-1
50111-1
50112-1
50113-1
50116-1
50126-1
50147-1
50147-10
50157-1
50162-2
50164-1
50165-1
50167-1
50169-1
50179-2
50180-6
50195-1
50199-1
50200-1
50200-5
50201-2
50201-6
50202-2
50202-6
50203-2

50203-6
50204-1
50205-1
50206-2
50206-6
50208-2
50208-6
50210-1
50211-2
50211-6
50213-2
50213-6
50214-2
50214-6
50215-2
50215-6
50216-1
50219-1
50219-5
50220-1
50222-2
50225-1
50226-2
50226-6
50228-1
50231-2
50231-6
50233-1
50234-2
50234-6

50235-1
50235-3
50238-2
50238-6
50240-2
50242-2
50242-6
50249-4
50253-1
50253-9
50257-1
50261-1
50262-1
50266-2
50266-6
50291-1
50295-1
50309-1
50318-1
50318-2
50318-3
50322-1
50322-5
50326-1
50329-1
50329-16
50334-1
50336-6
50352-1
50352-5
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Issue Summary: Several commentors expressed support for the Preferred Alternative
(Alternative 2(b)), or for Alternative 3, and many expressed concern for resources other
than oil shale or tar sands, including air, water, wildlife, climate, scenic and recreation
values, and their concern for socioeconomic impacts.

Response: Thank you for your comment in support of Alternative 3. The BLM
appreciates the values you place on scenic, water, air, climate, wildlife and recreation-
related resources and has considered the economic and social history of oil shale
development. The BLM has also considered the available information and analysis of
impacts on water resources, energy requirements, and infrastructure. Accordingly, the
Proposed Plan would foster a robust RD&D program as a first step toward an
economically viable and environmentally acceptable oil shale industry. Information
from each RD&D operation will be considered as pertinent in each subsequent decision
concerning oil shale.

The BLM also appreciates concern for resources other than oil shale, and those resource
values are reflected in the Proposed Plan. However, concerns about local government
actions are outside the scope of this PEIS.

Several commentors appeared to interpret the terms of Alternatives 2(b), 3, and 4(b), as
closing lands to all commercial oil shale leasing. That is incorrect. Under each of those
alternatives, the lands would remain open to commercial leasing. Under Alternatives 2(b)
and 4(b), lessees would be able to acquire a commercial lease only through conversion of
an RD&D lease. Under Alternative 3, while the lands would be open to commercial
leasing, the lands are currently under existing RD&D leases, which may be converted

to commercial leases. Under Alternative 3, should any of the existing RD&D leases
terminate, expire, or be relinquished, those lands would remain open to future oil shale
leases, whether RD&D or commercial. If the BLM were to adopt an Alternative 3(b),
any future leases would include the RD&D first requirement.

One commentor noted that leaving public lands open for speculative development could
foul lands and air and water quality, and result in large quantities of greenhouse gases
(GHGSs). The commentor supports Alternative 3. The BLM agrees that “speculative
development” should be discouraged. As explained in this PEIS, the Proposed Plan
fosters a robust RD&D program as a first step toward a viable and environmentally
acceptable commercial oil shale industry.

Several commentors emphasized the need for the BLM to obtain information from the
RD&D leasing process pertaining not only to technical matters of extraction, but also
to the environmental consequences of this use of the public lands, in order to inform
future decisionmaking. The BLM agrees that the RD&D program and the information
obtained from the current RD&D leases should provide insight into the environmental
consequences of development of this resource, and acknowledges that any future
decisionmaking regarding RD&D leases would need to be supported by appropriate
environmental review, pursuant to federal statutes including, but not limited to, NEPA,
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the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and
others.

2.4 ALTERNATIVE 4, MODERATE DEVELOPMENT

OSTS_207-4 50181-22 50286-7 50310-57
50074-9 50181-23 50286-10 50324-59
50087-14 50181-112 50287-8 50324-63
50090-20 50271-2 50310-5 50343-16

Issue Summary: Commentors remarked upon general similarities between Alternative 4
and Alternative 1. Some commentors questioned why Alternative 4 was included in the
PEIS.

Response: The BLM considered a range of alternatives for land use allocations in this
analysis.

2.4.1 Support of Alternative 4

OSTS_018-1 50271-9 50312-43 50312-5

Issue Summary: Several commentors expressed support for Alternative 4, either as a
first choice or as a second choice after Alternative 1. One noted various concerns,
including the need for greater access to energy resources. Another commentor was
concerned that the Preferred Alternative was not sufficiently vetted by the cooperating
agencies.

Response: The BLM is fully aware of the policies in favor of fostering a viable and
environmentally acceptable oil shale industry. The views of the cooperating agencies
have been carefully considered. The Proposed Plan allows for a robust RD&D program
as a first step toward a sustainable oil shale industry.

2.5 NEW ALTERNATIVE SUGGESTIONS

OSTS_031-1 50197-1 50313-3 50325-34
OSTS_031-4 50255-1 50320-13 50325-39
OSTS_137-1 50258-4 50320-2 50341-3
OSTS_216-3 50267-3 50320-8

50088-1 50300-1 50324-61

50088-3 50305-1 50324-62
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Issue Summary: Several commentors suggested that the BLM consider leaving even
fewer lands open to oil shale or tar sands leasing and development than are represented
by Alternatives 2 and 3. Some of those commentors noted their concerns for wildlife
habitat, watersheds, and recreational values.

Response: In Sections 2.5.7 and 2.5.13 of the Draft PEIS, the BLM considered leaving
open even fewer lands than were considered under Alternatives 2 or 3, but did not carry
these forward for further development, because such analysis would not be appreciably
different than that presented under Alternatives 2 and 3, and excluding even more lands
from potential oil shale and tar sands leasing and development would not be consistent
with congressional policy encouraging development of these resources, or with the
Secretary’s and the Director’s emphasis on developing and maintaining a robust RD&D

process.
3.0 ENVIROMENTAL ISSUES
OSTS_023-1 50076-1 50133-3 50143-7
OSTS_137-3 50120-1 50133-5 50144-5
OSTS_216-1 50120-3 50134-1 50146-1
OSTS_216-6 50120-5 50134-3 50146-3
OSTS_218-1 50121-1 50134-5 50146-5
OSTS_219-1 50121-3 50135-1 50149-1
OSTS_220-1 50121-5 50135-3 50149-3
OSTS_221-1 50128-1 50135-5 50149-5
OSTS_222-1 50129-1 50136-1 50150-1
OSTS_223-1 50129-3 50136-3 50150-3
OSTS_224-1 50129-5 50136-5 50150-5
OSTS_225-1 50130-1 50137-1 50151-1
OSTS_226-1 50130-3 50137-3 50151-3
OSTS_227-4 50130-5 50137-5 50151-5
OSTS_228-2 50131-1 50138-1 50155-1
OSTS_231-1 50131-3 50138-3 50155-3
OSTS_231-4 50131-5 50138-5 50155-5
OSTS_234-1 50132-1 50139-2 50159-1
OSTS_235-1 50132-3 50139-4 50159-3
OSTS_235-3 50132-5 50139-6 50159-5

OSTS_235-5 50133-1 50142-1 50161-1
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50161-3 50189-1 50214-1 50266-1
50161-5 50201-1 50215-1 50313-1
50166-1 50202-1 50226-1 50341-1
50166-3 50203-1 50231-1 50341-5
50166-5 50206-1 50234-1 50355-1
50172-1 50208-1 50235-2 50355-3
50172-3 50211-1 50238-1 50355-5
50172-5 50213-1 50242-1

Issue Summary: Commentors expressed general concerns about the impacts of OSTS
development on the region’s water, wildlife, communities, and public lands. Commentors
suggested that the BLM carefully consider the impacts on wildlife, water, air, visual and
cultural resources, and communities as they take another look at oil shale development.

Response: The BLM appreciates commentors’ concerns about these resources. A
discussion of the affected environment for various resources can be found in Chapter 3 of
the PEIS. Impacts on resources for oil shale technologies are discussed in Chapter 4 and
for tar sands technologies in Chapter 5 of the PEIS. Chapter 6 presents a comparison of
the PEIS alternatives and a discussion of cumulative impacts. The Preferred Alternative
would foster a robust RD&D program as a first step toward an economically viable and
environmentally acceptable oil shale industry.

3.1 LAND USE

3.1.1 Support of Additional Resource Protection

OSTS_069-24 OSTS_069-75 OSTS_069-87 OSTS_069-98

OSTS_069-63 OSTS_069-77 OSTS_069-88 OSTS_069-99

OSTS_069-64 OSTS_069-78 OSTS_069-89 OSTS_069-100
OSTS_069-65 OSTS_069-79 OSTS_069-90 OSTS_069-101
OSTS_069-66 OSTS_069-80 OSTS_069-91 OSTS_069-102
OSTS_069-69 OSTS_069-81 OSTS_069-92 OSTS_069-103
OSTS_069-70 OSTS_069-82 OSTS_069-93 OSTS_069-104
OSTS_069-71 OSTS_069-83 OSTS_069-94 OSTS_069-105
OSTS_069-72 OSTS_069-84 OSTS_069-95 OSTS_069-106
OSTS_069-73 OSTS_069-85 OSTS_069-96 OSTS_069-107
OSTS_069-74 OSTS_069-86 OSTS_069-97 OSTS_069-108
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OSTS_069-109 50203-5 50234-5 50323-24
OSTS_073-2 50206-5 50238-5 50323-25
OSTS_083-8 50208-5 50242-5 50323-27
OSTS_088-2 50211-5 50248-1 50323-29
OSTS_090-8 50213-5 50253-2 50323-30
50070-1 50214-5 50256-1 50324-51
50111-1 50215-5 50266-5 50329-2
50143-4 50218-1 50318-4 50329-3
50164-2 50219-4 50318-7 50329-4
50200-4 50226-5 50322-4 50329-5
50201-5 50228-4 50323-22 50352-4
50202-5 50231-5 50323-23

Issue Summary: Numerous commentors indicated they support providing protection
from direct impacts from oil shale and tar sands development for a wide variety of BLM-
administered lands by making them unavailable for oil shale or tar sands leasing. Other
specific areas mentioned are currently identified as open to application for commercial
development in one or more alternatives. Many specific recommendations for protection
are included in the comments with supporting justification. Some examples include all
lands with wilderness characteristics (LWC; as identified by the BLM), rivers (whether
considered eligible or suitable as wild and scenic rivers [WSRs] or not, including their
watersheds); all designated ACECs (including those not currently withdrawn from
mineral entry); all potential Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs)
considered in BLM RMPs but not designated; sage-grouse habitat; and larger viewsheds
surrounding National Historic Trails.

There was a mistake in the Draft PEIS, in footnote 11 on page 2-35, that indicated that
proposed ACECs in place when the 2008 PEIS was prepared were excluded from leasing
in Alternative 2. This statement was not correct. The calculated acreage open to leasing in
Alternative 2 actually did include the proposed ACECs just as was done in the 2008
document. Therefore, the acreage potentially available for leasing in Alternative 2 was
correct. Several commentors supported the idea of excluding the potential ACECs.

Many comments also indicate a concern for potential indirect impacts (e.g., visual
impacts, impacts on the tourism economy) on areas managed both by the BLM and other
agencies that are otherwise excluded from development of either oil shale or tar sands
resources. Some examples include Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs), ACECs withdrawn
from mineral entry, units of the National Park System (including night sky impacts), and
the viewshed of Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area (managed by the U.S. Forest
Service).
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Two commentors suggest that the 0.25-mi buffer used when considering historic trails is
inadequate. Also a comment was provided recommending additional mitigation for
impacts on National Historic Trails.

There are numerous examples of commentors calling for protection of areas that have
already been identified as being excluded from application for commercial leasing.

Response: The range of alternatives considered in the PEIS would provide for all areas
listed in the comments, with the exception of the proposed ACECs discussed in the 2008
PEIS, to not be designated as available for application for commercial oil shale or tar
sands leasing in one or more of the alternatives. This PEIS is a BLM planning and land
allocation document; the PEIS focuses on whether lands will be open or closed to
application for oil shale or tar sands development. Lands that may be determined to not
be suitable for application for oil shale or tar sands leasing will not be made available for
commercial oil shale or tar sands leasing, but they will not receive any additional
designations in this PEIS. Current land use decisions regarding management of these
lands in the existing RMPs will remain in effect.

The commentors stated that in some cases, the 0.25-mi corridor extending from either
side of the historic trail may not be adequate to provide these resources with meaningful
protection. The PEIS, on page 2-32, states that the National Historic Trails in Wyoming
will be excluded from oil shale leasing/development for a minimum distance of 0.25 mi
on either side of the trail, regardless of the provisions of any existing applicable RMP.
This buffer has been revised to reflect that prior to leasing, an “area of potential adverse
impact” will be determined, where appropriate. The area of potential adverse impact will
be based on information contained in the pertinent BLM RMP and the information
obtained during the inventory for the area under consideration as well as consultation
with stakeholders, through the Section 106 of the NHPA review. In the event that the
BLM determines that the 0.25-mi corridor needs to be changed, the BLM will follow the
appropriate planning process to lessen or increase this exclusion. Under the National
Trails System Act, the BLM is also required to coordinate with the National Trail
Administrator when the BLM receives an application for a proposed action where a
National Trail Management Corridor has not yet been established but could exist. An
additional commentor suggested mitigation for addressing impacts on historic trails
(i.e., off-site mitigation). Mitigation strategies for impacts on historic properties such as
National Historic Trails would be developed at the time of a lease application as part of
the mandatory Section 106 of the NHPA review for a leasing action and in consultation
with the trail administering agency and other stakeholders.

3.1.2 Impacts on Recreational Lands

OSTS_069-68 50179-1 50270-9 50323-18
50047-1 50181-75 50286-3 50323-28
50144-6 50253-5 50286-9 50336-5
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Issue Summary: Comments on this issue related specifically to concerns for potential
impacts on recreation activities; examples from all three states within the study area were
provided. The majority of comments addressed the potential recreation impacts on areas
and rivers/watersheds that are important to hunters and fishers. There was also a theme of
the potential adverse impact on important recreation tourism economies that could be
adversely affected by changes in conditions for fishing, hunting, and National Park
tourism.

Response: The descriptions of recreation resources within the oil shale and tar sands
study area are general but provide a high-level picture of available resources, resource
uses, and economic values at the programmatic level. Because of the dispersed nature of
much of the public land recreation use, good estimates of use by specific activities are
generally lacking and this contributes to the difficulty of providing good use estimates at
this scale. As pointed out in many places in the PEIS, site-specific analysis associated
with specific lease applications for oil shale or tar sands projects will be required to
determine more accurate impacts on affected recreation resources. A description of
recreation resources by field offices with a focus on specially designated areas and LWC
is included in Section 3.1.1 of the PEIS. Existing conditions of recreation, ecological, and
visual resources, and the recreation economy, are discussed in Sections 3.1, 3.7, 3.8, and
3.11. Potential impacts on these uses/resources are described in Sections 4.2, 4.8, 4.9,
4.12,5.2,5.8, 5.9, and 5.12.1 and Chapter 6 of the PEIS.

3.1.3 Protections for Lands with Wilderness Characteristics and ACECs

OSTS_026-6 50186-1 50312-10 50328-13
OSTS_075-4 50255-9 50312-13 50328-14
OSTS_077-1 50268-08 50324-6 50333-08
OSTS_078-1 50268-12 50325-3 50333-10
OSTS_079-1 50268-29 50325-10 50333-18
OSTS_080-1 50277-1 50328-02
OSTS_081-1 50290-4 50328-10
OSTS_133-2 50308-12 50328-12

Issue Summary: Most of these comments came from the States of Wyoming and Utah,
county governments in the three states in the study area, a coalition of local governments,
an oil shale company, and several individuals. The major point of these comments was
that it is inappropriate to reduce the amount of land that was designated in 2008 as being
available for application of oil shale or tar sands development. Commentors specifically
object to considering removing LWC, potential ACECs, and the Adobe Town Very Rare
and Uncommon Area from availability for leasing. Several of the commentors indicated
that since decisions have been made in recent BLM RMPs regarding management of
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LWC, WSRs, and ACECs, it is inappropriate to be reconsidering the status of these lands
in this PEIS. Many of the county and state government commentors challenged BLM’s
actions as being inappropriate, because Congress expressly forbade implementation of
Secretarial Order 3310 regarding LWC. The State of Utah raised the issue of the potential
impact of BLM decisions on State Trust lands, because these lands are intermingled with
BLM-administered public lands and reiterated language from the Energy Policy Act of
2005 directing the BLM to place a priority on using land exchanges to block areas for
potential mineral development.

There was a mistake in the Draft PEIS, in footnote 11 on page 2-35, that indicated that
proposed ACECs in place when the 2008 PEIS was prepared were excluded from leasing
in Alternative 2. This statement was not correct. The calculated acreage open to leasing in
Alternative 2 actually did include the proposed ACECs just as was done in the 2008
document. Therefore, the acreage potentially available for leasing in Alternative 2 was
correct.

Response: The purpose of this PEIS is expressly to reconsider the land use allocations
made in the 2008 OSTS PEIS. The alternatives considered in this PEIS provide a range of
options for the lands that would be made available for application for commercial oil
shale and tar sands leasing and fulfill the requirements of a settlement agreement that
resulted from a lawsuit filed against BLM’s ROD for the 2008 PEIS. The lands that are
excluded from the land allocation alternatives for oil shale and tar sands are described in
Sections 2.3 and 2.4, respectively and are shown in Tables 2.3.2-2 and 2.4.2-2.

This PEIS is a BLM planning and land allocation document, and it focuses on whether
lands will be open or closed to application for oil shale or tar sands development. Lands
that may be determined to not be suitable for application for oil shale or tar sands leasing
will not be made available for commercial oil shale or tar sands leasing, but they will not
receive any additional designations in this PEIS. Current land use decisions regarding
management of these lands in the existing RMPs will remain in effect.

The State of Utah commented that it is concerned over potential impacts on State Trust
lands and specifically raised the issue of the requirement of the Energy Policy Act of
2005 regarding placing a priority on land exchanges to facilitate recovery of oil shale and
tar sands resources where federal, state, and private lands are intermingled. The BLM
recognized this requirement in its ROD in 2008 and expressly noted in Section 1.1.1 of
this Draft PEIS that this decision was being carried forward in this new planning process.

3.1.4 Support of Leasing

50074-17 50271-3

Issue Summary: These two comments made the argument that many of the lands
currently identified as available for application for oil shale leasing do not contain
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important recreation or wilderness quality lands and therefore that they should remain
available for leasing.

Response: The BLM is aware that there are competing visions for the use of public lands
and has developed alternatives to consider an array of use allocations, and the lands
mentioned by the commentors would be open for application for leasing under two of the
four alternatives. Although portions of these areas are developed, other parts of the areas
are not developed and there are many competing uses for them.

3.1.5 Objections to Certain Land Use Protections

OSTS_075-5 OSTS_086-5 50287-12 50324-65
OSTS_075-6 50181-10 50308-13 50330-3

Issue Summary: These comments focused on the perceived lack of a rationale for
considering providing protection for designated ACECs that are open to mineral
development and for the Adobe Town Very Rare or Uncommon Area. In the case of
ACECs not closed to mineral development, it was argued that because the areas were not
closed to mineral entry in recent RMPs, it is not appropriate to protect them from oil
shale or tar sands development. Likewise, it is argued that the Wyoming State
designation identifying the Adobe Town Very Rare and Uncommon Area does not
require that the area be made off-limits to oil shale leasing and that portions of the area
are currently under development for oil and gas resources.

Response: As stated in the Executive Summary of the Draft PEIS, the BLM determined
there was reason to take a fresh look at the allocation of lands made in the 2008 Final
PEIS. One possibility was to increase the amount of land excluded from application for
development in one or more alternatives being considered. ACECs that were not
withdrawn from mineral development were a reasonable choice for exclusion from
potential development as were lands with wilderness characteristics, and lands identified
in RMPs as having surface disturbance restrictions or seasonal limitations to protect
known sensitive resources. In the case of the Adobe Town Very Rare and Uncommon
Area, although this is a state designation, the only lands affected by the PEIS are public
lands managed by the BLM. The recognition by the state and overlapping proposals for
BLM management of all or parts of the area as LWC, Special Management Area, or
WSA, warranted consideration for additional protection. Although this PEIS isa BLM
planning and land allocation document, the principal focus is whether lands will be open
or closed to application for oil shale or tar sands development. Public lands determined to
be not suitable for application for oil shale or tar sands leasing will not receive any
additional designation in this PEIS; the land use decisions for these public lands in
existing RMPs will remain in effect.
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3.1.6 Out of Scope

50181-44

Issue Summary: The commentor questioned the authority of the Wyoming
Environmental Council to designate an area as Very Rare or Uncommon.

Response: This comment is outside the purview of the PEIS.

3.1.7 Errata/Editorial Comments

OSTS_069-76 OSTS_230-5 50268-23 50310-25
OSTS_086-2 OSTS_230-6 50268-31 50324-29
OSTS_086-3 50074-18 50277-4 50324-33
OSTS_086-4 50181-25 50277-5 50324-39
OSTS_086-6 50181-42 50277-6 50324-50
OSTS_087-4 50181-43 50277-15 50324-57
OSTS_230-1 50181-91 50277-16 50325-37
OSTS_230-2 50181-92 50277-1 50328-5
OSTS_230-3 50181-96 50277-19 50335-12
OSTS_230-4 50181-115 50277-20

Issue Summary: Commentors offered a wide range of editorial comments and opinions
and pointed out factual errors in the document.

Response: After the suggested changes to the document had been checked, corrections or
changes were made where appropriate.
3.1.8 No Response Required

OSTS_085-1 50181-45 50310-29 50323-26

Issue Summary: Commentors offered opinions on various issues.

Response: Thank you for your comments.
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3.2 SOIL AND GEOLOGY

OSTS_226-2 50162-10 50181-46
50099-2 50162-11

Issue Summary: These comments addressed concerns about the impacts of OSTS
development on soils and geological resources. Comments dealt with geologic hazards,
valley floor erosion observed in the Yellow C basin during large runoff events, concern
that soils would be contaminated if pipelines were to break, and concern that toxic metals
could leach into the soil. One commentor noted that erosion is more likely to occur by
wind.

Response: Erosion is described generally in Section 3.2.1.3. Specific descriptions of
occurrences along Yellow Creek or other waterways are not discussed. No change was
made to the document in response to this comment.

Sections 4.3.1.1 and 4.5.1.3 were modified to address the potential for pipeline breakage
and effects on soil or surface water resources. Leaching effects on water quality are
discussed in Section 4.5.1.3. No change was made to the document in response to the
comment.

Finally, Section 3.2.1.3 was modified in response to a comment on wind erosion.

3.3 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

3.3.1 Fossil Locations
50143-9

Issue Summary: One commentor asked whether all the fossil localities within the
proposed areas have been identified.

Response: A paleontological overview study of the areas within Colorado, Utah, and
Wyoming where oil shale and tar sands resources are present was prepared in support of
the PEIS; its findings are the basis for the fossil potential designations assigned to the
geologic units described in Chapter 3 of the Draft PEIS (see the study cited as Murphey
and Daitch 2007 in the PEIS). The study evaluated geologic units in the study areas by
researching their known fossil content, paleontological significance, stratigraphic
relations, and geographic distribution. A limited fossil locality record search was also
conducted as part of the study. Field surveys to find new fossil localities will occur later,
based on likely fossiliferous outcrop areas highlighted in Potential Fossil Yield
Classification (PFYC) maps, for exact areas of proposed ground disturbance. Note that
the PYFC system classifies geologic units on the basis of the relative abundance of
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vertebrate or uncommon invertebrate or plant fossils and their sensitivity to adverse
impacts. Although the classification may take into account known fossil localities, the
presence of fossil localities does not necessarily indicate a higher PYFC class.

3.3.2 Role of the State Historic Preservation Officer
50162-13

Issue Summary: One commentor expressed concern that the paleontological resource
sections omitted a discussion of the role of the State Historic Preservation Officers
(SHPOs) in protecting paleontological resources.

Response: Paleontological resources, as defined in the Draft PEIS, are distinct from
human remains and artifacts, which are considered archaeological or historical materials
(see Section 3.3). Because the role of the SHPOs is to protect and preserve historic
properties that have historical, cultural, and archeological significance (i.e., cultural
resources), they are discussed in the mitigation measures section for cultural resources,
Section 4.10.2.

Paleontological resources, in differing from archaeological/historical materials, are
protected under FLPMA, the Paleontological Resources Preservation Act, and other
authorities and policy. Thus, there is close networking with the SHPO, where appropriate,
for mutual areas of paleontological resource database management. In general,
paleontological resources are managed by the BLM through partnerships, agreements,
and policy with various museum, university, and geological survey curation facilities
with paleontological resources databases.

3.4 WATER RESOURCES

3.4.1 Water Quantity and Quality

OSTS_001-4 OSTS_069-18 OSTS_083-3 50096-2
OSTS_003-4 OSTS_069-26 OSTS_083-6 50099-4
OSTS_022-1 OSTS_069-28 OSTS_088-4 50118-1
OSTS_024-4 OSTS_069-29 OSTS_090-2 50123-3
OSTS_034-1 OSTS_069-32 50001-1 50124-1
OSTS_048-1 OSTS_069-33 50047-14 50125-4
OSTS_064-1 OSTS_071-21 50047-2 50143-3
OSTS_069-16 OSTS_083-2 50090-7 50144-2
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50147-2 50214-3 50244-1 50314-6
50156-1 50214-4 50246-2 50318-6
50162-8 50215-3 50249-2 50320-9
50164-3 50215-4 50253-4 50322-2
50167-2 50219-2 50260-2 50322-3
50200-2 50219-3 50266-3 50323-8
50200-3 50226-3 50266-4 50336-3
50201-3 50226-4 50269-3 50337-4
50201-4 50228-2 50269-5 50337-5
50202-3 50228-3 50270-5 50337-7
50202-4 50231-3 50276-3 50337-8
50203-3 50231-4 50279-2 50343-4
50203-4 50234-3 50279-3 50351-2
50206-3 50234-4 50282-1 50351-3
50206-4 50236-1 50285-5 50352-2
50208-3 50238-3 50285-6 50352-3
50208-4 50238-4 50287-25 50363-2
50211-3 50241-1 50298-1 50366-2
50211-4 50242-3 50300-3 50367-2
50213-3 50242-4 50312-18 50368-2
50213-4 50243-1 50314-5

Issue Summary: This group of comments dealt with surface water and/or groundwater
use, availability, and quality, at scales ranging from local to regional. Some comments
also included reference to the possible effects of global climate change on water
availability.

Response: Water quantity and quality issues and impacts are discussed in Sections 4.5
and 5.5 of the PEIS, and cumulative water impacts are discussed in sections in Chapter 6.
The potential effect of global climate change on water resources is discussed in

Sections 4.5.1.2 and 5.5.1.2. These issues are important; however, the document deals
with programmatic-level impacts, rather than site-specific impacts. At the programmatic
level of this EIS, information is not available on the exact water supplies that would be
used for development of specific oil shale leases. For example, water supplies could
come from conversion of existing water rights, application for new water rights,
construction of new surface water diversion and storage facilities, construction of well
fields, imported water from other watersheds, or a combination of these approaches.
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Given this uncertainty, this EIS is limited to acknowledging that water used for oil shale
development will not be available for other purposes, but conclusions cannot be drawn as
to which other water uses will have less supply available as oil shale development
proceeds. An actual project would undergo two further levels of NEPA analysis (lease
stage and project design phase). When subsequent tiers of NEPA analysis are performed
on proposals for development of specific leases, information will become available about
the proposed water supply for those leases, and an analysis of impacts on other water uses
can be performed at that time. After development of multiple leases is analyzed,
information will also become available concerning trends in water supply for oil shale
development and aggregate water demand, allowing detailed analysis of cumulative
impacts. Therefore, specific or quantified impacts on surface water or groundwater use or
quality cannot be addressed in this document; these impacts would be addressed in
project-specific NEPA documents. Also, decisions regarding water rights, which are
included in some of the comments, cannot be regulated in this document. No changes
were made to the PEIS in response to these comments.

New information on water availability for future development in the Colorado River
system within the State of Colorado recently became available. This analysis includes
climate change evaluations. Relevant findings from this report were incorporated into
Section 4.5.1.2 of the PEIS.

3.4.2 Project-Level Water Use

OSTS_020-2 50323-09 50333-51
50276-4 50323-10 50333-52
50308-17 50333-36 50335-10

Issue Summary: These comments concerned various issues at the project level for oil
shale and tar sands development.

Response: Little information is currently available concerning the impacts from pilot
projects. The PEIS deals with programmatic-level impacts, rather than site-specific
impacts. An actual project would undergo two further levels of NEPA analysis (lease
stage and project design phase). Therefore, specific or quantified impacts on surface
water or groundwater use or quality cannot be addressed in this document; these would
be addressed in project-specific NEPA documents. Possible mitigation measures are
described in Sections 4.5.3 and 5.5.3. No changes were made to the PEIS in response to
these comments.
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3.4.3 Water Usage by Oil Shale and Tar Sands Technologies

50074-14 50087-17 50333-24
50074-15 50090-33

Issue Summary: This group of comments dealt with water usage by oil shale and tar
sands technologies and alleged discrepancies between the water use estimates of the
Draft PEIS and those of industry pilot studies such as Red Leaf and Enefit.

Response: The water use estimates of the Draft PEIS are based on RAND, AMEC Earth
and Environmental, and U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAQ) reviews (see
Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3) and incorporate all estimated water requirements for scaled-up
operations. These requirements are wide-ranging, as described in Section 4.5.1.2.
Decisions regarding water rights, which are included in some of the comments, cannot be
regulated in the PEIS. An actual project would undergo two further levels of NEPA
analysis (lease stage and project design phase). The BLM may have the opportunity at
such a future point in the NEPA process to review pilot-scale water use. At the current
programmatic stage, the ratios of water usage stated in Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 will be
used in the PEIS analyses. No change was made to the PEIS in response to these
comments.

3.4.4 Comments Requiring Individual Responses

OSTS_072-4 OSTS_084-4 50310-36
OSTS_072-5 50181-51 50333-23

Issue Summary: The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 8
recommended that the Final PEIS add additional information to more thoroughly
characterize groundwater resources in Utah and Wyoming; specifically, the Final PEIS
should include the delineated depth of underground source of drinking water in the study
areas as well as the quality of each zone within these aquifers. Region 8 also recommends
that all sources of drinking water in the study area be characterized in the Final PEIS.
These sources include water in streams, rivers, lakes, springs, and aquifers that is used as
a supply of drinking water.

One commentor noted that, in Section 3.4.2, pages 3-76-78, the message that the lower
aquifer groundwater is of “unusable” quality is in error. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
Open-File Report 78-734, prepared in cooperation with the BLM and EPA, notes that the
average total dissolved solids (TDS) in the lower aquifer is 3,460 mg/L, and only one test
hole encountered highly saline water.

The State of Utah suggested that the characterization of water resource use in the Draft
PEIS study area lacks the clarity necessary to satisfy the requirements of NEPA.
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One cooperating agency noted that the PEIS cites old data that should be replaced with
newer data.

An industry group stated that, on page 4-39, lines 9-21, the data presented in this
paragraph are from operations monitoring; however, the information lacks good context
such as information on background or reference well data to demonstrate the impact of
the RD&D activity.

Response: Aquifer systems and water quality in the basins are described generally in
Sections 3.4.2.1, 3.4.3.1, and 3.4.4.1, and geologic information is provided in

Sections 3.2.1.2, 3.4.3.1, and 3.4.4.1. Thicknesses, water quality, and depths of the
aquifers vary on a site-specific basis. Because the PEIS provides an overview of the study
areas, site-specific information is not included. An actual project would undergo two
further levels of NEPA analysis (lease stage and project design phase), during which
aquifer depths and other information would be assessed in detail. No change was made to
the PEIS in response to this comment. The PEIS also provides an overview of the
hydrology of the study areas. Site-specific information is not included in the PEIS. An
actual project would undergo two further levels of NEPA analysis (lease stage and
project design phase), during which groundwater and surface water protection zones
would be assessed in detail. Sections 3.4.2.1, 3.4.3.1, and 3.4.4.1 were updated to refer to
the source water protection programs in the three states.

The discussion in Section 3.4.2.1 about the range of TDS in the Upper and Lower
Piceance Basin Aquifers is based on many data points summarized by Topper et al.
(2003). This citation was added to the text. The information from Topper et al. is
consistent with the commentor’s USGS report (78-734).

The use of the phrase “highly developed” in the PEIS does not imply a fully developed
condition (i.e., using all available water). As shown in Table 3.4.1-3, much but not all of
the legally available water undergoes consumptive use. The PEIS does not describe
Utah’s water allocation as being completely used. Section 3.4.1.4 was modified in
response to this comment to link the terms demand and diversion and the terms
consumption and depletion to give clarification on the values provided in Tables 3.4.1-2
to 3.4.1-4.

Although the cited material is based on reports from the 1970s, the reports themselves
were based on decades of data. They are expected to remain adequate references for the
basin-wide hydrologic information. No change was made to the PEIS in response to this
comment.

The cited paragraph in Section 4.5.1.3 describes the data as being limited and without
spatial reference or other details. No conclusions can be drawn from the available data.
No change was made to the PEIS in response to this comment.
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3.4.5 Editorial Comments

OSTS_069-27 50118-4 50181-120 50337-03
OSTS_072-3 50118-5 50277-32 50335-27
50099-3 50181-48 50310-38
50099-6 50181-50 50333-46
50118-2 50181-71 50333-47

Issue Summary: Commentors offered a wide range of editorial comments and opinions
and pointed out factual errors in the document.

Response: After the suggested changes to the document had been checked, corrections or
changes were made where appropriate.

3.4.6 No Response Required

OSTS_071-20 50099-1 50162-14 50277-27
OSTS_083-5 50099-5 50162-15 50310-37
OSTS_087-5 50118-3 50277-26 50337-9

Issue Summary: Commentors offered opinions or nonsubstantive statements on various
ISsues.

Response: Thank you for your comments. No text change was required.

3.5 AIR QUALITY

3.5.1 Climate Change

3.5.1.1 Inadequate Discussion of Climate Change

OSTS_069-41 OSTS_069-46 50047-5 50282-2
OSTS_069-44 OSTS_083-11 50143-6 50336-4

Issue Summary: Several comments (1) claimed that the treatment of climate change in
the Draft PEIS was nonquantitative or inadequate and one comment (2) noted the need
to assess CO2, methane, black carbon, nitrous oxide, and all greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions.
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Response: (1) No text change was required. Decisions to be made on the basis of this
Final PEIS are land allocation decisions, which do not result in emissions of any GHGs.
In addition, the data needed for the detailed emissions estimates and level of analysis
suggested in these comments are not available at this programmatic level; specific
development sites have not been proposed, specific technologies have not been proposed,
and detailed site development plans are unavailable. Even if data were available to make
detailed GHG emission estimates, there are currently no tools for predicting the impact of
individual sources on climate change. Because climate change is a global phenomenon,
the overall climate impact of emissions from any source depends on the emissions from
all other sources. The PEIS reflects this interdependence in Sections 4.6.1.1.3 and
5.6.1.1.3 by summarizing the possible changes in GHG emissions that may be associated
with oil shale and tar sands development. If and when an application for a lease for a
specific project is made, a project-specific NEPA analysis subject to public and agency
review and comment would be required. The BLM cannot approve leases and plans of
development that do not comply with all applicable air regulations. If requirements in
effect at that time require mitigation of GHG emissions or detailed assessment of the
climate change impacts of the GHG emissions from a project, the BLM and the agencies
responsible for enforcing such requirements will ensure that the project complies with
these requirements.

(2) As noted above, emissions of GHGs, which include CO2, methane, and nitrous oxide,
are already adequately covered for a programmatic-level EIS. Text has been added to
Sections 4.6.1.1.2 and 5.6.1.1.2 to acknowledge the importance of black carbon
emissions.

3.5.1.2 Editorial Comments

50090-30 50310-56

Issue Summary: One comment (1) suggested minor edits or changes in wording that
would not affect the meaning of the text, and one comment (2) suggested adding a
discussion of expected emissions when discussing cumulative impacts.

Response: (1) The edits and changes were made.

(2) No text change was required. Reasonable estimates of expected emissions cannot be
made at this programmatic stage until specific lease applications proposing specific
technologies have been made. In addition, emissions estimates for technologies still in the
research and development phases are not available. However, text has been added to
Section 6.1.3.5 to reference the emissions presented in Appendices A and B, which
summarize potential emissions from existing oil shale and tar sands technologies.
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3.5.1.3 Mitigation and Compliance

OSTS_069-21 OSTS_069-47

Issue Summary: Two comments suggested that the BLM include language that would
make granting commercial leases contingent upon adequate and acceptable analysis of
impacts and detailed mitigation plans, including documentation of GHG emissions and
demonstration of compliance with all applicable regulations.

Response: No text change was required. As noted in Sections 4.6.1 and 5.6.1 of the
PEIS, the BLM cannot authorize activities that would not comply with all applicable air
laws, regulations, and standards so all leases will require lessees to comply with these
requirements within the leased area. When a lease application is submitted to the BLM
and specific information is known, a detailed assessment and project-specific NEPA
review will be performed and could include a GHG emissions inventory and development
of mitigation measures (Sections 4.6.1.1 and 5.6.1.1 of the PEIS). In addition, the
developer will be required to obtain an air permit from the state. Requirements of NEPA
and the state air permit would include preparation of a GHG emissions inventory, if
required, and development of any required GHG mitigation measures.

3.5.1.4 Mitigation of GHG Emissions at the Project Level

OSTS_069-45

Issue Summary: The EPA has commented, in recent NEPA reviews, that an analysis of
reasonable alternatives be performed that includes an assessment of potential means to
mitigate project-related GHG emissions. Specifically, the EPA suggested assessing
carbon capture and sequestration technologies as well as measures from BLM’s
Supplemental Information Report for the eight environmental assessments (EAS) in
Montana, North Dakota, and South Dakota. These measures should be considered by the
BLM in alternatives developed pursuant to NEPA prior to any further development of oil
shale and tar sands resources. In addressing climate impacts, the BLM must craft long-
term management prescriptions without permanent impairment and unnecessary or undue
degradation to the resources in the face of climate change. Secretarial Order 3289 states
that “[t]he realities of climate change require us to change how we manage the land,
water, fish and wildlife, and cultural heritage and tribal lands and resources we oversee.”
Without this critical analysis, the BLM cannot meet its NEPA obligations or other legal
and policy mandates discussed above.

Response: No text change was required. Decisions to be made on the basis of this Final
PEIS are land allocation decisions, which do not result in emissions of any GHGs. This
programmatic EIS does not treat specific projects, and detailed information on
technology, capacity, emissions, and sites are unavailable. Without this detailed
information, mitigation measures for GHGs cannot be developed. The PEIS discusses
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general methods for reducing GHG emissions in Sections 4.6.1.1.2 and 5.6.1.1.2 but, for
the reasons just noted, cannot quantify the potential reductions. If and when an
application for a lease for a specific project is made, a project-specific NEPA analysis
subject to public and agency review and comment would be required. The BLM cannot
approve leases and plans of development that do not comply with all applicable air
regulations. If requirements in effect at that time require mitigation of GHG emissions,
the BLM and the agencies responsible for enforcing such requirements will ensure that
the project complies with these requirements.

3.5.1.5 Reduction of GHG Emissions

50181-76 50181-77 50181-85

Issue Summary: Several comments suggested that specific companies, including Read
Leaf Resources, be contacted to ascertain how its new technologies reduce GHG
emissions.

Response: No text change was required. Appendices A and B discuss oil shale and tar
sands technologies, including Red Leaf Resources. Emissions from production-scale
units of these technologies could be quite different than those from pilot and
demonstration units. The technologies discussed in these appendices provide a reasonable
overview at this time. When and if a lease application is made, the developer will need to
choose a specific technology based on a range of considerations and provide emission
estimates, including GHGs, for that technology at the scale envisaged in the application.

3.5.1.6 No Response Required

OSTS_001-3 OSTS_229-1 50170-2 50279-4
OSTS_069-43 50014-2 50276-7
OSTS_227-3 50047-18 50277-21

Issue Summary: Some comments were informational, were nonsubstantive, expressed
opinions, made no specific requests for changes, or identified no possible errors.

Response: Thank you for your comments. No text change was required.

3.5.1.7 Long-Term Adaptation

OSTS_005-2 OSTS_010-2
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Issue Summary: Two comments suggested adoption of long-range climate adaption and
mitigation plans consistent with the hypothesis that the atmospheric CO> ceiling that
must not be exceeded be adjusted downward from its current level.

Response: No text change was required. The BLM has no authority to adopt climate
adaption plans or mitigation measures not sanctioned by regulations. If laws and
regulations are passed requiring actions to adapt the climate change or GHG mitigation
measures, the BLM will require that producers comply with these requirements before a
lease is granted, because the BLM cannot conduct or authorize activities that do not
comply with all applicable laws, regulations, standards, and plans.

3.5.1.8 Comments Requiring Individual Responses

50181-52 50310-40

Issue Summary: One commentor stated that, on page 4-57, line 4, the BLM should
consider providing an update on the status of the proposed rulemaking for the Final PEIS.
The same commentor asked the following of page 6-129, lines 4-6: What does this
sentence add to defining the GHG emission concerns for the project?

One commentor noted that on pages 3-103 through 3-105, the climate change predictions
are filled with contradictions; for example, there are dire predictions of both drought and
increased precipitation attributed to climate change.

Response: The status of the rulemaking was updated. To answer the question, no text
change was required. The statement is true and indicates that oil shale and tar sands
emissions of GHGs could contribute to climate change.

Several aspects of climate change as discussed in Section 3.5.1.2 should be noted. First,
at the local level, changes can vary among localities. Second, climate change research
indicates that extreme weather events will increase. There will be both more drought and
more heavy rains. Text has been added to Section 3.5.1 to note that extreme events are
expected to become more frequent.

3.5.2 Wintertime Ozone

OSTS_083-7 50333-35

Issue Summary: Two comments noted that the Draft PEIS did not discuss the
phenomenon of wintertime ozone, which may result from emissions from oil and gas
development. One comment suggested that the results of the Uintah Basin 2012 Winter
Ozone Study and the Three State Study be considered in the PEIS.
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Response: No text change was required. Section 3.5.3 of the PEIS already has a
discussion of both summertime and wintertime ozone, including a discussion of the
factors involved in wintertime ozone production and measured wintertime levels.

3.5.3 Additional Power Needs for Oil Shale and Tar Sands

OSTS_001-5 OSTS_218-3 50147-4 50314-7
OSTS_069-38 50072-5 50277-28

Issue Summary: Several comments dealt with issues related to the need for additional
electricity generation to support oil shale production. (1) Some expressed concern that
generating power needed for oil shale and tar sands production would emit large
quantities of GHGs, particulates, and mercury and requested that the potential impacts on
air quality and human health need to be acknowledged in the PEIS and the impacts
analyzed. Several comments noted that up to 14,000 MW of new electric generation
would be needed in Colorado alone. (2) One comment suggested strengthening the
language in Section 6.1, replacing the current language stating that, “If the development
of oil shale requires expansion of capacity of existing electric power plants” with
language stating that “It is believed that the development of shale will require additional
power capacity.” The potential impacts on air quality and human health need to be
acknowledged. (3) One comment objected that presenting only coal use in Table 6.1.1-3
makes development of shale appear worse than it really is, because other non-coal power
plants may supply some of the power.

Response: (1) Based on additional information, the BLM has reduced the assumed
additional power need to 600 MW based on in situ oil shale production of

50,000 bbl/day. Even with this reduction, the BLM agrees that there would be impacts on
air quality and human health caused by emissions from producing the required electric
power. Text was added to Section 4.1.6 of the Final PEIS similar to the text in

Section 6.1.1.5 of the Draft PEIS to note that the emissions from producing this electric
power would affect air quality, human health, and air quality-related values (AQRVS).
However, quantitative estimates cannot be made at this programmatic stage. If new
power plants were required to meet this demand, they would be subject to whatever
regulations and requirements were in effect at the time they were built. Because any new
fossil plants would be major sources of air pollution, permitting requirements would
include detailed modeling requirements for impacts on National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) increments, and
visibility.

(2) No text change was required. No change in the language was required. When and if
an in situ shale plant is built, the electric power could be supplied by non-fossil sources.
The BLM has taken the approach of analyzing cases with larger air emissions. To the
extent that power would be provided by non-fossil sources (e.g., wind or solar), air
impacts would be reduced below the levels assumed in this Final PEIS.
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(3) The BLM added a natural gas—fired plant to Table 6.1.1-3. In addition, text was added
to Sections 6.1.1.5, 6.1.2.5, and 6.1.4.5 to the effect that to the extent that some power
needed by in situ oil shale production is supplied by non-fossil generating capacity, the
emissions would be less than those in the table.

3.5.4 Quantitative Analysis

OSTS_069-34 OSTS_069-39 50071-1 50318-8
OSTS_069-36 OSTS_083-7 50147-4 50318-9
OSTS_069-37 OSTS_090-4 50253-3 50335-30

Issue Summary: Several comments noted that air quality impacts of oil shale and tar
sands development, including cumulative oil and gas development, on NAAQS, PSD
increments, and AQRVs (including visibility) had not been addressed quantitatively
through the use of models.

Response: No text change was required. The BLM has determined that deferment of
analysis of environmental consequences to project-level NEPA evaluations is outside the
scope of this PEIS (Section 1.2.1). In addition, the detailed level of analysis suggested in
these comments is not available at this programmatic level; specific development sites
have not been proposed, specific technologies have not been proposed, and detailed site
development plans are unavailable. If and when an application for a lease for a specific
project is made, a project-specific NEPA analysis subject to public and agency review
and comment would be required. As part of this project-specific review, the BLM may, at
its discretion, require detailed air quality modeling and analysis, including, as noted in
Sections 4.6.1 and 5.6.1, near-field and far-field modeling and photochemical grid
modeling. Furthermore, the BLM is required to notify Federal Land Managers in
potentially affected areas of the potential impacts on AQRVs, including visibility. In
addition, the prospective lessee would be required to apply for preconstruction air permits
from air regulatory agencies. These applications generally require establishment of air
quality protocols, extensive modeling and analysis of the types noted above for air
impacts, including, if applicable, impacts on NAAQS, PSD increments, and AQRVs
including visibility, and may require preconstruction monitoring to establish baseline air
quality. The BLM cannot approve leases and plans of development that do not comply
with all applicable air regulations.

Regarding contributions to cumulative impacts from industrial development in the region,
including fugitive emissions of methane, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) from oil and gas infrastructure and in addition to those
from future oil shale and tar sands developments, such an analysis would require many
assumptions that are premature at this programmatic stage in the review process for the
reasons discussed above. If any lease applications are made, detailed analysis of such
effects would be appropriately evaluated in project-specific NEPA analyses conducted
prior to issuing the leases and approving plans of development.
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3.5.5 Data

OSTS_072-7 50072-2 50181-53 50333-35

Issue Summary: Several comments noted that some air data for nonattainment area
emissions were outdated and that data for some areas were missing.

Response: Air data, including those noted in comment, were updated in Sections 3.5.2
(emissions) and 3.5.3 (air quality). The discussion of nonattainment areas in Section 3.5.3
was updated. Data for Duchesne County, Utah, were added to Table 3.5.2-1.

3.5.6 VOCs and Dust Mitigation

50333-35 50335-30

Issue Summary: Several comments either presented additional mitigating measures for
dust and VOCs or noted that additional mitigating measures might be required based on
modeling results or whether problems developed during the life of a project.

Response: No text change was required. The PEIS gives examples of the mitigating
measures that may be needed and is not intended to be exhaustive. For a specific project,
a different set of mitigation measures may be more appropriate. Sections 4.6.2 and 5.6.2
of this Final PEIS note individual leases and use authorizations could include specific
mitigation measures that “could include, but are not limited to” those listed. As noted in
Sections 4.6.1 and 5.6.1, the specific mitigation measures that will be required will be
determined during the modeling and analysis conducted during lease application and air
permit application reviews for specific projects.

Mitigations, including emission controls, operating practices, and equipment
specifications required by state and federal regulations such as the National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) and National Security and Public
Safety (NSPS), will be required either through the BLM lease, state air permits, or both.

The BLM will require ongoing monitoring during the life of the project to ensure that
problems are identified and additional mitigations initiated as required.
3.5.7 No Response Required

OSTS_088-6 50143-5 50314-7
50096-3 50165-6 50335-29
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Issue Summary: Some comments were informational, were nonsubstantive, expressed
opinions, made no specific requests for changes, or identified no possible errors.

Response: Thank you for your comments. No text change was required.

3.5.8 Comments Requiring Individual Responses

OSTS_072-7 OSTS_083-7 50277-28 50314-7

Issue Summary: One comment noted the need to conduct a General Conformity analysis
in nonattainment and maintenance areas.

One comment noted that the PEIS must acknowledge the impacts of fugitive VOC
emissions.

One comment claimed that the Draft PEIS failed to supply information on surface
retorting.

One comment noted that the PEIS should include information about potential emissions
of mercury, ozone precursors, and HAPS from oil shale development.

Response: Text summarizing the General Conformity program was added to

Section 3.5.3. Text was added at the ends of Sections 4.6.1 and 5.6.1 stating that a
conformity applicability analysis needs to be conducted as part of the project-specific
reviews and that a conformity determination may be required.

Text was added to Sections 4.6.1.2.2 and 5.6.1.2.2 noting that VOCs are emitted from
fugitive sources.

No text change was required. Section B.6 in Appendix B presents information on surface
retorting.

No text change was required. Little information on emissions from oil shale and tar sands
processing is available. Appendices A and B summarize the information available for
preparing this Final PEIS. Data on mercury emissions were unavailable. Several
processing technologies are currently under development. When a specific project is
proposed for leasing and permitting, the proponent will be required to submit emissions
information. Emissions information should also become available as part of the RD&D
projects.

3.5.9 Impacts of Dust

50147-4
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Issue Summary: One comment requested that the impacts of dust on (1) health,
(2) snow, and (3) climate change be evaluated.

Response: (1) No text change was required. The primary NAAQS for particulate matter
with a mean aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 um or less and 10 um or less (PM» 5 and
PM1g) have been set to protect public health with an adequate margin of safety. The
modeling and analysis required for a specific project during the BLM lease application
and state air permit application processes should ensure that the NAAQS are not violated
and thus that there are no health impacts.

(2) Information on snowmelt associated with dust was added to Section 3.5.3 and noted
as a possible impact from oil shale and tar sands development in Sections 4.6.1 and 5.6.1.

(3) Impacts of dust on climate change were added to Section 3.5.3 and noted as a possible
impact from oil shale and tar sands development in Sections 4.6.1 and 5.6.1.

3.6 NOISE
50181-116 50253-6 50324-31
50181-054 50277-29

Issue Summary: Some comments were informational, were nonsubstantive, expressed
opinions, made no specific requests for changes, or identified no possible errors. Other
comments requested specific changes, corrections, or identified errors.

Comment OSTS2012D50181-116: On page D-14, Table D-9, the correct reference to
the Duchesne County Code for noise regulations is the Nuisance Ordinance, which is in
Title 3, Chapter 1, Section 4(G) of the County Code.

Response: Table D-9 was corrected using the citation provided in the comment.

Comment OSTS2012D50181-54: On page 3-120, line 1, Duchesne County actually
limits construction and mining activities to 7 a.m. to 9:30 p.m. on weekdays, 8 a.m. to
9:30 p.m. on Saturdays, and 9 a.m. to 9:30 p.m. on Sundays and holidays.

Response: The limits provided in the comment were included in Section 3.6 of the Final
PEIS.

Comment OSTS2012D50277-29: On page 6-12, line 8, the phrase, “Construction-
related noise levels could exceed EPA guidelines and/or Colorado regulations (there are
currently no state guidelines/regulations for Utah or Wyoming),” has no basis. There
should be justification to use a statement like this. Noise needs to have receptors (such as
people) to determine the applicability of noise standards. Most of the areas involved have
few inhabitants.
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Response: No text change was required. Section 4.7.1.1 provides ample justification for
the statement that construction-related noise could exceed EPA guidelines and/or
Colorado regulatory levels. In the PEIS, these levels are used as indicators of the
potential for problems. Although these areas currently have few inhabitants, populations
do change over time. The applicability of the guidelines/regulations and whether
measures must be taken to mitigate noise will be determined during project-specific
NEPA analyses and the permit application procedures when a specific project is
proposed. In addition, as discussed in Section 4.8, noise affects various ecological
resources.

Comment OSTS2012D50324-31: One comment (1) suggested changes in the discussion
of applicable laws and regulations and (2) questioned the use of the EPA guideline in
areas with sparse population.

Response: (1) The suggestion deletion was not made. The statement in the Draft PEIS
concerning the EPA guideline is true. The suggested addition was made in Section 2.2.1.

(2) No text change was required. Section 4.7.1.1 provides ample justification for the
statement that construction-related noise could exceed EPA guidelines. In the PEIS, this
guideline is used as an indicator of the potential for problems. Although these areas
currently have few inhabitants, populations do change over time. The applicability of the
guideline and whether measures must be taken to mitigate noise will be determined
during project-specific NEPA analyses and the permit application procedures when a
specific project is proposed. In addition, as discussed in Section 4.8, noise impacts
various ecological resources.

3.7 ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES

3.7.1 Aquatic Resources

3.7.1.1 Recommended Habitat Protections

OSTS_069-109 50323-17 50323-27

Issue Summary: The commentors requested that the BLM declare NOSRs and a number
of watersheds ineligible for oil shale and tar sands development. In Colorado, these
include all eligible WSRs, Parachute Creek Watershed Management Area, and all of the
Trapper and Northwater Creek watershed. These watersheds contain valuable fish habitat
and some support the Colorado River cutthroat trout. In Utah, eligible WSRs include the
White River/White River ACEC, Bitter Creek, Nine Mile Creek, Range Cree, and Rock
Creek. These waters support endangered species of fish. The commentors stated that
numerous tributaries to the Green River contain cutthroat trout populations that should be
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protected. This includes the Greater Little Mountain Area between Flaming Gorge and
Wyoming Highway 191, in which Trout Creek, Gooseberry Creek, Sage Creek, and
Currant Creek are important waters for cutthroat trout populations.

Response: In Section 1.2, the text states that the NOSRs will be identified as being
unavailable for application for commercial oil shale leasing. For portions of Trapper

and Northwater Creeks that are not included in the Trapper/Northwater Creek ACEC

and the White River in the Vernal RMP, additional project-specific NEPA analyses
would be conducted prior to any future leasing decisions to evaluate potential impacts in
greater detail. The presence of cutthroat trout between Flaming Gorge and Wyoming
Highway 191 was noted in Section 3.7.1.1.1. As stated in Section F.2.2 of Appendix F,
oil shale and tar sands activities will be consistent with the June 2006 Conservation
Agreement for Colorado River Cutthroat Trout (Oncorhynchus clarkia pleuriticus) in the
States of Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

3.7.1.2 Aquatic Impact Analysis

OSTS_069-16 OSTS_071-20 OSTS_071-23 50277-34
OSTS_069-30 OSTS_071-21 OSTS_083-2 50323-20
OSTS_069-32 OSTS_071-22 50277-33

Issue Summary: The commentor recommended that the BLM mandate that lessees
provide an analysis of the impact of oil shale projects on U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) efforts to protect four endangered species: the Colorado pikeminnow, the
humpback chub, the bonytail, and the razorback sucker, including on the 15 Mile Reach
in Colorado and the Green River below its confluence with the White River. Multiple
commentors stated that the BLM should ensure that oil shale and tar sands development
does not undermine protections provided under the Upper Colorado River Endangered
Fishes Recovery Implementation Program. The commentors stated several potential
impacts that could result from oil shale and tar sands development, and of particular
concern were the impacts on aquatic biota from water depletions, water storage, and
degradation of water quality from sediment and contaminant leaching, spills, and runoff.
The commentors also requested more specific analysis of impacts of oil shale and tar
sands developments on Colorado River cutthroat trout and threatened and endangered
species and critical habitat in the Colorado River Basin.

One commentor also stated that there was no scientific basis for the 2-mi buffer used to
demarcate the area of indirect effects and that the use of a 2-mi buffer should be justified.

One commentor stated that the in situ projects in Colorado are substantially different
from the project in Utah and that there should be a distinction between in situ retorting
and surface retorting. The commentor stated that impacts of surface retorting are known,
but with in situ retorting, the environmental impacts are largely unknown.



Final OSTS PEIS 79

Response: The impacts of oil shale and tar sands development on native fish and
endangered species were described in Sections 4.8.1.1 and 4.8.1.4, Threatened,
Endangered, and Sensitive Species. Section 6.1.1.7.1 states that the 2-mi impact zone
was used to assess direct impacts based on the assumption that as project development
activities become more distant from waterways, the potential for negative effects on
aquatic resources are reduced. The impacts of surface and in situ retorting are discussed
separately in the Section 4.1 and in the individual resource sections. Section 6.1.3.4
discusses water withdrawal requirements in Colorado versus those in Utah. Project-
specific NEPA analyses would be conducted prior to any future leasing decisions to
evaluate potential impacts in greater detail.

3.7.2 Vegetation

OSTS_071-21 50181-117 50277-35
OSTS_072-6 50277-30 50324-32

Issue Summary: Comments included requests for updates in the vegetation sections of
the PEIS. One commentor pointed out that the county code reference for Duchesne
County was incorrect in Appendix D. A couple of commentors suggested that support for
statements in Chapter 6 regarding reclamation should be added. Another commentor
requested that avoidance of impacts on all wetlands, including nonjurisdictional, in
addition to minimization and mitigation, should be emphasized in the PEIS. Finally, a
commentor stated that federal law does not regulate noxious weeds or invasive species;
they are regulated pursuant to state law.

Response: The county code reference for Duchesne County was corrected in

Appendix D. Section 4.8.1.2 provides supporting information for evaluations of impacts
of alternatives. Additional text was provided in that section as appropriate. The text in
Section 4.8.1.2 was revised to emphasize the need for avoidance of wetland impacts and
to include nonjurisdictional wetlands. The text in Section 2.2.1 was revised as requested
to reflect state regulation of noxious weeds and invasive species.

3.7.3 Wildlife

3.7.3.1 Habitat Loss/Fragmentation

OSTS_024-2 50276-6 50314-3 50323-21
50147-3 50286-1 50323-11 50329-10
50180-1 50295-3 50323-13 50329-11

50180-2 50309-2 50323-14
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Issue Summary: These comments mentioned that habitat loss and fragmentation pose
major concerns for wildlife, including big game and raptors. In addition to a general loss
and fragmentation of habitats, specific mention was made regarding impacts on big game
seasonal habitats. One comment suggested that loss of vegetation would have a large,
rather than moderate, impact on raptors, while another stated that disturbance would
affect raptors. One comment stressed the need to maintain migration corridors.

Response: Sections 4.8.1.3.1 and 5.8.1.3.1 discuss wildlife impacts from habitat loss and
fragmentation from oil shale and tar sands developments, respectively. The PEIS
acknowledges that loss of important seasonal habitats could be a significant impact on
big game and other wildlife species. It was not possible to conduct a more detailed site-
specific analysis for each species given the large areas involved and uncertainty in exact
project locations. Impacts on raptors were concluded to be moderate rather than large
because of nest avoidance and other protective actions that would be implemented to
avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts on raptors. Therefore, no population-level impacts
on raptor species are expected. Additional lease-specific NEPA evaluations will be
conducted for all lease applications tiering from this PEIS. If any important wildlife
habitats (e.g., crucial winter habitats or parturition areas) occur in the vicinity of the
proposed lease areas, additional lease-specific minimization or mitigation measures will
be identified at that stage (including potential denial of the lease application). Greater
specification in mitigation requirements, impact significance determinations, and
measurable standards of protection will be deferred to specific project assessments that
would be developed in consultation with state and federal natural resource management
agencies.

Mitigation measures and conservation measures, as well as those determined during
lease-specific NEPA evaluations, will be implemented for each commercial development
under the proposed program. Greater specification in mitigation requirements, impact
significance determinations, and measurable standards of protection is also deferred to
specific project assessments that would be developed in consultation with state and
federal natural resource management agencies. It is expected that this consultation
process will identify species and habitats of concern in the project area, the need for
additional survey, quantitative significance criteria, and specific mitigation requirements.

3.7.3.2 Exclusion of Horses and Burros

OSTS_071-11 OSTS_071-33 50324-35 50324-36

Issue Summary: These comments mentioned that wild horses and burros should not be
included with wildlife, because the BLM manages them under separate legislation and
programs from their wildlife management program.

Response: The discussion and analysis of wild horses and burros was moved to the land
use sections in Chapters 3 through 6 of the PEIS.
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3.7.3.3 Discussion of Birds by Orders

OSTS_071-15 OSTS_071-16

Issue Summary: These comments noted that the headers used to describe birds in
Section 3.7.3.2 of the PEIS do not address many of the bird species present in the study
area. In particular, the use of neotropical migrants as a header is inaccurate, because it
refers to many orders of birds, whereas the discussion under the header refers primarily
to passerines.

Response: In Section 3.7.3.2 of the PEIS, the “Neotropical migrant” header was changed
to “Passerines and Other Landbirds.” Also, examples of bird orders discussed under each
header are provided.

3.7.3.4 Pond Impacts on Birds

OSTS_071-21 OSTS_071-25 OSTS_071-28 50320-12

Issue Summary: Several comments requested that the potential use of wastewater
impoundments or evaporation ponds by birds and mitigation measures to minimize bird
mortality in those water bodies be discussed in more detail. Another comment expressed
concern that big game loss could occur from drinking polluted waters.

Response: Potential use and impacts of wastewater impoundments and evaporation
ponds by birds and other wildlife were added to Sections 4.8.1.3.5 and 5.8.1.3.5 of the
PEIS, while appropriate mitigation measures were added to Sections 4.8.2.3 and 5.8.2.3
of the PEIS.

3.7.3.5 Raptor Response to Fire

OSTS_071-29 50295-3

Issue Summary: Comments disagreed with the statements made in Section 5.8.1.3.9
of the PEIS regarding raptor response to fire. One comment mentioned that over time,
repeated fire in cheatgrass areas converts the areas to annual grasslands with negative
consequences to raptor populations, while another comment mentioned that fire likely
has a moderate to large impact on raptors rather than a small impact (e.g., golden eagle
nesting success, nest starts, and productivity declines in intense fire years and loss of
critical shrub cover declines for prey species).

Response: Sections 4.8.1.3.9 and 5.8.1.3.9 of the PEIS were modified to include
additional discussion of fire effects on raptors. Tables 4.8.1-3 and 5.8.1-3 were modified
to indicate that fire could have a potential moderate impact on raptors.



Final OSTS PEIS 82

3.7.3.6 Cumulative Impacts on Wildlife Habitat/Connectivity

OSTS_071-21 50295-2 50320-12
50147-3 50314-3

Issue Summary: Some comments wanted the cumulative impacts of roads, pipelines,
compressors, tanks, drill rigs, camps, and other infrastructure on wildlife and their
habitats to be evaluated, while other comments wanted conventional oil and gas
developments to be considered in addition to oil shale and tar sands developments.
Another comment wanted coal extraction and power plants needed to supply power to oil
shale and tar sands development to be assessed.

Response: The cumulative effects analyses in the PEIS (Sections 6.1.6 and 6.2.6)
consider the effects of nearby federal and nonfederal activities. Given the uncertainties in
oil shale and tar sands development technology, the scale (size) of future projects, and
their locations (including factors such as the amount of land disturbance and water
requirements), an accurate assessment of the cumulative impacts of oil shale and tar
sands development on wildlife species cannot be made. Any additional analyses required
to more accurately determine cumulative impacts on wildlife species will be determined
at the lease-specific level.

3.7.3.7 Changes in Text/Tables

50181-31 50181-40 50277-30

Issue Summary: Some comments questioned the acreage of raptor nests listed in
Tables 2.6-1 and 2.6-2 of the PEIS (Tables 2.7-1 and 2.7-2 of the Final PEIS). Another
comment questioned the statement made that impacts such as habitat loss could continue
beyond the termination of oil shale production.

Response: “Raptor nests” was changed to “Raptor nesting areas” in the Chapter 6 tables
that provide the acreage of wildlife habitat protected by stipulations in BLM RMPs. The

raptor nesting areas refer to areas that are managed for raptor nest protection rather than
referring to actual acres of raptor nests.

3.7.3.8 Alternative Comparison of Wildlife Impacts

50180-4 50286-4 50286-6

Issue Summary: These comments discussed potential differences in impacts on wildlife
and wildlife habitats for the various alternatives. One comment believed that there are
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many unknowns and variability in estimates to appropriately analyze impacts on wildlife
and wildlife habitats from the various alternatives.

Response: Given the uncertainties in technology, scale (size), and location, including
factors such as the amount of land disturbance and water requirements, it is currently not
possible to quantify the impacts of future oil shale and tar sands development on wildlife
for the various alternatives. However, the potential for impact on ecological resources is
assumed to be directly related to the amount of land disturbance that might be associated
with potential future development. Therefore, the comparison of potential for impacts
under each alternative was based upon the relative amount of surface area identified for
land use plan amendments (Chapter 6).

3.7.3.9 Mitigation

50295-2 50295-8 50323-14 50329-10
50295-4 50323-11 50329-9 50329-11

Issue Summary: One comment suggested that a limit be set on surface disturbance that,
when reached, would require reclamation before further development could occur.
Comments also suggested that appropriate buffers be applied to protect raptor nests and
habitats important for raptor nesting. Another comment stated that none of the mitigation
measures in the PEIS would reduce the large, protracted loss of habitat associated with
oil shale and tar sands development. Similarly, another comment stated that mitigation
measures involving timing limitations during construction are not effective, because
long-term habitat loss would still occur; rather, no surface occupancy (NSO) is preferred
for big game habitats, such as crucial winter ranges, parturition areas, and migration
corridors. Another comment stated that foraging areas for golden eagles, such as prairie
dog colonies, need to be protected from development.

Response: Mitigation measures are identified in Sections 4.8.2 and 5.8.2 of the PEIS.
These programmatic mitigation measures and conservation measures, as well as those
determined during lease-specific NEPA evaluations, will be implemented for each
commercial development under the proposed program. Greater specification in mitigation
requirements, impact significance determinations, and measurable standards of protection
is also deferred to specific project assessments that would be developed in consultation
with state and federal natural resource management agencies. It is expected that this
consultation process will identify species and habitats of concern in the project area, the
need for additional survey, quantitative significance criteria, and specific mitigation
requirements. As discussed in the wildlife sections of Chapter 6 in the PEIS, the BLM
RMPs contain various stipulations that provide protection to various wildlife species.
These stipulations include lands designated as NSO, controlled surface use, and timing
limitations.
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3.7.3.10 Raptor Areas and Data

50295-6 50295-7

Issue Summary: One comment suggested that substantial raptor data available from
BLM field offices be utilized. Another comment suggested that key raptor areas
identified within the region be given special consideration when oil shale and tar sands
developments are being sited.

Response: The wildlife sections in Chapter 6 of the PEIS discuss raptor habitat areas that
are protected by stipulations in BLM RMPs. These key raptor areas would be given
special consideration when locating oil shale and tar sands developments. In addition,
some of the mitigation measures listed in Sections 4.8.2 and 5.8.2 of the PEIS would
work toward avoiding, minimizing, or mitigating impacts on raptors and their habitats.
Greater specification in mitigation requirements and measurable standards of protection
is deferred to specific project assessments. These requirements and standards would be
developed in consultation with state and federal natural resource management agencies. It
is expected that this consultation process will identify species and habitats of concern in
the project area and specific mitigation requirements.

3.7.3.11 Wildlife Contamination

OSTS_071-21 50351-5

Issue Summary: The comments stated that wildlife would be affected from exposure to
contaminants associated with oil shale and tar sands development.

Response: Sections 4.8.1.3.5 and 5.8.1.3.5 of the PEIS discuss wildlife exposure to
contaminants associated with oil shale and tar sands development. NEPA analysis done at
the project level would address impacts on wildlife from contaminant exposure in greater
detail.

3.3.7.12 Comments Requiring Individual Responses

OSTS_071-12 OSTS_071-24 50165-8 50329-9
OSTS_071-13 OSTS_071-26 50270-8
OSTS_071-14 OSTS_074-1 50323-15

Issue Summary: These comments addressed a variety of issues. One comment

mentioned that the details used in defining impact categories for wildlife were not
provided. Another comment believed that BLM’s wildlife management goals and
objectives in Section 3.7.3 of the PEIS need to be explained more accurately. One
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commentor stated that the description of USFWS’s role in wildlife management on
BLM-administered lands in Section 3.7.3 of the PEIS needs to be revised.

Another comment requested that the description of important bird groups in

Section 3.7.3.2 of the PEIS be modified to stress that all migratory birds receive equal
importance regardless of their commercial or recreational importance to humans. Another
commentor wanted data and information from the USGS Breeding Bird Survey included
in Section 3.7.3.2 of the PEIS.

One commentor requested that the Western Wildlife Critical Habitat Assessment Tool
(CHAT) be used to identify wildlife corridors and crucial habitats. Another stated that the
Draft PEIS does not include baseline information on population size and trends for big
game species, and how populations would change under the various alternatives.

Response: A footnote in the wildlife impact tables (e.g., Table 4.8.1-3) defines the
“small,” “moderate,” and “large” impact categories. BLM’s wildlife management goals
and objectives are more clearly defined in Section 3.7.3 of the PEIS. USFWS’s role in
wildlife management on BLM administered lands was revised in Section 3.7.3 of the
PEIS.

The description of important bird groups in Section 3.7.3.2 of the Final PEIS was
modified.

Sections 4.8.1.3.4 and 5.8.1.3.4 of the PEIS were revised to state that the potential does
exist for raptors to be electrocuted. Because of the uncertainties in location of oil shale
and tar sands developments at the programmatic level, data from the USGS Breeding
Bird Survey would not alter the analyses contained in the PEIS. More detailed
information regarding the local abundance and distribution of wildlife species will be
determined at the lease level in coordination with the appropriate state and federal
agencies. At the lease level, USGS Breeding Bird Survey data would be appropriate to
use, in conjunction with other data sources and pre-disturbance surveys, in order to
identify species at risk. Project developers and interested stakeholders could use that
information to work toward avoiding, minimizing, or mitigating impacts on birds and
other ecological resources.

Because of the uncertainties in location of oil shale and tar sands developments at the
programmatic level, use of the Western Wildlife CHAT would not alter the analyses
contained in the PEIS. However, at the project development stage, BLM Instruction
Memorandum (IM) 2012-039 (“Identification and Uniform Mapping of Wildlife
Corridors and Crucial Habitat Pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding with the
Western Governors’ Association”) would be appropriate and applicable. The regional-
level data and maps developed through CHAT would be useful to oil shale and tar sands
developers, federal and state agencies, and other interested stakeholders in the siting of
oil shale and tar sands projects and associated infrastructure. In addition, given the
uncertainties in technology, scale (size), and location, including factors such as the
amount of land disturbance and water requirements, it is not possible to quantify the
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impacts of future oil shale and tar sands development on big game species. Impacts on
big game species were qualitatively determined by using best available information,
which included spatial data pertaining to species occurrences and their habitat. Species
were evaluated based on their known or potential occurrence to areas that may be
affected by future oil shale and tar sands development activities. However, the potential
for impact on big game species is assumed to be directly related to the amount of land
disturbance that might be associated with potential future development. Therefore, the
potential for impact can be compared for each alternative based upon the relative amount
of surface area identified for land use plan amendments (Chapter 6). More accurate
impact significance determinations and measurable standards of protection are deferred to
specific project assessments that would be developed in consultation with state and
federal natural resource management agencies. It is expected that this consultation
process will identify species and habitats of concern in the project area, the need for
additional surveys, quantitative significance criteria, and specific mitigation
requirements.

Sections 4.8.1 and 5.8.1 of the PEIS discuss potential impacts on ecological resources
from oil shale and tar sands developments, respectively; and Sections 4.8.1.3 and 5.8.1.3
specifically discuss potential impacts on wildlife.

3.7.4 Threatened and Endangered Species

3.7.4.1 Impacts on Threatened and Endangered Species

OSTS_024-3 50180-1 50323-11 50329-11
OSTS_069-110 50295-7 50323-17 50329-8
OSTS_071-8 50314-3 50323-20 50337-2
50096-1 50320-10 50323-26 50337-6

Issue Summary: These comments mentioned the impact assessment performed for
threatened and endangered species and requested modifications to the approach or overall
impact determination made for various ecological resources.

Response: Given the uncertainties in technology, scale (size), and location, including
factors such as the amount of land disturbance and water requirements, it is currently

not possible to quantify the impacts of future oil shale and tar sands development on
individual threatened, endangered, and sensitive species. Impacts on threatened,
endangered, and sensitive species were qualitatively determined by using best available
information, which included spatial data pertaining to species occurrences and their
habitat, as well as updated species distribution information. Species were evaluated based
on their known or potential occurrence to areas that may be affected by future oil shale
and tar sands development activities. It was not possible to conduct a more detailed site-
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specific analysis for each species given the large areas involved and uncertainty in exact
project locations. There are simply too many uncertainties to allow for a more
quantitative analysis at the programmatic level (such as those pertaining to surface water
and groundwater quantity and quality). However, the potential for impact on sensitive
species (and ecological resources in general) is assumed to be directly related to the
amount of land disturbance that might be associated with potential future development.
Therefore, the potential for impact can be compared for each alternative based upon the
relative amount of surface area identified for land use plan amendments (Chapter 6).
Mitigation measures are identified in Section 4.8.2, which include many stipulations to
protect sensitive species. Conservation measures for federally protected species are also
provided in Appendix F. These programmatic mitigation measures and conservation
measures, as well as those determined during lease-specific NEPA evaluations, will be
implemented for each commercial development under the proposed program. Greater
specification in mitigation requirements, impact significance determinations, and
measurable standards of protection is also deferred to specific project assessments that
would be developed in consultation with state and federal natural resource management
agencies (including any necessary ESA Section 7 consultation). It is expected that this
consultation process will identify species and habitats of concern in the project area, the
need for additional survey, quantitative significance criteria, and specific mitigation
requirements.

3.7.4.2 Land Exclusions To Protect Threatened and Endangered Species

OSTS_026-6 OSTS_069-104 OSTS_069-105 OSTS_069-106

Issue Summary: These comments identified certain areas (such as ACECs) that should
be excluded from oil shale and tar sands activities under one or more of the alternatives.

Response: This PEIS does not exclude all areas (including ACECs or other specially
designated areas) that may provide potentially suitable habitat for sensitive species at a
gross, programmatic level. Prior to any authorization of a lease, pre-disturbance field
surveys would be required to determine the presence of sensitive species or their habitats
in the vicinity of a proposed oil shale or tar sands project. Programmatic mitigation
measures have been developed to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts on sensitive
species. Additional lease-specific NEPA evaluations will be conducted, and any
additional lease-specific minimization or mitigation measures identified at that stage will
be implemented for each commercial development under the proposed program. Greater
specification in mitigation requirements, impact significance determinations, and
measurable standards of protection is also deferred to specific project assessments that
would be developed in consultation with state and federal natural resource management
agencies (including any necessary ESA Section 7 consultation). It is expected that this
consultation process will identify species and habitats of concern in the project area, the
need for additional survey, quantitative significance criteria, and specific mitigation
requirements.
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3.7.4.3 Requests for Updated Information

OSTS_069-52 OSTS_069-112 OSTS_071-7 OSTS_071-42
OSTS_069-53 OSTS_069-113 OSTS_071-18 50180-2
OSTS_069-110 OSTS_069-114 OSTS_071-30 50323-19
OSTS_069-111 OSTS_069-115 OSTS_071-31

Issue Summary: These comments requested updates to the list of threatened,
endangered, and sensitive species, their status, or the state and federal policies that
regulate those species.

Response: Revisions or updates to the number and status of special status species were
provided in the Final PEIS and updated in Appendix E. The PEIS acknowledges the
uncertainty in determining species potential occurrences in the vicinity of areas that may
be considered for oil shale and tar sands lease authorizations. The PEIS mentions that
these species are either known to occur or may have suitable habitat that may occur in
areas potentially available for lease application, and if available, more detailed
information regarding the species’ distribution in the study area is provided. More
detailed information regarding the local abundance and distribution of special status
species will be determined at the lease level in coordination with the appropriate state and
federal agencies.

3.7.4.4 Mitigation and Conservation Measures

OSTS_071-37 OSTS_071-42 50295-4
OSTS_071-38 OSTS-071-43 50295-5
OSTS_071-40 50181-121 50295-8

Issue Summary: These comments requested updates or modification to the mitigation
measures identified in the PEIS, including those conservation measures described in
Appendix F.

Response: Conservation measures for regulated species are provided in Appendix F of
the PEIS. The introduction to Appendix F was revised to include BLM sensitive species,
state-listed species, and those protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Greater specification in mitigation requirements,
impact significance determinations, and measurable standards of protection is deferred to
specific project assessments that would be developed in consultation with state and
federal natural resource management agencies. It is expected that this consultation
process will identify species and habitats of concern in the project area, the need for
additional survey, quantitative significance criteria, and specific mitigation requirements.
New or revised conservation measures may be determined during these lease-specific
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NEPA evaluations and consultations with the USFWS and other state and federal
resource agencies. These changes could include but are not limited to changes to the list
of species, buffer or setback distances around known locations for protected species, and
measures to avoid or minimize impacts on particular habitats (e.g., wetlands).

3.7.4.5 Editorial Comments on Tables and Figures

OSTS_071-10 OSTS_071-34 50310-49
OSTS_071-17 OSTS_071-39

Issue Summary: These comments requested changes to the format and/or location of
tables and figures in sections discussing threatened, endangered, and sensitive species.

Response: Tables and figures were edited for the Final PEIS.

3.7.4.6 Cumulative Impacts on Threatened and Endangered Species

OSTS_069-59 OSTS_069-60 OSTS_071-22

Issue Summary: These comments requested modification to or additional analysis of the
cumulative effects on threatened, endangered, and sensitive species.

Response: The cumulative effects analysis in the PEIS considers the effects of nearby
federal and nonfederal activities. Given the uncertainties in oil shale and tar sands
development technology, the scale (size) of future projects, and their locations (including
factors such as the amount of land disturbance and water requirements), an accurate
assessment of the cumulative impacts of oil shale and tar sands development on sensitive
species cannot be made. Any additional analyses required to more accurately determine
cumulative impacts on sensitive species will be determined at the lease-specific level.

3.7.4.7 Effects of Climate Change on Threatened and Endangered Species

OSTS_069-116 OSTS_083-10

Issue Summary: This comment requested additional discussion or analysis in the PEIS
regarding effects of climate change on threatened, endangered, and sensitive species.

Response: The ecological impacts of climate change are important; however, this
document deals with programmatic-level impacts, rather than site-specific impacts. A
discussion of the full range of possible impacts on sensitive species from climate change
is not possible in this programmatic document. An actual project would undergo two
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further levels of NEPA analysis (lease stage and project design phase). More detailed
analysis of impacts (including those pertaining to climate change, if necessary) would be
addressed in project-specific NEPA documents.

3.7.4.8 Impacts and Stipulations on Sage-Grouse Core/Priority Habitat

OSTS_026-6 OSTS_069-25 OSTS_069-56 OSTS_069-58
OSTS_069-22 OSTS_069-54 OSTS_069-57

Issue Summary: These comments asked for further evaluation of impacts on sage-
grouse core/priority areas or additional restrictions placed around these areas

(e.g., additional setback distances). Some of these comments also questioned the
exclusion of these core/priority areas from oil shale and tar sands development. Included
in this category are some comments that also stress the importance of excluding other
important sage-grouse habitats (such as brooding and wintering areas) that may not occur
within the boundaries of the core/priority areas.

Response: As presented in the PEIS, the BLM has issued nationwide and state-specific
guidance recommending the consideration of certain management practices to address
the appropriate management of sage-grouse habitat in the context of land use actions.
Although the greater sage-grouse is not federally listed as a threatened or endangered
species under the ESA, the USFWS determined that listing of the species was warranted
but precluded by higher priority listing actions (75 FR 13910). Considering the likelihood
of future listing under the ESA, the BLM has adopted a conservation alternative
(Alternative 2) to exclude all currently defined sage-grouse core and priority habitats
from consideration for oil shale and tar sands lease applications in Colorado and Utah and
to make oil shale and tar sands development activities consistent with the Wyoming
Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection Strategy in Wyoming (Wyoming Executive
Order [E.O.] 2011-5).

Sage-grouse core and priority habitats were determined by state wildlife agencies
(Colorado Parks and Wildlife [CPW], Utah Department of Wildlife Resources [UDWR],
Wyoming Game and Fish Department [WGFD]) with involvement from federal, state,
and local governments. Revised sage-grouse core and priority habitat boundaries were
released following the publication of the Draft PEIS. Updated boundaries were
incorporated in the evaluation for the Final PEIS.

Section 2.3.3.1 of the Final PEIS has been revised to note that unlike the states of
Colorado and Wyoming, the state of Utah has not yet completed the process of
identifying core or priority sage-grouse habitat. The information available from Utah is
the map of occupied habitat, and this map was used in the development of the alternatives
in the Draft PEIS, specifically the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 2(b), under which all
such lands are excluded from oil shale/tar sands leasing and development. This map was
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updated by the State of Utah in September 2011, but still shows occupied habitat. For
Utah, the state’s occupied habitat map represents the best source of information regarding
sage-grouse habitat. Therefore, although the occupied habitat map almost certainly
represents a larger area than will eventually be designated by the State of Utah as core or
priority habitat, the Final PEIS will continue to rely on the 2011 map as a proxy for core
or priority sage-grouse habitat.

Other areas outside of these core and priority habitats may offer important habitat for the
greater sage-grouse. These areas may include known brooding and wintering areas that
do not coincide with the current core and priority habitat boundaries. Additional lease-
specific NEPA evaluations will be conducted for all lease applications tiering from this
PEIS. If any important sage-grouse habitats (e.g., brooding or wintering areas) occur in
the vicinity of the proposed lease areas, additional lease-specific minimization or
mitigation measures will be identified at that stage (including potential denial of the lease
application). Greater specification in mitigation requirements, impact significance
determinations, and measurable standards of protection will be deferred to specific
project assessments that would be developed in consultation with state and federal natural
resource management agencies.

3.7.4.9 Updated Sage-Grouse Information

OSTS_069-52 OSTS_069-53 50323-21

Issue Summary: These comments addressed sage-grouse policy, including updates to
BLM policy and recent memoranda.

Response: As presented in the PEIS, the BLM has issued nationwide and state-specific
guidance recommending the consideration of certain management practices to address the
appropriate management of sage-grouse habitat in the context of land use actions.
Considering the likelihood of future listing under the ESA, the BLM has adopted a
conservation alternative (Alternative 2) to exclude all currently defined sage-grouse core
and priority habitats from consideration for oil shale and tar sands lease applications in
Colorado and Utah and to make oil shale and tar sands development activities consistent
with the Wyoming Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection Strategy in Wyoming
(E.O. 2011-5). Sage-grouse core and priority habitats were determined by state wildlife
agencies (CPW, UDWR, WGFD) with involvement from federal, state, and local
governments. Revised sage-grouse core and priority habitat boundaries were released
following the publication of the Draft PEIS. Updated policy and BLM Instructional
Memoranda (IM), as well as updated core and priority area boundaries, were incorporated
in the Final PEIS.
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3.7.4.10 No Response Required

OSTS_069-55 OSTS_083-4 OSTS_090-3 50157-2

Issue Summary: These comments did not substantively comment on any portion of the
PEIS or did not request any modifications.

Response: Thank you for your comments.

3.7.4.11 Comments Requiring Individual Responses

OSTS_024-6 OSTS_071-9 OSTS_074-2 OSTS_074-3

Issue Summary:

024-6: Also, I’'m trying to make sense of the following statement, which seems
contradictory to me: “The construction and operation of commercial oil shale projects
could affect threatened, endangered, and sensitive species and their habitats where
individual projects are located within the 461,965 acres identified for oil shale leasing.
There were no habitats for threatened, endangered, or sensitive species identified for
spatial or temporal protection in BLM RMPs that would be present in the lease
application areas.” How is it that no habitats have been identified for protection if the
BLM acknowledges that such habitats are present?

071-9: In Table 2.6.1, page 2-98, for Alternative 2 the PEIS states “no critical habitat will
be affected under this alternative.” We do not agree with this statement because water
depletions from the upper Colorado River Basin, as well as adverse changes to stream
water quality, would have an adverse impact on critical habitat for the four endangered
Colorado River Basin fish species. We recommend this statement of impacts be changed
to indicate possible downstream impacts on critical habitat for listed fish.

074-3: In Table 6.2.1-9, the degree to which populations may be affected depends on the
status of the species; however, the table does not provide information about the status of
the listed species. We suggest the Final PEIS provide a general summary of the status of
the listed species. For example; the trends and status of the avian species listed can be
found at http://www.mbr-pwrc.usgs.gov/bbs/bbs.html and in Sauer, J. R., J. E. Hines,

J. E. Fallon, K. L. Pardieck, D. J. Ziolkowski, Jr., and W. A. Link, 2011, The North
American Breeding Bird Survey, Results and Analysis 1966 — 2009, Version 3.23.2011
USGS Patuxent Wildlife Research Center, Laurel, MD.

074-2: On page 3-185, we suggest that the Final EIS include the data and information on
the home range characteristics of adult Mexican Spotted Owils (Strix occidentalis lucida)
in southern Utah available in: Willey, D. W.;van, Riper, Ill, C., 2007, “Home range
characteristics of Mexican Spotted Owls in the canyonlands of Utah,” Journal of Raptor
Research 41:10-15.
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Response:

024-6: Several of the BLM RMPs include various stipulations to provide protection for
different species. These stipulations include lands designated as (1) NSO (where the
BLM does not allow long-term ground-disturbing activities [i.e., with an impact that
would last longer than 2 years]), (2) controlled surface use (CSU; where the BLM places
special restrictions, including shifting a ground-disturbing activity by more than 200 m
from the proposed location to another location to protect a specific resource such as a
raptor nest), and timing limitation (TL; where the BLM may allow specified activities but
not during certain sensitive seasons such as when raptors are nesting or when big game
are on their winter ranges).

RMP decisions are made and approved under the authority of FLPMA, as well as other
pertinent regulations (e.g., NEPA). The BLM uses RMPs to identify and protect areas of
importance to plants and wildlife. The absence of spatially defined protected areas in the
RMPs does not imply that such habitat does not exist.

071-9: Table 2.6-1 (Table 2.7-1 in the Final OSTS PEIS) presents a comparison of the
impacts of each oil shale alternative. The table is correct in stating that critical habitat for
the Colorado River endangered fish does not occur within lands identified for application
for leasing under Alternative 2. Indirect impacts, such as those pertaining to water
depletion, could occur under any of the four; these impacts are discussed under each
alternative in Chapter 6.

074-2: Home range information for the Mexican spotted owl, based on research provided
in the comment, was added to the Final PEIS.
074-3: The table already includes the listing status of each species.

3.7.5 Sage-Grouse

3.7.5.1 Conservation, Data, and Analysis

OSTS_069-52 OSTS_069-61 OSTS_090-7 50286-8
OSTS_069-53 OSTS_069-62 50180-03 50312-13
OSTS_069-55 OSTS_071-6 50181-56 50320-11
OSTS_069-56 OSTS_071-27 50181-57 50323-12
OSTS_069-57 OSTS_071-32 50286-2 50329-7
OSTS_069-58 OSTS_071-41 50286-7 50333-16

Issue Summary: These comments provided specific scientific information that the

commentors believe should be incorporated into the analysis. These requests included
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updates to the species’ biology, natural history, distribution, and threats. The comments
also suggested data published subsequent to the publication of the Draft PEIS be added to
the analysis (e.g., National Technical Team (NTT) report, priority habitat mapping), to
ensure adequate protection of large expanses of sagebrush habitat. Some comments also
discussed the use of current greater sage-grouse state and federal policies (e.g., Wyoming
IM 2012-043, IM 2012-44, IM 2012-19, and E.O. 2011-5).

Response: Given the uncertainties in oil shale technology, scale (size), and location,
including factors such as the amount of land disturbance and water requirements, it is
currently not possible to quantify the impacts of future oil shale and tar sands
development on individual threatened, endangered, and sensitive species. Impacts on
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species were qualitatively determined by using best
available information, which included spatial data pertaining to species occurrences and
their habitat. It was not possible to conduct a more detailed site-specific analysis for each
species given the large areas involved and uncertainty in exact project locations. There
are too many uncertainties to allow for a more guantitative analysis at the programmatic
level (such as those pertaining to surface water and groundwater quantity and quality).
Instead, the programmatic analysis discusses potential impacts on sensitive species (and
ecological resources in general) in relation to the amount of land disturbance associated
with potential future development. Therefore, the potential for impact can be compared
for each alternative based upon the relative amount of surface area identified for land use
plan amendments (Chapter 6).

The BLM is currently evaluating Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Amendments/Updates to
ensure conservation of this species across its range. In accordance with the BLM Greater
Sage-Grouse NTT Report in December 2011, the Preferred Alternative avoids priority
sage-grouse habitats recently mapped or identified in Colorado and Utah when
identifying lands open for oil shale leasing. In accordance with Wyoming IM 2012-043,
“Greater Sage-Grouse Interim Management Policies and Procedures,” potential oil shale
development in Wyoming will adhere to E.O. 2011-5, Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area
Protection. It is understood that any proposed oil shale leasing in Wyoming core areas
would need to demonstrate development criteria consist with E.O. 2011-5 through leasing
or project-specific NEPA. Any future oil shale and tar sands leasing and development
activities would be required to comply with all ongoing BLM planning and management
efforts to conserve greater sage-grouse and its habitat (e.g., IM 2012-43 and IM 2012-
44). Relevant conservation guidelines, policies, and IMs pertinent to greater sage-grouse
conservation were provided in Appendix K of the Final PEIS.

Mitigation measures are identified in Section 4.8.2, which include many stipulations to
protect sensitive species, including measures for management of greater sage-grouse
general habitat. Conservation measures for federally protected species are also provided
in Appendix F. These programmatic mitigation measures and conservation measures, as
well as those determined during lease-specific NEPA evaluations, will be implemented
for each commercial development under the proposed program. Greater specification in
mitigation requirements, impact significance determinations, and measurable standards of
protection is also deferred to site-specific project assessments that would be developed in
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consultation with state and federal natural resource management agencies (including any
necessary ESA Section 7 consultation). It is expected that this consultation process will
identify the potential occurrence of greater sage-grouse and its habitat in the project area,
the need for additional surveys, quantitative significance criteria, and specific mitigation
requirements.

3.7.5.2 Cumulative Effects

OSTS_069-52 OSTS_069-59 OSTS_069-60 50329-7

Issue Summary: These comments requested modification or additional analysis on the
cumulative effects on the greater sage-grouse, as it relates to other ongoing projects (e.g.,
transmission lines), total loss of habitat (e.g., sagebrush treatments, previous industrial
projects), or interconnected actions (threat of predation).

Response: The cumulative effects analysis in the PEIS considers the effects of nearby
federal and nonfederal activities. Given the uncertainties in oil shale and tar sands
development technology, the scale (size) of future projects, and their locations (including
factors such as the amount of land disturbance and water requirements), an accurate
assessment of the cumulative impacts of oil shale and tar sands development on sensitive
species cannot be made. The role of this programmatic document is to analyze allocation
decisions. Programmatic environmental impact statements are used to evaluate broad
policies, plans, and programs and provide an effective analytical foundation for
subsequent project-specific NEPA documents. Any additional analyses required to more
accurately determine cumulative impacts on sage-grouse (such as connected demographic
impacts based on habitat loss) will be determined at the lease-specific level.

3.7.5.3 Specific Revisions

OSTS_069-52 OSTS_071-41 50181-57
OSTS_069-53 50181-56

Issue Summary: These comments identified specific locations of the PEIS requesting
updates to the status, biology, distribution, or ecology of the greater sage-grouse.

Response: Revisions or updates to the status, ecology, or distribution of the greater sage-
grouse, including updated tables, figures, and priority greater sage-grouse habitat
mapping, were provided in the Final PEIS. The PEIS acknowledges the uncertainty in
determining species potential occurrences in the vicinity of areas that may be considered
for oil shale and tar sands lease authorizations. More detailed site-specific analysis,
including information regarding the local abundance and distribution of special status
species, will be determined at the lease level in coordination with the appropriate state
and federal agencies.
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3.8 VISUAL RESOURCES

3.8.1 General Concerns

OSTS_031-3 50246-1 50253-7
OSTS_069-69 50253-5

Issue Summary: An environmental organization and several individuals raised general
concerns about the potential visual impacts of oil shale and tar sands development on
scenic landscapes in the PEIS region, particularly on lands administered by the National
Park Service. One comment noted night sky impacts as a particular concern.

Response: Regardless of the technologies employed for production, oil shale and tar
sands facilities involve substantial amounts of land disturbance. The presence and
operation of large-scale facilities and equipment would introduce major visual changes
into non-industrialized landscapes and could create strong visual contrasts in line, form,
color, and texture, especially where viewed from nearby locations.

Some degree of visual contrast and impact from oil shale and tar sands development on
BLM-administered lands is unavoidable; potential impacts on visual resources are one
factor among many that must be considered by the BLM in the complex process of
identifying lands suitable for energy development. However, the identification of leasing
areas under the various alternatives considered in the PEIS incorporated concerns for
visual resources that resulted in avoidance or reduction of major impacts on many
sensitive visual resource areas. Furthermore, when individual projects are proposed,
additional consideration of potential visual impacts will be incorporated into the required
site- and project-specific impact assessment that will occur, including further
opportunities for public comment on potential visual impacts. Furthermore, there are
numerous visual design features included in the PEIS that developers will be required to
implement that will result in avoidance and/or reduction of potential visual impacts
associated with energy facility construction, operation, and decommissioning.

3.8.2 Visual Resource Inventory/Visual Resource Management Concerns

OSTS_069-67 50329-13 50329-6

Issue Summary: Three comments from environmental organizations suggested the BLM
prohibit lands from oil shale development based on either Scenic Quality Ratings (under
BLM’s visual resource inventory [VRI] process) or a Visual Resource Management
(VRM) Class rating of 1, 2, or 3 (under BLM’s VRM class designation process).
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Response: The BLM’s VRM System utilizes the Visual Contrast Rating System as
described in BLM Manual Handbook 8431-1 to determine whether a proposed project
conforms to the specified VRM class for the proposed project location. According to the
manual, the assessment of visual contrast that determines VRM class consistency must be
made from key observation points (KOPs). In other words, VRM class consistency is
always judged from one or more specific locations where people would be expected to
view the project area, and is not a blanket assessment of contrast that is independent of
viewer location and that would apply regardless of the distance from the proposed
project, the presence of screening topography, vegetation, or structures. Hence, it is
possible that an oil shale or tar sands facility could conform with VRM Class 11
requirements if the relevant KOPs were sufficiently far away or had only partial views of
the facility.

The PEIS states that regardless of the technologies employed for production, oil shale and
tar sands facilities involve substantial amounts of land disturbance. The presence and
operation of large-scale facilities and equipment would introduce major visual changes
into non-industrialized landscapes and could create strong visual contrasts in line, form,
color, and texture, especially where viewed from nearby locations. In many if not most
situations, oil shale and tar sands facilities would not be expected to conform with VRM
Class 111 management objectives for nearby KOPs with unobstructed views of the
facilities, but that determination would be made on a project-specific basis as part of the
visual impact analysis when a project-specific environmental assessment would be
conducted.

3.8.3 Visual Resources Photos

50090-31 50181-78 50181-87 50343-24

Issue Summary: Several commentors questioned the use of photographs of oil shale and
tar sands development from facilities in other countries.

Response: The photos in the PEIS do include photos from facilities in the United States
(e.g., the Crown Asphalt Ridge Oil Sands Facility shown in Figure 5.9.1-5 of the PEIS);
however, current U.S. facilities are pilot-plant or very small-scale experimental facilities
and are not representative of the large commercial-scale facilities for which potential
impacts are analyzed in the PEIS. Although each facility built in future would have some
unique visual characteristics, the facilities and mining operations in Canada and Australia
are closer in size and general visual characteristics to the commercial-scale facilities for
which potential impacts are analyzed in the PEIS than are the very small-scale facilities
currently in operation in the United States, and are therefore more representative of the
likely visual impacts associated with the facilities discussed in the PEIS analysis.
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3.8.4 Visual Resources Terminology

50181-79

Issue Summary: One comment requested a clarification of the term “fall-line cut.”

Response: A fall-line cut is the removal of vegetation (generally trees and shrubs) along
the right-of-way (ROW) using straight-line boundaries between the cleared area and the
natural vegetation outside the ROW. The “hard edge” between the cleared area and the
surrounding vegetation is non-natural in its appearance and appears as a line contrast that
may be visible for very long distances, especially for views along or parallel to the ROW.
Fall-line cuts are so named because the cut mimics the “fall line” of the transmission
towers, that is, an imaginary line running on either side of the transmission line at a
distance corresponding to the height of the transmission tower, inside which vegetation
must be cleared for safety reasons.

3.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES

3.9.1 Historic Trails
OSTS 073-2 50125-6 50324-51 50324-41

Issue Summary: Two commentors suggested that the 0.25-mi buffer used in the
consideration of historic trails is inadequate. One commentor recommended additional
mitigation for impacts on National Historic Trails. Another commentor suggested adding
text to the Draft PEIS about National Trails System Act of 1978 (NTSA) segments that
intersect with prospective oil shale resources in Wyoming.

Response: The commentors stated that in some cases, the 0.25-mi corridor extending
from either side of the historic trail may not be adequate to provide these resources with
meaningful protection. The PEIS, on page 2-32, states that the National Historic Trails in
Wyoming will be excluded from oil shale leasing/development for a minimum distance
of 0.25 mi on either side of the trail, regardless of the provisions of any existing
applicable RMP. This has been revised to reflect that prior to leasing, an “area of
potential adverse impact” will be determined, where appropriate. The area of potential
adverse impact will be based on information contained in the pertinent BLM RMP and
the information obtained during the inventory for the area under consideration as well as
consultation with stakeholders, through the Section 106 of NHPA review. In the event
that the BLM determines that the 0.25-mi corridor needs to be changed, the BLM will
follow appropriate planning processes to lessen or increase this exclusion. Under the
National Trails System Act, the BLM is also required to coordinate with the National
Trail Administrator when the BLM receives an application for a proposed action where a
National Trail Management Corridor has not yet been established, but could exist. An
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additional commentor suggested mitigation for addressing impacts on historic trails
(i.e., off-site mitigation). Mitigation strategies for impacts on historic properties such as
National Historic Trails would be developed at the time of a lease application as part of
the mandatory Section 106 of the NHPA review for a leasing action and in consultation
with the trail administering agency and other stakeholders. Text was added to

Section 2.2.3 of the PEIS regarding NTSA segments that intersect oil shale areas in
Wyoming.

3.9.2 Cultural/Tribal Public Outreach
50125-1

Issue Summary: A commentor indicated that additional outreach should be undertaken.
One group mentioned that it would like to be considered an interested party for the
Section 106 review and that additional outreach should be conducted with groups
interested in historic preservation.

Response: The commentor will be added to the list of interested parties for the

Section 106 NHPA review. Public outreach efforts undertaken for the PEIS are discussed
in Sections 1.1 and 1.2.1 of the PEIS. In addition, the efforts undertaken for complying
with Section 106 of the NHPA are discussed in Section 3.9.1. Future opportunities for
public involvement will occur when lease applications are submitted.

3.9.3 Tribal Consultation
50125-2

Issue Summary: A commentor indicated that Native American tribes should be
consulted concerning traditional cultural properties.

Response: As discussed in Sections 4.11.2 and 7.2, the BLM is committed to timely and
meaningful consultation with federally recognized tribal entities that could be directly
and substantially affected by oil shale and tar sands development on the lands the BLM
administers. Table 7.2-1 lists the results of contacts made with 25 tribes and Navajo
chapters. Consultation is ongoing and has included field inspection of potentially affected
areas by Native American tribal cultural authorities (thus far, one visit by the Ute Tribe).
Government-to-government consultation with the tribes would continue through all
phases of leasing and development, including leasing and project proposals. Stipulations
in lease sales would require that the leaseholders to take resources important to Native
Americans into account during project development and operation and may require
additional survey prior to a lease sale.
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3.9.4 Protection of Historic Resources (Policy)

50329-12

Issue Summary: A commentor suggested that larger areas be excluded from leasing
consideration near significant historic properties.

Response: The PEIS acknowledges in Section 3.10 that Native American tribes view
traditional cultural properties and the landscapes in which they are situated as an
integrated whole that is difficult or impossible to divide into segments. However, as
discussed in Sections 4.11.2 and 5.11.2, through early and meaningful government-to-
government consultation with directly and significantly affected tribes through all stages
of development, mutually acceptable accommodations can be reached that take landscape
values into account and would reduce or mitigate adverse impacts on these resources.

3.9.5 Heritage Tourism

50125-8

Issue Summary: One commentor was concerned that the leasing could affect heritage
tourism.

Response: Response provided in recreation comments. Response is provided in the file
Issueland 39 ST KP_5-17-12.

While the Draft PEIS analyzes the potential impacts of oil shale development on historic
and cultural resources in the study area at a qualitative level, a more thorough analysis of
such impacts would be done at the leasing and development stage in particular locations.
Additional language was added to the recreational use sections under the land use
planning heading in both Chapters 4 and 5 of the Final PEIS to acknowledge that
recreational opportunities include heritage tourism and qualitatively the potential impacts
of commercial development on these resources.

3.9.6 Effects of Leasing

50310-54

Issue Summary: A commentor suggested that the effect of leasing is mischaracterized in
the text.

Response: Text changed in response to comment.
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3.9.7 Commitment of Resources
50125-5 50143-8 50306-1

Issue Summary: Several commentors stated that unknown resources are likely present
and that these resources should not be committed without additional surveys and
consideration.

Response: It is acknowledged in Section 1.1.1 of the PEIS that additional studies would
be necessary prior to approval of a lease and plan of development. A Section 106 NHPA
review would be conducted prior to the issuance of a lease and development. Chapter 3,
Sections 3.9.1.2 and 3.9.1.3, identify the compliance efforts for leasing and development.
Section 3.9 identifies the current level of cultural resource survey for each basin. In the
PEIS, it is acknowledged that additional unknown cultural resources exist in these areas
open for leasing applications. Currently unknown resources would be identified and
considered during future environmental reviews that would occur before leasing. Thank
you for your comments.

3.10 SOCIOECONOMICS

3.10.1 Socioeconomic Data, Methods, and Assumptions

50090-25 50181-66 50310-53 50312-35
50181-58 50181-67 50312-19 50312-37
50181-59 50181-68 50312-20 50312-38
50181-60 50181-122 50312-22 50312-39
50181-63 50181-123 50312-23 50343-19
50181-64 50272-5 50312-25

Issue Summary: Some commentors were concerned about the use of IMPLAN, and the
need to include the latest economic data in analysis. Many commentors were concerned
with the assumptions used in the analysis.

Response: In order to capture a large proportion of impacts that would occur, a region of
influence (ROI) was established, including the counties which included urban areas in
which oil shale and tar sands construction and operations workers were most likely to live
and spend their wages and salaries, and in which in-migrating workers were most likely
to temporarily, in the case of construction workers, or permanently, in the case of
operations workers, reside. Table 3.11.2-1 in the PEIS lists the counties and communities
most likely to be affected by development of oil shale and tar sands resources.
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The cities of Blanding, Duchesne, and Naples were added to Table 3.11.2-1 in the PEIS.
The cities of Del Norte, Monte Vista, and South Fork were deleted from Table 3.112.-7
in the PEIS.

Data for 2004 in Table 3.11.2-4 were updated to include 2009 data.

The economic baseline for each ROI used data current in August 2011. Many of the data
sources are updated annually and sometimes monthly. However, it is not the case that the
impacts of oil shale and tar sands land allocations will change significantly with more
recent baseline data, only the magnitude of the impacts compared to the forecasted
baseline for the relevant peak construction year and first year of operations. Economic,
fiscal, and demographic projections included in the report prepared by BBC Consulting
were reviewed in the PEIS, and data included where appropriate.

Although information collected in the interviews with stakeholders and community
leaders included recent data, the purpose of the interviews was to provide the viewpoints
of numerous local individuals of various aspects of oil shale and tar sands S development
in the context of energy resource developments that have occurred in the past. It is clear
from the material provided in these interviews that many of the issues associated with
recent oil and gas development and oil shale developments since the 1970s are relevant to
the future development of these resources, and oil shale and tar sands in particular.
Because of the historical experience with the development of the resource, many
individuals perceived development of oil shale resources to be associated with “boom and
bust” development, and difficulties facing local communities in attempting to plan for
rapid energy developments involving the large and rapid influx of population from other
parts of the United States. Planning issues, in particular the provision of local public
services, housing and transportation, associated with the rapid development perceived to
be associated with oil shale leasing, are likely to differ from those in the past only in
terms of scale, as individual projects are permitted and come into operation. It is unlikely,
therefore, that conducting additional, more recent, interviews would provide any
additional information that would be fundamentally different from that provided in the
PEIS.

As stated in Section 4.12 of the PEIS, with the size of the potential demand for housing
by the in-migrating oil shale facility, power plant, and coal mine workers and families
compared with the number of housing units projected to be available in each ROI, it was
assumed that temporary housing would be required. Based on population density, the
relative remoteness of rural communities, and likely driving distances to oil shale
facilities, it was assumed that a relatively large percentage of oil shale and power plant
workers and families would be housed in employer-provided housing, with the remainder
accommodated in temporary housing of similar quality built in local communities in each
ROI. In order to assess the impacts of in-migrants on local public service infrastructure, a
gravity model was used to assign oil shale workers and their families not accommodated
in temporary employer-provided housing to specific ROl communities (see Section 3.10).
Gravity models mathematically estimate the interaction between pairs of points (the
number of construction and operations workers and family members associated with each
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technology, nominally located at the oil shale resource centered in a state, and the
population of each community in a state ROI) weighted by the linear distance between
each pair of points. Linear, rather than roadway distance, was used in the analysis,
because the location of oil shale and tar sands facilities and supporting roadway
infrastructure and potential congestion data were not known.

Worker and family population data associated with each technology were used to
calculate the number of housing units required and the impact on vacant housing, as well
as, in association with existing levels of service, the number of local government
employees (police and fire personnel, general government workers, and teachers) and the
relative impact on local government finances. A qualitative assessment of the potential
impact of a large number of in-migrants on social disruption in small rural communities
was made on the basis of evidence from extensive literature in sociology on potential
social problems associated with boomtown energy development.

As stated in Section 4.12 of the PEIS, many of the industries that would likely provide
the appropriate materials, equipment, and other supplies in sufficient quantity for
construction and operation of oil shale facilities and the associated power plants and coal
mines are currently located outside the ROI in each state; thus, it was assumed that the
majority of these resources would be purchased outside each ROI and shipped to the
relevant oil shale, power plant, and coal mine facility locations. The values chosen for the
extent of local purchases during construction and operation, and for employer-provided
housing, were based on the presence and capacity of industries likely to provide materials
and equipment to oil shale and tar sands facilities. While it may be the case that the
ability of these industries to provide supplies to the oil shale and tar sands facilities may
vary with developments in the economy of the ROI, these values were chosen as
appropriate average values, given that many of the oil shale and tar sands and auxiliary
facilities would not be constructed for some time. Similarly, the values chosen for the
number of in-migrating direct employees were average values, rather than values based
on specific projects constructed in particular years, to allow assessment of the impacts of
oil shale and tar sands S facilities sometime in the future. Temporary housing would be
subject to health and safety regulations provided in each of the three states.

IMPLAN data used in the analysis were for 2010. More information on the IMPLAN
model is presented in Appendix G of the PEIS. Appendix G also discusses the drawbacks
of the IMPLAN model, in particular, that it cannot measure inflation and supply
shortages if local sectors and labor resources cannot provide sufficient output and labor
hours to support a particular project. Another drawback of the IMPLAN model is the
absence of any allowance for technical change and its impact on future changes in the
economic structure of the ROI around each oil shale or tar sands project. The PEIS
assumes that because the majority of the ROI economies are growing fairly slowly,
some have almost static growth rates, and many rely on a small number of traditional
industries, such as agriculture, mining, and services, where it is reasonable to assume
that any technical change likely to occur will not fundamentally affect output and
employment, and with little movement of industries and firms in and out of the ROI, the
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economic structure of each ROI during construction and operation of oil shale or tar
sands projects would be similar that in the IMPLAN model for each ROL.

Direct employment data for in situ and surface mining processes taken from a number of
sources, listed in Appendix G, were used as the basis for estimating economic impacts in
each ROI. Data on direct employment and the associated temporary worker housing
provided in earlier BLM NEPA reviews of oil shale and tar sands projects were used in
preference to data that might have been available from more recent oil and gas projects,
given differences in the scale and technology utilized in the two forms of development.

In addition to the analyses of economic, public service, housing, and social impacts
included in the PEIS, additional analyses of impacts would be included as part of the site-
specific NEPA review process conducted for individual oil shale and tar sands projects.
These analyses would include facility-specific data on local purchasing of material,
equipment, temporary housing, and in-migrating workers.

3.10.2 Impacts on Local Government

OSTS_008-2 OSTS_090-5 50171-3 50312-21
OSTS_008-5 50110-1 50181-88 50312-24
OSTS_021-3 50118-1 50181-94 50312-26
OSTS_021-5 50119-1 50222-1 50312-27
OSTS_033-3 50144-3 50249-1 50312-28
OSTS_033-4 50144-7 50269-1 50312-29
OSTS_069-20 50147-6 50269-4 50312-3

OSTS_069-49 50154-1 50269-8 50312-40
OSTS_069-50 50154-5 50270-6 50314-10
OSTS_069-51 50168-1 50270-10 50323-8

Issue Summary: Commentors were concerned about mitigation agreements, planning,
revenue sharing, and housing and public service, infrastructure, and water use impacts.

Response: The PEIS estimates the impacts of proposed oil shale and tar sands
developments on local governments within the ROI through the estimation of impacts on
local government and educational employment. The number of additional employees in
both categories is calculated by using estimates of the number of in-migrants arriving in
each ROI at the in the peak year of construction and in the first year of operations, based
on existing levels of service provision (number of employees per 1,000 population) for
jurisdictions within each ROI. Although the per-capita estimates of local jurisdictional
expenditures in each ROI were based on older data, levels of service for local public
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services based on these data are intended to provide an indication of average expenditure
levels in each ROI. Because no leases under the OSTS program would occur until 2022,
attempts to project levels of expenditure per capita more than 10 years into the future is
problematic, given fluctuations in ROI, regional and national economies, and other
factors that might affect expenditure levels.

As the PEIS describes in Section 3.11.1, the development of large energy-related projects
can, as has happened in the past, lead to rapid expansion, followed by equally rapid
contraction, in economic activity, leading to “boom-bust” socioeconomic impacts. Given
the rural nature of many of the proposed leasing locations, which limits the number of
locally available workers and the number in range of occupations required, it is likely that
a large proportion of construction workers would temporarily locate in the ROI at each
oil shale and tar sands project. The timing and magnitude of in-migration may mean that
local jurisdictions would be unable to adequately plan and fund infrastructure, public
services, and educational services to immediately cope with increases in service demand.
There may also be housing market impacts if insufficient public infrastructure is in place
to support sufficient private housing development. Local expansion in infrastructure and
service provision might then be quickly followed by potential overprovision of
infrastructure and services, leaving the remaining population burdened with a higher tax
bill to maintain the new level of provision.

In addition to the analyses of fiscal impacts included in the PEIS, additional analyses of
impacts would be included as part of the site-specific NEPA review process that would
be conducted for individual proposed projects. These analyses may provide information
on the magnitude and timing of impacts on local government service provision and
employment and on impacts on housing, roads, telecommunications infrastructure, and
services, such as regional water providers and any loss of property tax revenues. Such a
review may also include a variety of additional socioeconomic mitigation measures and
revenue sources available to the BLM and local jurisdictions, such as payments in lieu of
taxes (PILT), leasing versus ROW designation, and revenue sharing, making it possible
for individual jurisdictions to develop more detailed expenditure plans to cope with
population increases. Because the nature of specific mitigation measures developed at the
project-specific level was beyond the scope of the PEIS, none were included in this part
of the NEPA review. Additional NEPA analyses would also address the issue of the
impacts of infrastructure upgrades and water rights allocations. Discussion of water
quantity and quality impacts can be found in Section 3.4 of the PEIS.

Although vacancy rates in each ROl were based on older data, housing availability using
these data are intended to provide an indication of average availability levels in each
ROI. Because no leases under the OSTS program would occur until 2022, attempts to
project the level of housing availability so far into the future is problematic, with
fluctuations in ROI, regional and national economies, and other factors that might affect
housing availability. Economic, fiscal, and demographic projections included in the
report prepared by BBC Consulting were reviewed in the PEIS, and data included where
appropriate.
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As described in Section 3.1.2.2.7, the influx of large numbers of in-migrants could lead to
ongoing social impacts associated with the transition from small community societies
with traditional rural values, to larger communities with urban values, often requiring a
higher level of social and educational service provision, and a larger supporting tax base.
The extent to which social disruption impacts occur would be partly a result of the
number of in-migrants and partly a result of the extent of differences between the social
and cultural values of in-migrants and those of the local population. Because the nature
and magnitude of these impacts are difficult to estimate, no mitigation measures are
offered. Additional analyses of potential social impacts would be included as part of the
site-specific NEPA review process conducted for individual proposed projects.

To the extent that there is a relationship between the scale and pace of proposed
development and anticipated adverse socioeconomic impacts, controlling the pace of
development “to minimize rapid, disruptive social change” is recognized as an
appropriate mitigation measure in the BLM National Environmental Policy Act
Handbook, H-1790-1, Section 6.8.4, page 62: “Socioeconomic impacts are usually
indirect and largely fall on communities and local government institutions, by definition
located outside BLM-managed lands. While some mitigation strategies are within the
BLM’s control, (such as regulating the pace of mineral exploration and development to
minimize rapid, disruptive social change), most mitigation strategies require action by
other government entities . . .”

Individual lease applications would be subject to additional analyses, including the timing
and sources of funding for local jurisdictions to support the additional growth in
expenditure and employment likely with oil shale or tar sands developments, and the
impact of changes in personal and property taxes.

Although it is unlikely that the BLM would be able to require individual oil shale or tar
sands developers to enter into mitigation agreements with local jurisdictions affected by
development, there are likely to be significant tax revenue benefits through rental and
capacity payments that would be made to the BLM by developers. Much of the revenue
collected by the BLM from these sources would be distributed to local jurisdictions
affected by development, and may be used to provide additional services and
infrastructure for local community increases in population.

3.10.3 Local Economic Development Benefits

OSTS_032-1 OSTS_081-13 OSTS_102-4 OSTS_196-2
OSTS_069-48 OSTS_087-6 OSTS_105-1 OSTS_216-4
OSTS_077-13 OSTS_087-7 OSTS_106-1 OSTS_229-4
OSTS_078-13 OSTS_092-3 OSTS_117-2 OSTS_231-3
OSTS_079-13 OSTS_100-2 OSTS_125-2 OSTS_232-2
OSTS_080-14 OSTS_101-2 OSTS_147-4 50087-9
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50090-4 50135-4 50165-8 50296-2
50090-5 50136-4 50166-4 50309-5
50090-23 50137-4 50167-4 50312-41
50090-24 50138-4 50172-4 50314-2
50090-25 50139-5 50181-34 50320-5
50090-34 50142-2 50181-124 50324-12
50096-4 50143-10 50186-17 50325-22
50117-1 50144-1 50227-8 50328-21
50123-2 50146-4 50229-1 50330-5
50129-4 50149-4 50255-6 50333-17
50130-4 50150-4 50255-7 50343-18
50131-4 50151-4 50255-21 50343-19
50132-4 50155-4 50272-5 50365-2
50133-4 50159-4 50273-2

50134-4 50161-4 50276-8

Issue Summary: Some commentors expressed support for long-term, well-paid jobs in
local communities, while others were concerned over impacts on property values and
agriculture. Some commentors preferred a phased approach to avoid “boom-bust”
economic development. Many commentors were generally opposed to or supported oil
shale and tar sands based on economic development issues in each state ROI.

Response: The purpose of the socioeconomic assessment in the PEIS is to estimate the
impacts of the leasing land to accommodate specific production levels for each oil shale
and tar sands recovery method on the ROI surrounding it. It may be the case, however,
that smaller scale projects may result from the development of portions of proposed oil
shale and tar sands acreage, with lower production levels, especially at larger lease tracts,
meaning that the impacts of oil shale and tar sands development are a conservative
estimate of impacts in one or each ROI. In addition to the analyses of economic impacts
included in the PEIS, additional analyses of impacts would be included as part of the site-
specific NEPA review process conducted for individual oil shale and tar sands projects.
Part of the process of performing additional environmental and socioeconomic analyses
could be an assessment of the impacts of smaller scale projects and a phased approach to
development. However, because the scale of development in each ROl is likely to be
driven primarily by market factors, in particular the financial viability of projects of
specific capacities, the involvement of the BLM in this aspect of oil shale and tar sands
development, and the extent to which subsequent NEPA analysis might consider a range
of proposed capacity level and development timelines, is likely to be limited.
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As discussed in Section 4.1 of the PEIS, oil shale and tar sands developments are likely to
create significant direct construction employment benefits for residents in communities in
each ROI. Construction jobs are likely to produce annual incomes significantly larger
than the current average. As the higher-than-average wages and salaries of direct
employees are spent in each ROI, indirect jobs will be created throughout the economies
of each ROI. Additional employment and incomes will also be generated through the
procurement of goods, materials, equipment, and services within each ROI during the
construction phase of each project. In addition to the economic impacts of oil shale and
tar sands facilities, there are likely to be significant tax revenue benefits from the
construction and operation of oil shale and tar sands projects not only through sales and
income taxes but also through annual payments that would be made to the BLM by oil
shale and tar sands developers. Much of the revenues collected by the BLM from these
sources would be distributed to local jurisdictions affected by such development.
Potential impacts on agriculture are covered in Section 4.12.1.4 of the PEIS.

Section 4.12.1.6 of the PEIS covers potential impact on property values, while

Section 4.12.1.7 of the PEIS discusses the relationship between changes in amenity value
and economic development in the western states. Economic, fiscal, and demographic
projections included in the report prepared by BBC Consulting were reviewed in the
PEIS, and data included where appropriate. Discussion of water impacts can be found in
Section 4.5 of the PEIS.

As the PEIS describes, socioeconomic mitigation measures could include training
programs to ensure that the employment of a local labor force in the construction and
operation of oil shale and tar sands projects is as large as possible, because there may few
potential employees in the required construction occupations, given the economic profile
of the ROIs, where agriculture, mining and services may be largest current employing
sectors. To the extent that local labor resources and vendors can be utilized on oil shale
and tar sands projects during both construction and operation, oil shale and tar sands
developments could contribute to reducing unemployment that may have resulted from
national recession or from declining demand for the products of ROI sectors traditionally
providing significant local employment opportunities. Requiring project developers to
undertake preferential hiring of residents, and to use vendors within the county or state
where an oil shale and tar sands project is proposed, are in certain respects attractive as a
means of addressing the project’s socioeconomic impacts. It is likely, however, that these
requirements would be held to violate the interstate commerce clause.

Analysis undertaken for the PEIS indicates direct and indirect employment growth
associated with development of oil shale and tar sands facilities could lead to
development on a scale likely to precipitate a “boom-bust” economic development
trajectory at the majority of ROIs. The PEIS acknowledges that the influx of large
numbers of in-migrants can lead to ongoing social impacts associated with the transition
from small community societies with traditional rural values, to larger communities with
urban values, which may fundamentally affect quality of life in small rural communities.
Section 3.11.2.2.7 of the PEIS provides an analysis of the literature discussing the nature
of these impacts.
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3.10.4 Recreation Impacts

OSTS_069-20 50125-7 50253-8 50323-7
OSTS_069-31 50147-6 50260-1 50323-28
OSTS_069-50 50157-4 50269-7 50336-5
OSTS_137-2 50167-3 50270-4 50341-4
OSTS_218-1 50181-65 50300-2 50355-4
OSTS_235-4 50181-81 50309-4

50120-4 50245-1 50314-4

50121-4 50249-3 50322-6

Issue Summary: Many commentors were concerned about impacts on tourism and
recreation from oil shale and tar sands development and the importance of tourism and
recreation to local economies.

Response: As discussed in Section 3.11, the economic baseline established for recreation
activities in each ROI identifies a number of sectors in which recreational expenditures
would occur, including sporting goods retailers, automotive rental, hotels, recreational
vehicle parks, campsites, and restaurants. Recreational activities in the vicinity of oil
shale and tar sands projects could be affected by visual, air quality, or water quality
impairments or reductions in populations of animals that provide hunting opportunities.

A significant problem in the assessment of impacts of oil shale and tar sands
developments on recreation lies in the measurement of recreational visitation, especially
visitation related to specific recreational activities, and the extent to which individual
activities are affected by aspects of oil shale and tar sands development, changes in the
visual environment and related infrastructure, increases in traffic, and changes in the
overall level of local economic development, property values, and quality of life.
Moreover, visitation rates associated with various recreational activities, such as hunting,
off-road vehicle use, bird-watching, hiking, and so on is often not measured, especially if
there is no specific market transaction, such payment of camping fees, even though there
may be significant associated expenditure on accommodation, gasoline, vehicle, and
equipment rentals. While there have been several studies of specific recreational
activities, such as off-road vehicle use, and in specific locations, such as public lands in
Utah, there is no systematically collected data for all three ROIs to allow an assessment
of the economic impacts of visitation related to all recreational activities.

Various locations within the ROIs host healthy, tourism-based economies. During NEPA
review at the project-specific level, agreements may be reached between local
governments and oil shale and tar sands developers to allow energy development and also
mitigate impacts on important employment and revenue-generating tourist and
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recreational sites, such as national parks and historic areas, including potential impacts on
water, air, and ecosystem viability.
3.10.5 Economic Viability

OSTS_137-2 50142-2 50165-8
50123-2 50157-3 50300-2

Issue Summary: A number of commentors were concerned about the viability of oil
shale and tar sands technologies and their revenue-generating potential.

Response: Due diligence by the BLM in assessing project viability prior to issuing a
lease is required for applications. In addition, under the Preferred Alternative, leases will
be granted for RD&D projects. Developers will be required to prove that they have a
viable technology.

3.11 RECREATION

Comments associated with recreation are addressed under Issue 8.1.

3.12 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

3.12.1 Agricultural Water Use
50181-36 50181-88

Issue Summary: Commentors were concerned about impacts on drinking and irrigation
water.

Response: Text was added to the PEIS to describe the potential for environmental justice
impacts from changes in water supplies and water costs for drinking and irrigation water
resulting from oil shale and tar sands developments.

3.12.2 Analytical Methods, Data, and Scope

50090-35 50181-35 50310-31

Issue Summary: Commentors were concerned that analysis did not present an accurate
description of minority and low-income populations.
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Response: Low-income and minority data and maps in the PEIS were updated and are
now based on data provided in the 2010 Census.

An important part of the analysis of the potential impacts of oil shale and tar sands
developments on low-income and minority communities is to establish the proximity of
these communities to such developments. Once proximity has been established, the
extent to which impacts that are high and adversely affect individuals in low-income and
minority communities can be established by considering how environmental pathways or
social, cultural, and economic interactions at the state level or within a 50-mi area around
each leasing area could be affected by specific types of environmental or socioeconomic
impacts of oil shale and tar sands projects. The PEIS establishes a basis for the
examination of these impacts and provides design features that may be implemented to
mitigate some or all of these impacts. Subsequent, project-specific NEPA assessments of
individual oil shale and tar sands projects would consider in more detail the precise
nature and magnitude of these impacts and establish a set of mitigation procedures.

Under Presidential E.O. 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” federal agencies have the
responsibility to “identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on
minority populations and low-income populations.” The spirit of this policy—not a
mechanical threshold—should guide any analysis of disproportional impact. Given that
stipulation, using a quantitative threshold to determine impact is a useful and accepted
tool for preparing environmental justice analyses. In its guidance accompanying

E.O. 12898, CEQ proposes that:

Minority populations should be identified where either: (a) the minority
population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent or (b) the minority population
percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater than the minority
population percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of
geographic analysis.

No specific definition of “meaningfully greater” is offered; instead, it is meant to vary
depending on the scale of the analysis and the level of expected impacts. Where adverse
impacts appear to be negligible, it may be reasonable to set the threshold higher to avoid
running through an environmental justice analysis that contributes nothing substantive to
the understanding of impacts. Conversely, where there is a reasonable chance of adverse
effects, the threshold should be set lower to ensure that such effects on minority or other
environmental justice groups are well documented. The PEIS finds that “impacts
resulting from the construction and operation of oil shale and tar sands facilities with the
potential to affect low-income and minority populations are likely to be small,” justifying
an increased threshold for determining whether environmental justice communities exist
in the affected area. Despite this finding, the PEIS acknowledges that demographics
could change and proceeds to list potential impacts on environmental justice
communities. This (and other) sections also include applicable mitigation measures to
address these impacts.



Final OSTS PEIS 112

Finally, “the OSTS PEIS will not eliminate the need for site-specific environmental
review for future individual OSTS development proposals. ... The determination of the
necessary level of additional NEPA analysis, however, would be made on a case-by-case
basis at the time an OSTS energy project application was received.”

3.12.3 Support of Economic Development as a Means of Addressing Environmental Justice
Issues

50343-27

Issue Summary: One commentor advocated oil shale and tar sands development as a
means of addressing poverty in each state ROI and providing economic opportunities for
minority populations.

Response: As discussed in Section 4.1 of the PEIS, oil shale and tar sands developments
are likely to create significant direct construction employment benefits for residents in
communities in each ROI, including low-income and minority individuals. Construction
jobs are likely to produce annual incomes significantly larger than the current average. As
the higher-than-average wages and salaries of direct employees are spent in each ROI,
indirect jobs will be created throughout the economies of each ROI. Additional
employment and incomes will also be generated through the procurement of goods,
materials, equipment, and services within each ROI during the construction phase of each
project, including establishments employing low-income and minority individuals. In
addition to the economic impacts of oil shale and tar sands facilities, there are likely to be
significant tax revenue benefits from the construction and operation of oil shale and tar
sands projects not only through sales and income taxes but also through annual payments
that would be made to the BLM by oil shale and tar sands developers. Much of the
revenues collected by the BLM from these sources would be distributed to local
jurisdictions affected by oil shale and tar sands development, including low-income and
minority individuals.

As the PEIS describes, socioeconomic mitigation measures could include training
programs to ensure that the employment of a local labor force in the construction and
operation of oil shale and tar sands projects is as large as possible, including low-income
and minority individuals, as there may few potential employees in the required
construction occupations, given the economic profile of the ROIs, where agriculture,
mining, and services may be largest current employing sectors. To the extent that local
labor resources and vendors can be utilized on oil shale and tar sands projects during both
construction and operation, oil shale and tar sands developments could contribute to
reducing unemployment that may have resulted from national recession or from declining
demand for the products of ROI sectors traditionally providing significant local
employment opportunities. Mitigation programs would also benefit low-income and
minority individuals.
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3.13 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/WASTE

OSTS_024-5 50243-1 50335-15 50335-22
50181-82 50276-5 50335-16 50335-23
50181-86 50279-5 50335-17 50335-24
50181-89 50279-6 50335-18 50335-25
50181-98 50312-32 50335-19 50335-26
50181-114 50312-33 50335-20 50363-1
50181-118 50335-14 50335-21

Issue Summary: Commentors raised a number of technical and procedural issues related
to the management of hazardous materials and wastes used in or produced by oil shale
and tar sands operations. Duchesne County, Utah, provided citations for hazardous
wastes and for solid wastes in its County Code to be added to Appendix D of the PEIS.
This commentor also noted that spent tar sands do have commercial value and are not
necessarily treated as a solid waste. Rio Blanco County, Colorado, noted that the
assumption in Section 4.14.1 of the PEIS that produced waste waters would be collected
in lined ponds and treated on-site was inconsistent with BLM’s history of not allowing
such activities on public land. The Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality
(WDEQ) made a number of comments on Section 4.14.1 regarding the procedural
requirements and implementation of state and federal waste management regulations, as
well as for reporting and cleaning up releases to the environment. Other commentors
expressed general concerns regarding the use of hazardous materials by a future oil shale
and tar sands industry and the effects of releases to the environment.

Response: Appendix D was revised in accordance with information from Duchesne
County on solid and hazardous waste regulations. In addition, Section 5.14.1.1 of the
PEIS was revised to indicate that spent tar sands in Utah do have potential commercial
value. Conversely, no change was made to the PEIS in response to suggested
inconsistencies of assumptions regarding on-site storage and treatment of process
waters and previous BLM policy on similar actions. With respect to comments from the
WDEQ, Section 4.14.1 was revised in several places to address points made in these
comments. Regarding general concerns about releases of hazardous materials or wastes
used or produced in commercial operations, Oil Shale Section 4.14.2 and Tar Sands
Section 5.14.2 list mitigation measures, including regulatory requirements, that would
limit the release of hazardous wastes and minimize and mitigate the effects of any
accidental releases. Management of spent shale is discussed in Section 4.14.1.
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3.14 HEALTH AND SAFETY

OSTS_034-2 50276-2 50277-24 50333-49
50096-5 50277-22 50285-4
50147-5 50277-23 50314-8

Issue Summary: Commentors expressed concerns regarding potential exposure to
chemical additives used in shale fracturing in the oil and gas industry and the use of
“citrus solvent” in tar sands extraction. A commentor from the BLM state office in Utah
recommended clarifications to the discussion of mine safety issues related to methane,
hydrogen sulfide, and explosive dusts, and noted that Mine Safety Health Administration
standards, if followed, would prevent unacceptable exposures to miners. A Utah State
commentor pointed out that health effects estimates in Table 4.15.2 are based on

1 million bbl/day oil shale production, while Chapter 4 analysis assumptions address a
significantly smaller initial industry.

Response: Regarding chemical additives used in oil and gas hydraulic fracturing,
Section 4.14.1.4 of the PEIS discusses this issue, but notes that it is not clear that in situ
oil shale processes would use processes or additives similar those for recovering oil and
gas. Regarding all hazardous materials, mitigation measures and regulations discussed in
Section 4.14.2 would limit exposures to worker and the public. Regarding mine safety,
affected sections of the PEIS were revised in accordance with these comments.
Regarding the health effects estimates in Table 4.15.2, these estimates may be scaled to
any assumed oil shale industry size. No change was made in response to this comment.

3.15 GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM

OSTS_069-53 50030-1 50181-25 50277-12
OSTS_084-6 50047-12 50268-15 50277-13
OSTS_087-1 50074-10 50277-8 50277-14
OSTS_230-5 50181-12 50277-11 50277-31

Issue Summary: Commentors identified errors in maps and figures. Commentors also
suggested improvements for maps and figures or requested design changes, additions, or
omissions from the maps and figures.

Response: After reviewing comments, the BLM adjusted maps, figures, text, or tables to
correct commentors’ issues as appropriate.

The information displayed on the maps and figures is correct to the best of the BLM’s
knowledge and reflective of the data available. The maps and figures contain an
appropriate level of detail so as to relay the relevant information without overwhelming
the reader.
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4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
4.1 PROGRAMMATIC CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND SUBSEQUENT
NEPA ANALYSIS

50162-5 50323-3
50314-11

OSTS_069-11
50125-6

Issue Summary: Several commentors expressed views on the scope and nature of the
cumulative impacts analysis in the PEIS. One commentor stated that cumulative impacts
must be analyzed at the programmatic level in a manner sufficient to place an upper limit
on development. Another commentor stated that carrying capacity thresholds should be
used in the cumulative impacts analysis, including for mule deer and elk and for air and
water resources. In addition, this commentor stated that the socioeconomic effects of oil
shale and tar sands development should be analyzed on top of rapidly growing oil and
gas, tourism, and recreation industries in a programmatic sense. A third commentor
acknowledged language in the Draft PEIS to the effect that currently available
information allowed only a qualitative analysis of cumulative effects, which, while
sufficient to support the narrow allocation decision at hand, is not sufficient to support
specific leasing decisions, and stated that, thus, the Final PEIS must (1) define the define
the scope of subsequent NEPA analysis, including the scope of cumulative impacts
analysis, and (2) define mitigation actions. Likewise, another commentor noted that the
Draft PEIS does not quantitatively analyze effects on fish and wildlife, and thus
subsequent NEPA analysis must construct a reasonably foreseeable development scenario
(RFDS) and conduct a quantitative analysis of the effects on soil and vegetation, habitat
structure, habitat fragmentation, water availability, and fish and wildlife habitat on
specific lands. In addition, the Final PEIS must state that this analysis must be completed
before a lease will be issued or a facility permitted. Finally, one commentor suggested
that a mechanism should be set up through the NEPA process to provide off-site
compensatory mitigation for cumulative effects on National Historic Trails to overcome
inherent shortcomings of the Section 106 process.

Response: In the PEIS, cumulative impacts analysis at a programmatic level has been
conducted to the extent possible, as appropriate to the proposed land use allocation
decision under consideration. The analysis summarizes the extensive current and
planned other activities (e.g., oil and gas development, coal mining, minerals
development) for the study area and offers a preliminary qualitative assessment of the
impacts of those activities, combined with possible future oil shale and tar sands
development, including but not limited to air, water, wildlife, and communities in the
study area. Because of the limited character of the decision to be made on the basis of
this PEIS (planning/allocation of lands where nominations to lease can be considered),
because the locations and magnitude of future oil shale and tar sands development are
highly speculative, and because there will be additional NEPA analysis prior to leasing,
in this PEIS it is neither required nor possible to present a cumulative effects analysis
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showing the impacts of future leasing and development. Prior to leasing (when site-
specific and technology-specific data will be available) or approval of a plan of
development (when accurate information on water use, air emissions, employment, and
the like will be available), additional environmental analysis will be performed,
including a cumulative analysis, as appropriate.

The PEIS is a programmatic-level document, analyzing allocation decisions.
Programmatic environmental impact statements are used to evaluate broad policies,
plans, and programs and provide an effective analytical foundation for subsequent
project-specific NEPA documents. At this time, it is not possible to provide a
quantitative landscape-level analysis of impacts. There are many uncertainties regarding
the amount of development that is reasonably foreseeable, the types of technologies that
might be deployed, and the locations of potential projects.

The BLM is taking a measured approach to oil shale development in which each step
builds upon a prior step. This approach ensures that any commercial oil shale program
meets the intent of Congress, is consistent with the requirements of NEPA and FLPMA,
takes advantage of the best available information and practices to minimize impacts, and
offers opportunities for states, tribes, local communities, and the public to be involved at
each decision point. At future stages of environmental evaluation (i.e., leasing and/or
plan of development), a landscape-level analysis will be performed, if appropriate. The
scope of the analysis in subsequent NEPA documents would be dependent upon the
number of applications received and the type and size of operations proposed by the
applicant. This could result in a statewide, regional, basin-wide, or site-specific analysis.
Issues such as the presence of wildlife, wildlife habitat, and wildlife habitat
fragmentation will be considered, as appropriate.

Regarding the view the PEIS must (1) define the scope of subsequent NEPA analysis,
including the scope of cumulative impacts analysis, and (2) define mitigation actions,
the text box on page 1-2 as well as the discussion in Section 1.1.1 on page 1-5 of the
Draft PEIS highlights that the subsequent NEPA analysis will need to occur prior to oil
shale and tar sands leasing and development and points out that the BLM may issue
leases with stipulations and requirements for best management practices (BMPs) and
may condition site-specific development documents with specific requirements to avoid
minimize or mitigate adverse impacts on various resources. In addition, as required by
CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1508.7 and 1508.8), this document and any subsequent NEPA
documents prepared with respect to oil shale and tar sands development will analyze the
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the proposed action, as appropriate. The
cumulative analysis will include past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
on the full range of affected resources including but not limited to air quality, water
quality, wildlife resources, habitat fragmentation, and socioeconomic impacts. In
particular, the cumulative analysis will consider the present effects of past actions, to the
extent that they are relevant, and present and reasonably foreseeable effects of federal
and nonfederal actions within an area appropriate to the proposed action at issue. The
reasonably foreseeable actions to be considered at that point can include information
from the RFDS and pertinent federal or nonfederal actions or effects thereof. That
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analysis will present the incremental impact of oil shale and tar sands exploration and
development when added to all reasonably foreseeable actions. That analysis will also
help to form the basis for the development of mitigation measures, such as BMPs to
mitigate short-term and long-term adverse impacts that might be associated with
development of these resources.

Finally, regarding off-site compensatory mitigation for cumulative effects on National
Historic Trails, while the BLM has excluded from leasing National Historic Trails and a
corridor extending at least 0.25 mi on either side, as noted on page 2-32 of the Draft
PEIS, it is beyond the scope of this PEIS to establish a mechanism for an off-site
compensatory mitigation of cumulative effects on National Historic Trails. Mitigations
to further protect these resources, including off-site compensatory mitigation, would be
considered at the leasing and project stage of oil shale development.

4.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON RESOURCES

OSTS_022-1 OSTS_083-6 50118-1 50310-56
OSTS_069-59 OSTS_083-7 50147-3 50320-14
OSTS_071-36 50090-8 50285-4 50323-10

Issue Summary: Commentors expressed a number of concerns regarding cumulative
effects and the analysis thereof on particular resources, including water, air, wildlife, as
well as from hazardous and toxic materials that might be associated with future oil shale
and tar sands development projects. With regard to cumulative effects on water resources
from oil shale and tar sands development, concerns included contributions to water
shortages, loss of watershed productivity, dust on snow effects, increased aridity,
increased salinity, effects of proposed oil and gas projects, and loss of aquatic habitat.

In addition, a commentor expressed the view that the Final PEIS must analyze the
cumulative effects of potential reduced water supplies resulting from global warming.
Finally, a commentor stated that the PEIS does not adequately account for contributions
to stresses on public water and wastewater systems in communities affected by
population growth from oil shale development.

Regarding cumulative effects on air quality, including contributions to ozone production,
one commentor stated that the PEIS must assess impacts on ozone formation and human
health from fugitive emissions of methane, VOCs, and HAPs from existing and future oil
and gas infrastructure and pipelines.

With respect to wildlife and habitat, commentors expressed concerns that surface mining
and in situ extraction would affect sage-grouse populations; that such activities must
avoid sage-grouse leks and core and priority habitat; and that the PEIS must evaluate the
cumulative effects of oil shale and tar sands infrastructure and development on habitat
loss, fragmentation, and loss of continuity.
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Regarding the cumulative effects associated with hazardous and toxic wastes, a
commentor noted that phosphate and other mineral mining in tar sands areas can
contribute, along with tar sands development, to leaching of arsenic and selenium in the
region and affect aquatic resources, fish, and migratory birds. Another commentor stated
that the cumulative effects of toxic wastes released from oil shale and tar sands
development has not been disclosed in the Draft PEIS.

Response: It is important to note that the cumulative impacts discussion presented in the
PEIS is a preliminary, programmatic one, appropriate to the land use allocation decision
under consideration in this initiative. As purely a land use allocation decision, the
proposed action can be understood to have effects, including cumulative effects, only in a
limited way. Therefore, the analysis presented focuses on the effects from future oil shale
and tar sands projects, in a preliminary and programmatic way, in order to provide
decision makers with a sense of the kinds of impacts that could occur, in the future. The
kinds of very specific analyses that most of the commentors appear to be calling for are,
at this early stage, neither possible nor appropriate. In order to direct the reader to the
specific discussions in the PEIS addressing the resources of interest to the commentors,
the following information is provided.

Regarding cumulative effects on water resources, Sections 4.5.1 and 5.5.1 of the PEIS
describe common impacts expected from oil shale and tar sands operations, respectively.
These discussions are of a qualitative or semi-quantitative nature, in the absence of
specific knowledge of locations or types of future developments and the needs of the
allocation decision at hand. Analysis of effects on both water availability and water
quality are discussed in these sections and include effects of concern to commentors,
including the potential contributing effects on water availability of climate change.
Cumulative effects on various resources are discussed in Section 6.1.6.3 of the PEIS and
include the effects on water supply and water quality and effects on terrestrial and aquatic
habitats. Regarding future oil and gas development, Section 6.1.6.2 of the PEIS discusses
projected levels of oil and gas development in the study area. With respect to the effects
of climate change, Section 4.5.1.2, pages 4-36 and 4-37, of the Draft PEIS analyzes
qualitatively the effects of future climate change on water availability in the study area.
Sections 4.6.1.1.3 and 5.6.1.1.3 of the Draft PEIS discuss GHG emission sources
associated with oil shale and tar sands development, respectively. As noted on page 4-59
of the Draft PEIS, quantification of climate change effects from such sources is beyond
the scope of the PEIS. Regarding additional loads on public water systems, while the
PEIS analyzes the overall impact on surface water supplies from projected commercial
oil shale development over the next couple of decades, this analysis is done in the context
of regional Colorado River system, and not at any particular location. Thus, while
additional loads will be placed on water supply and wastewater treatment systems from
oil shale development and associated population growth, it is not possible to identify
which systems will be affected or the degree to which they will be affected. Such analysis
would be performed in future NEPA reviews at the lease and project development stages.
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Regarding contributions to cumulative impacts from industrial development in the region
including fugitive emissions of methane (natural gas), VOCs, and HAPs from oil and gas
infrastructure in addition to those from future oil shale and tar sands developments, such
an analysis would require many assumptions that are premature at this programmatic
stage in the review process. If any lease applications are made, detailed analysis of such
effects would be appropriately evaluated in site-specific NEPA analyses conducted prior
to issuing leases and approving plans of development.

Regarding analysis of contributions to cumulative effects on sage-grouse and other
wildlife from future oil shale developments, effects of habitat loss and fragmentation on
wildlife and sensitive species are analyzed qualitatively in Section 6.1.6.3.7, and similar
effects from tar sands developments are analyzed in Section 6.2.6.3.7 of the PEIS.
Further, more quantitative, analysis of these effects would be done in future NEPA
analyses at the leasing and project development stages.

With respect to contributions to cumulative effects from leaching of arsenic and selenium
from tar sands development in addition to those from other types of mining,

Section 6.2.6.2.4 was revised accordingly to note such possible cumulative effects on
aquatic systems, fish, and migratory birds.

Finally, regarding toxic wastes, the cumulative effects of toxic wastes potentially released
from oil shale and tar sands development in combination with similar wastes associated
with oil and gas operations, coal and mineral mining, electric power generation, and other
activities are described in Sections 6.1.6.3.13 and 6.2.6.3.13 of the PEIS for oil shale and
tar sands development, respectively.

4.3 IMPACTING FACTORS AND OTHER ASSUMPTIONS

OSTS_071-35 50310-59 50310-61 50310-63
50026-1 50310-60 50310-62 50333-50

Issue Summary: Commentors expressed a number of concerns regarding technical
aspects of the cumulative impacts analysis in the PEIS, including values used and
currency of impacting factors used in the analysis, other assumptions used, and the
acknowledgment of certain trends in the region. Commentors stated that the assumptions
and values for impact-producing factors presented in the cumulative impacts analysis
should be updated, particularly accounting for the use of well pads that support multiple
wells, thus reducing surface disturbance overall; that information on coal mining in
Table 6.1.6-2 should be reviewed using information from the three state agencies
regulating mining, not from central/eastern states; and that Table 6.1.6-3 should be
updated for coal-fired power plants and expanded to include gas-fired plants; that
Section 6.1.6.3.11 on cumulative effects on socioeconomics should be updated in light
of the ongoing RD&D projects and looking forward; that the discussion of hydraulic
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fracturing in Section 6.1.6.3.13 should be updated with more recent information; that
gas-fired power plants should be included in the discussion of power plant wastes in
Section 6.1.6.3.13; that the Table 6.1.6-5 listing of projected levels of tar sands
development on private lands should be consistent with discussions of such development
in Appendix B; and finally, that the PEIS must address downward trends from impacts
from past and ongoing energy development.

Response: Regarding impacting factors for ground disturbance from oil and gas drilling,
in Table 6.1.6-1, on page 6-244, and Table 6.2.6-1, on page 6-481, in the Final PEIS, a
footnote was added to summary Table 6.1.6-9 and Table 6.2.6-6 for oil shale and tar
sands, respectively, noting that projected ground disturbance from future oil and gas
wells could be reduced by up to an order of magnitude though the use of multiple-well
pads. Regarding assumptions used for coal mining, Table 6.1.6-2 on page 6-246 of the
PEIS does show data for the western United States for surface mining. To the extent that
underground mining is conducted in the West, the data in the table for the eastern United
States are sufficiently representative and encompassing of such mining operations for the
PEIS, whose purpose is to indicate the types and order of magnitude of impacts
associated with coal mining.

Regarding Table 6.1.6-3, the data presented in this table in the Draft PEIS are sufficiently
representative and encompassing of coal-fired power plant operations for the PEIS and
thus were not updated for coal-fired plants. However, impacting factors for gas-fired
plants were added to Tables 6.1.6-3 and 4.1.6-1 in the Final PEIS, so that impacts of this
potential power source for future oil shale and tar sands development may be understood
and compared with those from coal-fired plants.

Regarding updating the cumulative effects analysis for socioeconomics in

Section 6.1.6.3.11 of the PEIS with information from the ongoing RD&D projects,

those projects have not yielded socioeconomic data that would override those used in
Section 4.12 for analysis of impacts for oil shale development and thus result in updates
to the cumulative effects analysis in Section 6.1.6.3.11. Regarding the discussion of
hydraulic fracturing in Section 6.1.6.3.13 of the Draft PEIS, this section in the Final PEIS
was updated with more recent information regarding this rapidly developing process.

Regarding consistency of information on the projected levels of tar sands development on
private lands in Utah, the current Table 6.1.6-5 entry of “Potential unknown’ under
“Level of Activity” is not inconsistent with information in Appendix B. Finally,
regarding trends in cumulative effects in the region, effects from other energy
development in oil shale and tar sands areas has been considered in the cumulative
impacts analysis sections of the PEIS. Further analysis of such cumulative impacts will
be performed as part of the required NEPA review conducted for future commercial oil
shale lease applications and again at the project proposal stage.
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5.0 MITIGATION AND RECLAMATION

OSTS_033-4 50125-6 50323-4 50343-5
OSTS_069-13 50162-12 50323-14 50343-25
OSTS_071-28 50269-2 50329-10 50351-4
OSTS_071-39 50312-29 50329-14

50090-32 50312-31 50335-11

Issue Summary: Commentors made a number of proposals related to impact mitigation
and site reclamation that related to the implementation of mitigation measures.
Commentors stated that government and industry should make advance investments and
contributions to communities that will be affected by oil shale and tar sands development;
that mitigations listed in Section 4.12.2 of the Draft PEIS should be made mandatory in
the Final PEIS; that off-site compensatory mitigation for cumulative effects on National
Historic Trails should be part of the NEPA process; and that an expressed call for
regional mitigation planning and coordination be included in the Final PEIS. Other
commentors, citing CEQ guidance, noted that mitigation measures are ongoing
commitments that should include specific measureable performance standards and
adequate mechanisms for implementation, monitoring, and reporting. Such mitigations
would be appropriately specified in future NEPA reviews of proposals with specific
technologies at the leasing and plan of development stages. In addition, commentors
suggested that further consideration be given to protection of migratory birds, including
from contaminated pits, and to bird collisions with power lines; that specific buffers sizes
should be specified in mitigations for active raptor nests and ferruginous hawks; that
additional review of migration corridor studies for big game be conducted; that mitigation
measures should be specified to protect groundwater near in situ operations after
production ceases; that experience from the 1980s shows that reclamation of oil shale
areas can be successful and should inform BMPs for surface disturbance; that a detailed
socioeconomic study be conducted for the ROI at the time of leasing; that timing or
seasonal restrictions are not effective mitigations for big game or sage-grouse, but only
avoidance is effective; and that mitigations for impacts on soil and geologic resources in
Section 4.3.2 should list existing requirements for reclamation performance bonds.

Response: Regarding considerations of making advance contributions to communities to
mitigate the effects of oil shale and tar sands development; of making mitigations listed
in Section 4.12.2 of the Draft PEIS mandatory; of including off-site compensatory
mitigation for cumulative effects on National Historic Trails part of the NEPA process,
and of making a specific call for regional mitigation planning in the PEIS, these topics
are outside the scope of the PEIS, which is narrowly focused on a land allocation
decision. With respect to making mandatory the socioeconomic mitigations listed in
Section 4.12.2 of the PEIS, such a mandate would be premature at this time. Mitigations
will be considered in greater detail at the leasing and plan of development stages, as was
noted to be appropriate by other commentors. Similarly, additional mitigations to protect
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migratory birds, raptors, and big game may be added in future NEPA reviews, as may
mitigations for protecting groundwater near in situ extraction operations. More detailed
socioeconomic studies of specific ROIs would also be conducted at such time. Regarding
avoidance of habitat for big game and sage-grouse, such an objective is addressed on a
large scale by the formulation of various alternatives and may be addressed on a smaller
scale on a case-by-case basis at the project implementation stage. Finally, regarding
reclamation performance bonds, the existing requirement for such bonds was not added
to the list of soil and geologic mitigation measures in Section 4.3.2, because this and
similar sections focus on the technical aspects of mitigations rather than on the
administrative aspects.

6.0 RESOURCE AND TECHNICAL CONCERNS

50063-2 50162-9 50325-44
50162-7 50277-7 50335-8

Issue Summary: Commentors expressed a number of concerns related to oil shale and
tar sands resources and the technologies available to extract and process them.
Commentors identified a need for specificity in oil shale and tar sands regulations, so that
developers and the private sector could respond with technological developments to meet
specified needs. Another inquired as to the properties of commercial synthetic crude oils
in the context of pipeline corrosion. One commentor requested more detailed analysis of
the cumulative effects from pipelines from an eventual commercial industry, while
another gquestioned the statement in Section 1.2.2 of the Draft PEIS to the effect that
information regarding the nature and extent of future development of oil shale and tar
sands resources was speculative at the current time. Finally, one commentor urged that a
review be conducted of the Rock Springs oil shale retort site in Wyoming that was
operated between 1965 and 1979.

Response: The commentor’s view on the need for specificity in regulations is noted.
However, oil shale regulations are not within the scope of the PEIS. Regarding the
properties of synthetic crude oils eventually produced on a commercial scale and their
corrosion properties in pipelines, such properties are not yet known, because no
commercial-scale oil shale operations are ongoing in the study area. Similarly,
quantifying the cumulative effects of pipelines supporting a commercial industry is not
possible at this time in the absence of a reasonable understanding of the eventual nature
and size of such an industry. Regarding a review of the Rock Springs retort site operated
between 1965 and 1979, because this time period is covered in Appendix A in reviews of
other projects in the study areas and because more recent information from RD&D
projects is now available, while the technology review was not intended to be exhaustive,
information on the Rock Springs retort site is not needed for the PEIS and was not added
in the Final PEIS in the interest of time.



Final OSTS PEIS 123

6.1 RESOURCE ASSESSMENTS

OSTS_084-6 50092-1 50271-7
OSTS_085-1 50184-1 50343-10
50090-13 50263-1 50365-3

Issue Summary: Commentors expressed a number of concerns related to oil shale and
tar sands resource assessments. One commentor took issue with the map of the White
River Field Office RMP decisions shown in Figure 3.1.1-3 on page 3-11, as well as areas
identified as LWC in Figure 2.3.3-1 on page 2-37, of the Draft PEIS. Another commentor
pointed out technical disagreements on terms used to the describe oil shale conversion
temperature on page 2-15 of the Draft PEIS, while another requested that the definition of
crude oil presented in the PEIS glossary be clarified and expanded. Another commentor
pointed out the existence of the Uintah Basin Energy Zone in Duchesne County, which
includes oil shale and which has as a highest priority management and development of
existing energy and mineral resources to provide long-term domestic energy and supplies
for Utah and the United States. In Colorado, a commentor noted that oil shale resources
in the Piceance Basin are the richest in the study area and likely to be developed first,
while the area available of leasing would be greatly reduced under the Preferred
Alternative. Finally, a commentor stated that tar sands resources in Utah are a fraction of
those in Alberta, Canada, and would be produced at levels of no more than 25,000 to
50,000 bbl/day.

Response: Regarding Figure 3.1.1-3 on page 3-11 of the Draft PEIS, the text on the
previous page points out that a number of decisions in the 1985 RMP from which the
map in the figure was taken and which gave rise to the comments were superseded by
decisions in the 2008 ROD, shown in Figure 2.3.2-1 of this PEIS. Regarding the areas
identified in the latter figure as LWC, the lands were identified by the affected BLM
Field Offices in field surveys that were updated as recently as 2011 following program
guidelines for identifying such lands. Regarding the discussion of oil shale on page 2-15
of the Draft PEIS and the definition of crude oil in the glossary, each of these sections
was revised in accordance with the comments. In addition, the BLM notes the existence
of the Uintah Basin Energy Zone in Duchesne County as well as the fact that the
Piceance Basin contains rich oil shale resources that would likely be among the first
developed in the study area. Regarding projected production levels of tar sands in Utah,
Sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 of the PEIS assume production levels of 20,000 bbl/day for
surface retort and in situ retort processes, respectively, in line with the levels suggested in
the comment.

6.1.1 Geologically Prospective

OSTS_069-117 50090-11 50324-44 50333-32
OSTS_087-2 50277-18 50325-42 50343-9
50087-8 50324-22 50329-15
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Issue Summary: Several commentors asked that the BLM clearly define what
“geologically prospective” means in each state. They expressed concerns over why the
BLM would make available lands that fall below the 25 gal/ton and 25-ft-thick threshold
in Wyoming. Many commentors would prefer that all states meet the 25/25 standard.
Other commentors suggested that industry is in a better position to decide which
resources are economically recoverable. Commentors also stated that having different
standards across state lines would constitute a decision that was arbitrary and capricious
if such a decision was not logically reasoned.

Response: In Section 369 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, Congress required the
Secretary of the Interior to establish a commercial oil shale leasing program that focused
on the most geologically prospective regions. This mandate included requiring the
Secretary to determine the meaning of “most geologically prospective” for the purpose of
identifying the oil shale resources on the public lands in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.
The Secretary, through the BLM, determined the meaning of this phrase in 2008, and
has carried it forward into this 2012 planning initiative, for the reasons explained in
Section 1.2. The standards developed by the USGS Conservation Division, and
subsequently adopted by the BLM, use 15 gal/ton and 15 ft thick as the prospectively
valuable classification standard for oil shale resources. The USGS further defined oil
shale leasing area criteria on a regional basis as 25 gal/ton and 25 ft thick. For this PEIS,
the most geologically prospective resources in Colorado and Utah are defined as those
deposits that yield 25 gal/ton or more and are 25 ft thick or greater. In Wyoming, where
the oil shale resource is not of as high a quality as it is in Colorado and Utah, the most
geologically prospective resources are defined as those deposits that yield 15 gal/ton or
more and are 15 ft thick or greater The intent of using these definitions in the PEIS is to
establish an area inside of which applications for leases can be accepted. Industry can
make its own determinations on what target it may want to pursue within that area. An
alternative that would apply the Wyoming criteria to Colorado and Utah was considered
but eliminated from detailed analysis in the PEIS, as discussed in Section 2.5.2. In that
discussion it is reasoned that it would not make economic sense to open larger areas in
Colorado and Utah to potential oil shale leasing where the resource is of low grade and
unlikely to be developed at this time, because interest in future leasing would be directed
at higher grade deposits. It is further noted that, in the future, additional planning and
NEPA analysis could be conducted to open areas with lower grade deposits if
economically warranted.

6.1.2 2008 PEIS Was Reasonable

OSTS_077-3 OSTS_080-3 50255-11 50308-2
OSTS_078-3 OSTS_081-3 50283-2 50314-12
OSTS_079-3 50186-3 50308-10 50325-12

Issue Summary: Several commentors suggested that the Preferred Alternative in the
2008 OSTS PEIS was a reasonable response to the large amount of oil shale and tar sands
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resources available in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. Commentors further suggested
that the Preferred Alternative in the 2012 PEIS, because of reduced acreage open for
application for leasing, would impede commercial development and thus requires strong
justification. Another commentor supported evaluating the results of research and
development projects prior to commercial leasing of public lands.

Response: The Preferred Alternative identified in this PEIS would make more than
600,000 acres of public land open for application for commercial oil shale leasing. Given
the nascent stage of development of oil shale technologies and the recent and current rate
of advancement of the industry, the amount of land available under the Preferred
Alternative would present no significant barrier to development of the industry in the
foreseeable future, while requiring RD&D first is a prudent management step in a
reasoned, organized, and responsible path toward commercialization.

6.2 POWER AND ENERGY NEEDS

OSTS_069-17 50269-6 50310-35
50147-7 50310-34

Issue Summary: A number of commentors expressed concerns that all impacts
associated with oil shale and tar sands production be fully considered prior to issuing
commercial leases, in particular, impacts from associated electrical power generation
required to support production. Among these concerns was that energy return in the form
of oil shale and tar sands products be compared to energy invested in such production in
analysis of impacts. Others were concerned about the geographic range of impacts from
commercial development, particularly on towns and communities, including from power
production. Yet others noted that operations that are self-supplied with power would
reduce impacts from electrical transmission.

Response: The requirements and effects of power generation and transmission were
considered in the preparation of this PEIS and are analyzed in Section 4.1 for oil shale
production and Section 5.1 for tar sands production, along with several other factors
potentially contributing to impacts that may extend beyond production locations. These
discussions are of a general nature as appropriate for a programmatic level of analysis.
Additional, more detailed analysis of such factors will be performed in future NEPA
reviews at the leasing and project design level of commercial development. Some
projects may be self-supplied with power as a by-product of operations, reducing effects
from power transmission. Likewise, projects that generate production heat from
combustion of product gases may have a lower water demand overall than those that use
electricity for heating to the extent that electricity generation requires water. Air
emissions, on the other hand, would occur at the operations site instead of at an external
power plant, for aboveground retorting operations. Air emissions would be reduced
overall for in situ operations that used self-supplied gas for combustion underground
rather than electricity generated above ground.
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6.2.1 External Energy Source

OSTS_066-14 50181-73 50310-45 50333-48
OSTS_069-38 50270-7 50310-47 50343-20
OSTS_072-8 50272-6 50312-36

50090-27 50310-33 50314-9

50144-4 50310-44 50320-6

Issue Summary: Several commentors questioned BLM’s assumption that coal would
provide the supplemental energy required for oil shale or tar sands extraction. They
requested that the BLM include scenarios in which the energy supply comes from gas-
fired power or from other energy sources. One commentor questioned the definition of
60% efficiency assumed for coal-fired plants. Others pointed out that some operations
may be self-supplied with energy from co-produced gases or natural gas and to such an
extent would reduce the need for new power plants. Similarly, in situ operations that used
combustion for heating rather than electricity should be considered in the PEIS analysis.
Finally, a commentor noted that Section 4.9.1.3.2 assumes that, with respect to visual
impacts, new coal-fired power plants built to support oil shale development would be
1,500-MW units, whereas the PEIS assumes that only 600 MW would be needed to
supply an initial industry, while the discussion of power plant construction activities
should be moved from visual impacts Section 4.9.1.4.2 to Section 4.1.6, which covers
expansion of generating capacity.

Response: The BLM acknowledges that future energy required to support a commercial
oil shale and tar sands industry would likely be provided by some source other than coal
and, in the near term, would likely be provided by natural gas, which has lower CO»
emissions than coal-fired plants. The Final PEIS was revised in the appropriate places in
accordance with this response, including in Section 4.1.6. Impact-producing factors for
gas-fired generating plants were added to Tables 4.1.6-1, 6.1.6-3, and 6.2.6-3. The first
footnote in Tables 6.1.6-3 and 6.2.6-3 was revised to read, “Power plants are assumed to
operate at 60% capacity factor,” revised from “60% efficiency.” In addition, the text was
revised to note that natural gas—fired energy production might be self-supplied at some
oil shale operations, reducing loads on the grid. Otherwise, however, it is noted that self-
supplied natural gas—fired electric power would have roughly similar impacting factors as
that produced by off-site generators supplying the grid using combined-cycle gas-fired
plants. However, if self-supplied gas is used directly for heating, it is noted that water use
could be reduced overall, compared to using electricity for heating, to the extent that
electricity generation requires water, and that while air emissions would still occur for
aboveground operations; they would not occur for below ground combustion for in situ
operations, based on the assumption that combustion products are sequestered. The
potential contribution to energy supplied by renewables, particularly wind energy, is now
noted qualitatively in Section 4.1.6. No impact-producing factors are provided for
renewables, but it is noted that several such factors, including air emissions and water use
associated with wind energy, would be greatly reduced or eliminated compared to coal-
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or gas-supplied energy. Regarding the comment that the visual impacts discussion
assumes that a new coal-fired plant would be 1,500 MW when only 600 MW is needed to
support development, no changes were made in the Final PEIS. The assumption is
reasonable because this is a typical size for a coal-fired plant. Not all of the output of a
new plant would necessarily go to oil shale development. Likewise, the discussion of
power plant construction activities was not moved as suggested, because the activities are
discussed in the context of their visual impacts.

6.2.2 Produces More Energy Than It Consumes

OSTS_077-12 OSTS_081-12 OSTS_159-1 50255-20
OSTS_078-12 OSTS_107-3 OSTS_190-4 50325-21
OSTS_079-12 OSTS_148-1 OSTS_197-3

OSTS_080-13 OSTS_155-1 50186-16

Issue Summary: Several commentors stated that the energy available in oil shale and
tar sands products exceeds the energy consumed in their extraction processes; that
commercial technology is already available in other countries, while the RD&D projects
in Colorado and Utah show some promising early results; and that water requirements of
a commercial industry could be met with available supplies.

Response: The BLM does not take issue with the characterizations of the performance of
current oil shale technologies made in these comments as summarized above.

6.2.3 Uses a Large Amount of Energy

OSTS_216-5 50047-15 50337-10
OSTS_218-3 50170-1

Issue Summary: Several commentors stated that oil shale extraction requires a large
amount of electricity that would necessitate the construction of new power plants. They
expressed concerns over the additional GHGs produced from the extraction of oil shale
relative to petroleum or natural gas.

Response: A number of comments refer to an oil shale industry producing at a level of

1 million bbl of oil per day. Section 4.1 in the PEIS assumes production levels of 25,000
to 30,000 bbl/day for aboveground processing technologies and 30,000 to 50,000 bbl/day
for in situ processing technologies for the purposes of analysis based on the current
trajectory of the industry. Analysis of significantly higher levels of development would
be speculative at this time. Section 4.6.1 of the PEIS assumes that an additional 600 MW
of electrical power would be required to support a 50,000-bbl/day oil shale industry
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employing in situ extraction technologies, representing the upper end of the projected
power need. Regarding quantitative comparisons of GHG emissions from oil shale and
tar sands development to those from conventional oil and gas, such comparisons would
similarly be speculative at this time. As noted in Section 4.6.1.1, it is not possible at this
time to make adequate assumptions of GHG emissions from future commercial oil shale
operations to estimate emission inventories, and thus to compare them to those from
conventional fossil fuels. Such emission estimates might be possible when specific oil
shale or tar sands projects are proposed.

6.3 TECHNOLOGY

OSTS_020-3 50072-3 50268-32 50333-7
OSTS_024-7 50086-1 50271-4 50335-3
OSTS_068-6 50090-10 50285-3 50335-28
OSTS_068-7 50090-37 50304-1 50337-4
OSTS_069-5 50148-1 50309-3 50337-8
OSTS_070-4 50181-6 50310-19 50343-13
OSTS_071-3 50181-17 50310-28 50343-23
OSTS_071-4 50181-70 50310-48

OSTS_203-2 50268-24 50312-16

Issue Summary: Commentors made a number of comments of a general nature
regarding oil shale technologies and comparisons or suggested comparisons of oil shale
resources and technologies within and outside the United States, including ongoing
commercial oil shale production in Brazil, and suggested comparison to effects of oil
sands production in Canada and to the effects of oil and gas development. They
suggested that product upgrading could be done on already affected lands; that more
details on the commercial technologies and equipment that would be used are needed for
analysis of impacts; that the assumption in Section 4.1.3 that all combustible gases
produced by commercial in situ oil shale processes would be consumed on-site as
supplement fuel might not hold; that footnotes on page 1-17 of the Draft PEIS referring
to RD&D ownership need to be revised; that Section A.5.3.2 describing AMSO’s RD&D
project is outdated; that the Draft PEIS failed to mention TomCo Energy’s interests in oil
shale development on nonfederal lands in the area; that Red Leaf Resource’s process
requires less upgrading than analyzed in general in the PEIS; that Enefit’s RD&D process
description in Appendix A should be revised; that some potential developers that require
rich resources for testing may not be able to obtain RD&D leases in Colorado under the
Preferred Alternative; that it is not possible to evaluate impacts of an industry for which
technologies are under development; that the viability of oil shale technologies and land
allocation decisions are separate issues; that use of produced water from the oil and gas
industry for oil shale production be considered; that information on impacts of operations



Final OSTS PEIS 129

that would compose oil shale and tar sands development is already well known, readily
available from experience in the oil and gas and mining industries in the affected states,
and can be used to evaluate similar oil shale processes, and thus there is no need to delay
commercial leasing until completion of further research on the impacts of oil shale
technologies; that impacts for natural gas pipelines supplying retorting operations be
analyzed; that non-water dust suppressants be considered; and that the PEIS does not
adequately analyze the range of impacts on water resources from various oil shale
technologies, from increased demand due to population growth associated with the
industry, or from potential effects of depleting groundwater resources on affected surface
habitats and surface water.

Response: The BLM acknowledges that commercial oil shale and tar sands operations
are ongoing in other countries; however, the economics and environmental impacts are
not necessarily directly relatable to future commercial oil shale and tar sands operations
in the study area. Regarding product upgrading at separate locations, including on already
affected lands, the PEIS assumes on-site upgrading for completeness of analysis. With
respect to analyzing technologies and processes at a greater level of detail, the analyses in
the PEIS are at a level of detail sufficient for the land allocation decision at hand; further
detailed analysis would be performed at the project level in future NEPA analysis when a
specific technology is proposed. Regarding the assumption in question in Section 4.1.3,
the text in the Final PEIS was revised to note that some flaring of combustible gases
may occur, and footnotes on page 1-17 were revised to clarify RD&D ownership.
Section A.5.3.2 was revised in light of updated plans of operation available from AMSO;
Section A.5.3.4 was revised to update the description of Enefit’s RD&D project; and
Section A.5.3.7 was revised to mention TomCo Energy’s lease holdings on private land
and its licensing agreement to use Red Leaf Resource’s oil shale technology. The fact
that much of the land available for leasing in Colorado under the Preferred Alternative is
already committed to existing RD&D projects is acknowledged; however, abundant land
is available for application in Utah and Wyoming, including areas with rich resources.
Regarding analyzing the effects of an industry for which technologies are in early
development, the PEIS performs conservative analyses by using data available from
similar industries and from research projects and principles of operations of promising
technologies to estimate impacts from a possible future industry. The BLM believes that
these analyses allow a level of understanding of impacts sufficient to support the land
allocation decision at hand, but is proceeding cautiously. Conversely, the BLM disagrees
that the state of the required technologies has no bearing on the allocation decision. The
state of technology and its relationship to the potential success and environmental
impacts of a commercial oil shale and tar sands industry bears directly on decisions
balancing multiple demands on public lands. Regarding possible use of produced water
from oil and gas operations in oil shale production, text was added to Section 4.5.1.2 of
the PEIS to note this possibility. Regarding the use of existing information from
industries performing similar processes, the PEIS does in fact rely on information from
the oil and gas and mining industries, as indicated in the first paragraphs of both Chapter
4 and Chapter 5 of this PEIS. However, while useful in identifying the nature of impacts
and estimating some impacting factors for a future oil shale and tar sands industry, this
information does not allow a sufficiently detailed evaluation of the extent of
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environmental impacts to allow leasing directly, limiting this PEIS to an allocation
decision. Regarding analyzing an additional ROW for a gas pipeline to support retorting,
while this may be needed for some future projects, many of the current developers have
indicated that such gas would be self-supplied with co-produced gas or natural gas, and
thus would not require an external pipeline. Regarding dust suppressants, the use of non-
water suppressants is noted in Section 4.6.2 of this PEIS. Finally, regarding the full range
of impacts of water use from an industry employing various technologies, the analysis in
this PEIS is sufficiently detailed to permit an assessment of the availability of water to
support a prospective industry using existing and emerging technologies as well as
analysis of the potential effects on water resources. While attendant population growth
supporting a new industry is acknowledged, additional water needs are within the
uncertainty of the analysis. Estimating potential effects on surface habitats and surface
water would be similarly uncertain and would be speculative at this point. Such analysis
would be appropriately performed in future NEPA analysis at the leasing and project
design stages.

6.3.1 Technical Comments on Technologies and Processes

OSTS_068-4 OSTS_152-1 50180-5 50302-1
OSTS_068-5 50090-31 50297-1 50303-1

Issue Summary: A number of commentors provided specific technical comments on
technologies and processes, including that Section A.5.3.4 describing the Qil Shale
Exploration Company (OSEC) RD&D rotary kiln technology is outdated; that text on
page 1-13 of the Draft PEIS implies that clean technologies are excluded from analysis;
that Figures 4.9.1-1 and 4.9.1-2 of the Draft PEIS show photos of an industrial
technology not currently being considered in the United States; and that certain
technologies favored or offered by commentors should be used or considered.

Response: Regarding the OSEC technology described in Section A.5.3.4, this section
was revised in the Final PEIS to describe the technology proposed by Enefit, the
company that acquired the RD&D lease from OSEC. The text referred on page 1-13 of
the Draft PEIS implies, not that clean technologies are excluded from the OSTS program,
but that alternatives to an oil shale program that rely on such technologies are out of the
scope of the PEIS. Figures 4.9.1-1 and 4.9.1-2 are used to show the nature of the visual
contrasts with landscapes of industrial-scale oil shale operations and associated linear
facilities, regardless of the current prospects for the particular technology shown. Finally,
for the several technologies favored by commentors, endorsement of any particular
technology is outside the scope and purpose of this PEIS.
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6.3.2 Water Use

OSTS_071-19 50074-14 50323-8 50333-47
OSTS_083-5 50162-6 50324-11 50343-21
OSTS_084-3 50181-113 50328-19 50343-26
OSTS_229-2 50181-119 50333-24

Issue Summary: Several commentors expressed concerns about the effects of a
commercial oil shale and tar sands industry employing various technologies on water
supplies and water quality. They were concerned that estimates of wastewater quantities
and means of treatment should be discussed in the PEIS; that water use by an oil shale
and tar sands industry would contribute to future water shortages in the region; that

in situ retorts would leach contaminants to groundwater after oil shale is extracted and
that subsidence effects are unknown; that dust suppression and spent shale wetting are
consumptive uses of water, not non-consumptive uses as implied in Section 4.1 of the
Draft PEIS; that climate change effects would further stress future water supplies; that the
effects of reservoir storage for a future oil shale industry on fish species and river systems
were not adequately analyzed in the Draft PEIS; that the assumptions used in the PEIS
are outdated and result in overestimates of water and power needs and land disturbance
from oil shale development and that such erroneous assumptions contribute to the BLM’s
conclusion that oil shale and tar sands technologies have not yet been proven to be
commercially viable and that varying estimates of water use amount to a scientific
controversy; that newer technologies, specifically that used by Red Leaf Resources, use
less water than the PEIS assumption; that the BLM has failed to discuss vital issues with
developers, including Enefit; that water from the Green River would also be available to
tar sands developments in the Asphalt Ridge Special Tar Sand Area (STSA); that the
term large with regard to water use or effects should be defined on pages 4-33 and 4-39
of the Draft PEIS; and that the potential use of reverse osmosis to treat deep brackish
groundwater to supply oil shale operations should be mentioned in Section 4.5.1.2 of the
PEIS.

Response: Regarding concerns about effects of oil shale and tar sands development on
water supplies and water quality, the PEIS analyzes such effects for in situ and surface
technologies in Sections 4.5 and 5.5 for oil shale and tar sands, respectively. Regarding
wastewater production estimates and treatment, the quantify of wastewater can be
estimated by using, for example, the value of 2 to 10 gal per ton of oil shale processed
listed in Section 4.1.2 for surface retorts multiplied by the number of tons of oil shale
processed per year. For example, an aboveground retort producing 30,000 bbl of oil
produced per year, with 42 gal/bbl, and assuming 25 gal of oil per ton of shale would
process about 50,000 tons of shale per year. Accordingly, roughly 100,000 to 500,000 gal
of wastewater would be produced per year. The management of such wastewater is
discussed in some detail in Sections 4.5.1.3 and 4.14.1 for oil shale operations and
Sections 5.5.1.3 and 5.14.1 for tar sands technologies. Regarding contributions to future
water shortages from oil shale and tar sands development, the estimated water
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requirements for an initial tar sands industry as a fraction of available surface water
sources are presented in Section 4.5.2 for oil shale development and Section 5.5.2 for tar
sands development. Although these estimates indicate that water supplies are currently
available for the industry, at levels of a few percent of available supplies, they would
represent a significant source of water consumption. The possibility that climate change
could further reduce future water supplies is noted in Sections 4.5.1.2 and 5.5.1.2 of the
PEIS. Regarding leaching of contaminants from underground oil shale retort zones, this
concern is discussed in Section 4.5.1.3, while the possibility of subsidence is discussed
in Section 4.5.1.4. The word non-consumptive has been removed from text in two places
in Section 4.1 in accordance with the relevant comment. Regarding the potential effects
on fish and aquatic habitats of future reservoir storage of surface water to support oil
shale and tar sands developments, such possible effects are presented in Section 4.5.1.2
of the PEIS. Further discussion of such effects on aquatic resources was added to
Section 4.8.1.1 of the Final PEIS. Regarding the currency of assumptions of water use
rates for oil shale production presented in the PEIS, the rates used in the 2008 PEIS were
reviewed and affirmed in light of more recent reports, including the AMEC 2011 and
GAO 2011 reports, as noted in Section 4.1.1 of this PEIS. Red Leaf Resource’s
technology is reviewed in Section A.3.5.7 of Appendix A of the PEIS, where it is noted
that the retort process requires no water. In this regard, it is similar to in situ technologies
reviewed in the PEIS. Because estimates of rates of water requirements fall within a
fairly narrow range as derived from numerous sources, the range of estimates presented
by no means implies a scientific controversy. Uncertainties in future water needs for the
industry are dominated by the size of the industry and the technologies used, not by rates
of water use for various technologies. Despite the noted uncertainties in the estimates of
future water needs for an oil shale and tar sands industry, the BLM believes that water
needs and availability are sufficiently well understood to support the land allocation
decisions being addressed by this PEIS. Regarding discussions with involved industries,
the BLM has ongoing discussions with RD&D program participants and has met with
Enefit in the preparation of the Final PEIS. Regarding availability of surface water to
support tar sands operations in the Asphalt Ridge STSA, text was added to

Section 5.5.2.2.1 of the Final PEIS to note this fact. Text containing the terms large or
relatively large was revised in Sections 4.5.1.2, 4.5.1.3, and 4.12.1.4 in accordance with
the relevant comments. Finally, the potential use of reverse osmosis to treat brackish
groundwater is noted, but no change to the PEIS was made in response to this comment.

6.3.2.1 Water Use Figures Are Overinflated

OSTS_027-2
0STS_077-11
OSTS_078-11
OSTS_079-11
OSTS_080-12
OSTS_081-11

OSTS_107-3
OSTS_148-1
OSTS_155-1
OSTS_159-1
OSTS_190-3
OSTS_197-2

50074-16
50090-28
50090-29
50181-11
50181-49
50181-69

50181-84
50181-109
50186-15
50227-7
50255-19
50271-6
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50272-10 50310-18 50312-17 50343-22
50308-17 50312-15 50325-47

Issue Summary: Several commentors noted that some reported technologies use less
water than the rates used for analysis in the PEIS and that technologies with low water
use are not represented in the PEIS. Conversely, one commentor noted that the current
best estimates of water use of less than 3 barrels per barrel of produced oil have been
agreed to by most of industry. Commentors further noted that the estimated water
requirements and concerns about availability of water are not cited as a motivation for
preparing this PEIS; that an oil shale operation in Bio Blanco County, Colorado,
producing 550,000 bbl of oil per day in 2050 would require 37,900 to 42,000 acre-ft per
year of water (1.5 to 1.6 bbl of water per barrel of oil produced); and that estimates of
water use for power generation should reference natural gas—fired plants. In addition,
commentors noted that oil shale and tar sands products contain substantially more energy
than that needed to produce them and that other forms of energy, such as biofuels, and
require relatively more water to produce and that sufficient water is available to support
an oil shale and tar sands industry.

Response: The BLM acknowledges that some technologies in the RD&D phases are
purported to use somewhat less water than that assumed for commercial-scale operations
in the PEIS. For example, Section A.5.3.7 reports that Red Leaf Resource’s technology
requires no process water. The BLM stands by the water use rates presented, however,
which cover a variety of technologies that could be used commercially. The rates
projected in the relevant comment for Rio Blanco County in 2050 fall within the range of
values for in situ processes assumed in the PEIS. Water use rates and other impacting
factors for gas-fired power plants were added to Tables 4.1.6-1 and Table 6.1.6-3,
alongside corresponding values for coal-fired plants. Regarding energy return in oil shale
and tar sands products, the PEIS assumes that 600 MW of power would be required to
produce 50,000 bbl of oil per day from oil shale using in situ technologies, which
represents a net energy return of about 5.6 to 1.

6.3.2.2 Too Much Water Needed

OSTS_031-2 OSTS_218-2 50245-2
OSTS_090-2 50165-7

Issue Summary: Commentors expressed concerns about regulations and limits on the
amount of water used in commercial oil shale and tar sands operations; that water use
rates for oil shale and tar sands production are somewhat higher than those assumed in
the PEIS; and that population growth, agriculture, and climate change will reduce
available water in the future.
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Response: Regarding regulations on water use by commercial oil shale operations, this
issue is outside the scope of this PEIS. Regarding water use estimates for commercial oil
shale and tar sands operations that are higher than those assumed in the PEIS, the BLM
acknowledges that higher estimates exist, but stands by the values used in the PEIS,
which fall between the lowest and highest water use estimates available. Future stresses
on water availability from population growth, agriculture, and climate change are
addressed in Sections 4.5.1.2, 5.5.1.2, 6.1.6.3.4, and 6.2.6.3.4 the PEIS.

6.3.3 In Situ Technologies

OSTS_030-1 OSTS_066-4 OSTS_084-2 50330-4

Issue Summary: Several commentors pointed out positive attributes of in situ
technologies. Conversely, one commentor noted that in situ technologies can exhibit low
resource recovery compared to mining and aboveground retorting.

Response: In situ technologies represent a major category of technologies that were
evaluated in the PEIS. Resource recovery rates of such technologies were factored in
to the PEIS analyses as they affect land requirements, production rates, and energy
requirements. However, resource recovery as it relates to waste of resources as
contemplated in the Mineral Leasing Act is beyond the scope of the PEIS.

6.3.3.1 Limits to In Situ Technologies

OSTS_077-14 OSTS_079-14 OSTS_081-14 50255-22
OSTS_078-14 OSTS_080-8 50186-18 50325-23

Issue Summary: Several commentors stated that the 2012 OSTS PEIS improperly limits
technology testing to strictly in situ efforts and does not allow for development of other
technologies.

Response: The PEIS does not limit technology testing to in situ efforts, nor could it. The
selection of technologies for testing is outside the scope of the PEIS, while the PEIS
analyzes the environmental effects of both in situ and aboveground retorting
technologies.

6.3.4 Feasibility

OSTS_077-10 OSTS_080-11 50255-18
OSTS_078-10 50047-6 50262-3
OSTS_079-10 50186-14 50325-20
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Issue Summary: Several commentors stated that oil shale development is
technologically and economically feasible, while others questioned such feasibility.

Response: The technical and economic feasibility of oil shale and tar sands technologies
is not evaluated in the PEIS, because such an evaluation is outside the scope of the PEIS.
However, that these technologies are reasonably understood to be feasible or likely to be
feasible bears on the need for preparing this PEIS.

6.3.5 Commercial Viability

OSTS_026-1 OSTS_159-1 50268-1 50324-46
OSTS_070-8 50090-22 50268-2 50325-33
OSTS_096-3 50092-3 50310-20 50325-41
OSTS_148-1 50181-15 50324-11 50328-20
OSTS_155-1 50181-111 50324-45 50365-4

Issue Summary: Several commentors stated that the technology to develop oil shale is
available and commercially viable and that statements in the PEIS to the contrary are
wrong and misleading. Companies have been operating in Estonia, China, and Brazil for
many years, while Shell has demonstrated the viability of its process in Colorado.

One commentor noted that commercial viability depends on the prevailing price of oil.
Others referred to commercial oil sands operations in Canada. One commentor stated that
most technologies under consideration are in fact not new and their viability has been
discredited in previous efforts.

Response: Statements in the PEIS to the effect that oil shale and tar sands technologies
are nascent or not proven to be commercially viable describe the historic experience in
the study area. As commentors pointed out, commercial viability depends on context,
including the price of oil, and not simply on the technical ability to extract oil from shale
oil or tar sands. The viability of commercial operations in other countries depends on the
particular conditions and circumstances present at those locations, including the specific
nature of the resources being tapped as well as the political and economic regime within
which development takes place. With respect to Canadian oil sands, as the introduction
to Appendix B and Section 2 of Attachment B1 of the PEIS clearly point out, are
fundamentally different in character from tar sands resources in the study area. There are
currently no commercial operations producing oil or other energy products from tar sands
or oil shale in the study area.

6.3.6 Surface Mining

OSTS_084-5 OSTS_085-2 50030-2 50310-32
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Issue Summary: One commentor stated that an area of surface minable oil shale with
less than 500 ft of overburden of roughly 65 mi? lies along the northwest edge of the
Piceance Basin and should be included within the most geographically prospective area
for surface mining in Colorado. Commentors wondered whether surface mining is being
discouraged in this basin and requested an explanation in Section 4.1.1 of its exclusion in
Colorado from the scope of the PEIS. Commentors pointed out several advantages of
surface mining, including cost, resource recovery, and absence of subsurface retorts.

Response: Regarding the absence of identified areas available for surface mining in
Colorado, as noted in footnote 4 on page 2-20 of the Draft PEIS, the BLM relied on data
from Donnell’s 1987 paper for identifying such areas in Colorado. The absence of such
prospective areas as identified from these data is the only basis for not including surface
mining in Colorado within the scope of PEIS, its reported advantages notwithstanding.

6.4 SPENT SHALE

50090-26 50335-1 50335-2

Issue Summary: Commentors questioned a statement of a 30% increase in volume of
spent shale compared to mined shale on page 4-6 of the Draft PEIS. Another commentor
stated that a mining technique that allows a greater percentage of spent shale to be
disposed of inside the mine should be encouraged.

Response: Text referring to a 30% increase in volume of spent shale was revised in
Section 4.1.1 of the Final PEIS in accordance with the relevant comments. That mining
techniques should consider spent shale disposal is noted.

6.5 DATA

50181-12 50181-101 50181-107 50333-20
50181-72 50181-102 50181-108 50333-42
50181-74 50181-103 50181-110 50333-43
50181-83 50181-105 50324-10 50333-44
50181-100 50181-106 50328-19 50333-45

Issue Summary: Several commentors identified data in the Draft PEIS as outdated

and directed the BLM to new data available on oil shale and tar sands resources and
technologies. Specifically, commentors identified data in Appendix A that should be
updated with respect to in-place oil shale reserves, current domestic and Canadian crude
oil sources supplying U.S. refineries, and oil shale RD&D technologies, particularly
those employed by Enefit and Red Leaf Resources. Regarding Appendix B, commentors
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noted that Temple Mountain Energy has been operating in the Asphalt Ridge STSA since
2006 and that Section B.3 should be updated with respect to current tar sands activity.
Other maps and data cited by commentors as needing updating include Figure 1.2-1 and
2.3-1 showing the identified most prospective oil shale resources and workforce and
housing estimates in Section 4.1.5; self-supplied energy prospects in Section 4.1.6; and
project timelines in Section 4.1.8. Other comments suggested that data should be clarified
in Tables 4.1.1-1, 4.1.2-1, and 4.1.3-1, which present assumptions for impacting factors
used for operations involving surface mining, underground mining, and in situ recovery,
respectively. With respect to ongoing RD&D projects, commentors stated that the Draft
PEIS omits progress reports from these efforts and, moreover, should revise downward
power, water, and surface disturbance factors on the basis of such progress reports and
other recent data. In addition, commentors stated that new information in the PEIS on
sage-grouse habitat, LWC, and ACECs is vague, prevents meaningful review, and lacks a
discussion of the resource values of such areas or of Wyoming’s sage-grouse strategy.
Regarding resource assessments and identification of the most geologically prospective
area for oil shale development, commentors stated that the PEIS did not use the 2010 and
2011 USGS assessment reports or 2008 data from the Utah Geological Survey (UGS) to
update the most geologically prospective area.

Response: Regarding data on in-place oil reserves in Table A-1, the table was not
updated using 2010 data from the USGS assessment, because the data from that
assessment does not report oil shale resources on the basis of minimum interval
thickness; Table A-1 reports on the basis of a minimum 15-ft thickness. However,
Sections 6 and 7 of Attachment A of Appendix A summarizing domestic and Canadian
crude sources were updated in the Final PEIS. The description of Enefit’s technology was
updated in Section A.5.3.4 of the Final PEIS. The description of Red Leaf Resource’s
technology was carried over from that in Section A.5.3.7 of the Draft PEIS. Section B.3
in the Final PEIS describing ongoing tar sands mining activity was updated and now
includes Temple Mountain Energy’s project. Figures 1.2-1 and 2.3-1 did not need to be
updated because the most geologically prospective area has not changed since the 2008
PEIS. Likewise, workforce and housing estimates in Section 4.1.5 were not revised; the
current estimates are not inconsistent with estimates, for example, from Enefit. Section
4.1.6 was revised in the Final PEIS to note the possibility of self-supplied energy
projects, but the estimate of power needs for an initial industry were not changed.
Generic project timelines in Section 4.1.8 were not revised in light of recent projections
from Enefit, which benefit from Enefit’s particular experience in Estonia with an
identical technology. Regarding clarifying entries in Tables 4.1.1-1, 4.1.2-1, and 4.1.3-1
for assumed development footprint acres, total surface disturbance, and wastewater
volume in gallons of water per ton of shale, and total employment, the meaning of each
term is clearly and meaningfully defined in the associated footnotes and in the references
cited therein. Total annual wastewater volume can be easily calculated for the stated
annual production rates by assuming oil shale richness in gallon per ton. The
methodology for calculating employment numbers is given in the cited Appendix G.
Regarding progress reports from the ongoing RD&D projects, the principal available and
relevant reports that synthesize results in a form useful for this PEIS are papers and
presentations made by RD&D project representatives at the Oil Shale Symposium
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conducted annually in October. Relevant results from the presentations made at the
October 2011 symposium were incorporated as appropriate into the Final PEIS. Although
some of the RD&D project proponents expect somewhat lower water use than assumed in
the PEIS, results are still too preliminary to affect these assumptions. Likewise, although
some proponents expect that the eventual commercial-scale version of their technology
will be self-supplied with power or will use co-generated gas or natural gas to heat their
process, these projections likewise are too preliminary to change the PEIS assumptions of
external power needs for a commercial industry, which are needed to evaluate potential
demand on the grid and potential need for new power plants. Regarding the land
categories that form the basis of lands closed to lease application in various alternatives,
information was added to clarify some of the land definitions in the Final PEIS.
Specifically, a text box was added in Section 3.7.4.3.1 describing how core or priority
sage-grouse habitat is defined in each state and what data set was used to prepare maps of
such areas. Additional discussion of sage-grouse habitat was added to the associated text,
as was a description of Wyoming’s sage-grouse strategy. The process used in identifying
LWC in the study area is described in Section 2.2.3 of the PEIS. Finally, regarding
potential changes to the most geologically prospective oil shale area, which defines the
study area, as well as lands considered for leasing, both the USGS 2010/2011 and the
UGS 2008 reports cited in comments were reviewed in the preparation of the PEIS.
Regarding the USGS 2010/2011 reports, as noted in Section 2.5.1, the BLM considered
these data but concluded that it did not indicate that the most geologically prospective
area should not be changed for the reasons cited there.

The UGS 2008 report was likewise reviewed in the preparation of the PEIS, particularly
oil shale isopach maps in Plate 3. From this review, it was concluded that the USG
assessment was in good agreement with the most geologically prospective area as
previously defined and thus that no change was needed to the most geologically
prospective area in light of this assessment. A citation of this report has been added to
Section 1.2 of the Final PEIS.

6.6 OlIL SHALE AND TAR SANDS DIFFERENCES

OSTS_008-4 OSTS_021-2

Issue Summary: Two commentors noted that oil shale processes and impacts are
different from the processes and impacts of tar sands. They also suggested including
findings from the University of Utah study “A Technical, Economic, and Legal
Assessment of North American Heavy Qil, Oil Sands, and Oil Shale Resources” in
the PEIS.

Response: The 2007 report discussed in the comments from the University of Utah is
now cited in Appendix B of the Final PEIS.



Final OSTS PEIS 139

7.0 ECONOMICS/COST BENEFIT

There were no comments associated with this issue.

8.0 MULTIPLE USE CONFLICTS

OSTS_001-2 OSTS_090-6 50268-19 50320-3
OSTS_001-4 50019-1 50312-9 50324-37

Issue Summary: Commentors stated that oil shale and tar sands development is
inconsistent with the principle of multiple use on public lands, because it is resource and
land intensive. Some commentors from industry groups suggested that Alternative 2
impermissibly restricts the BLM’s discretion to manage lands according to FLPMA'’s
multiple (including oil shale and tar sands development) use mandate.

Response: Although FLPMA requires the Secretary, through the BLM, to manage the
public lands for multiple use, and sustained yield, in accordance with land use plans,
developed on the basis of an inventory of the public lands and their resources, FLPMA
does not require all uses to take place on all lands and does not specify particular
acreages that must be allocated to particular uses. Nor does the Energy Policy Act of
2005 speak to allocations of public lands for commercial oil shale or tar sands leasing,
nor provide any standard by which the reasonableness of any particular acreage figure
might be determined. The Secretary has wide latitude to allocate the public lands to
particular uses, and to employ the mechanism of land use allocation to protect for certain
resource values, or, conversely, develop some resource values to the detriment of others,
short of unnecessary and undue degradation. None of the alternatives presented in the
Draft PEIS, or the Proposed Plan presented in the Final PEIS, precludes the Secretary’s
or the BLM’s exercise of discretion in managing the public lands for multiple use, or the
appropriate use of an adaptive management approach. In the Proposed Plan, the
Secretary, acting through the BLM, has made a policy decision that in view of the
nascent character of the oil shale and tar sands industries, less land than allocated in 2008
should remain open for development of these resources, at this time.

8.1 RECREATION

OSTS_206-2

Issue Summary: One commentor suggested that outdoor recreation and tourism are
economic drivers in the region and that oil shale and tar sands development has the
potential to contribute to the region’s economic growth without threatening recreational
activities.
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Response: Thank you for your comment.

8.2 GRAZING

50328-3

Issue Summary: One commentor stated that the LWC classification would impair other
multiple uses on the land, such as livestock grazing.

Response: For the purposes of the PEIS, the classification of LWC in inventories
conducted within the three study area states is used solely for the purpose of constructing
alternatives for allocating lands as open or closed for application of leases for oil shale or
tar sands development.

8.3 OIL AND GAS

50287-26 50310-52 50324-42 50333-32

Issue Summary: Several commentors noted that oil shale and tar sands development can
be compatible with development of other mineral resources and urged the BLM not only
to develop leasing programs that accommodate multimineral leasing but also to identify
areas where conflicts may arise. The State of Utah suggested that, in the PEIS, the BLM
overestimated the amount of land truly available for leasing given that much of the land
proposed has already been leased for oil and gas projects. In addition, the State of Utah
provided updated data related to average annual drilling rates and estimates of number of
wells in Duchesne and Uintah Counties over a 20-year planning horizon, as well as new
oil production numbers. The State of Utah also requested that the discussion of Petroleum
Administration for Defense District (PADD) be updated to reflect the new pipeline
connecting Salt Lake City to the Las Vegas market.

Response: Section 4.2.1.1 of the PEIS addresses other mineral development in oil shale
areas and discusses BLM policies related to accommodations of oil and gas leasing in oil
shale areas. Section 2.3.3 notes that the Mechanically Minable Trona Area in the Green
River Basin in Wyoming would be closed to oil shale leasing under all allocation
alternatives, while in Colorado, lands within the Multimineral Zone identified in the
White River RMP would be open for application for oil shale leasing only for
technologies that would not prevent the recovery of or otherwise destroy other minerals,
such as nahcolite and dawsonite. Regarding current and future oil and gas leases affecting
the amount of lands practically available for oil shale development, Section 4.2.1.1 does
state in the first paragraph that, “a significant portion of the land within the most
geologically prospective oil shale areas is already undergoing mineral development,
particularly for the development of oil and gas resources.” The section goes on to explain
that it is BLM’s policy to optimize the recovery of both oil and gas and oil shale
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resources. Chapter 6, page 6-3, lines 40-44, was rewritten to acknowledge that use
agreements and various drilling technologies are available to resolve conflicts among
willing parties. Mineral development conflicts would occur where resource recovery
would use the same extraction method (i.e., surface or underground mining) on the same
land; however, precedent leasing would typically result in design and subsequent lease
agreements compatible with development.

The new information provided by the State of Utah was incorporated into the document
in Tables 6.1.6-5 and 6.2.6-4.

9.0 POLICY
OSTS_069-4 50047-10 50283-4 50363-3
OSTS_069-23 50047-13 50287-4 50372-1
OSTS_069-24 50148-3 50287-9
OSTS_103-3 50154-8 50324-18
OSTS_229-3 50184-6 50324-65

Issue Summary: Comments included general policy suggestions and requests such as
one commentor who suggested that the BLM include language in the document providing
that the BLM can, in appropriate circumstances, rely on the broad discretion it has under
FLPMA to deny commercial oil shale lease and tar sands nominations without
completing the NEPA process. Many other comments suggested changes that were
outside the scope of the purpose and need for the proposed action or included opinions
regarding oil shale and tar sands development on public lands.

One commentor inquired about monitoring the fracking process during the RD&D phase.
Another commentor remarked that if the DOI adopts the Preferred Alternative, FLPMA
requires that the DOI issue a formal withdrawal.

Response: These comments did not require a text change in the PEIS document. These
comments address issues outside the scope of the purpose and need for the proposed
action. To the degree to which some comments address merits of the Proposed Allocation
Plan, expressions of opinion are not substantive comments requiring a response.

The specifics of the BLM’s decisionmaking authority are outside the scope of the
purpose and need for the proposed action.

As noted in footnote 2 to Section 1.1 of the Draft PEIS, “See the description of oil shale
in Section 2.3 of [the Draft PEIS]. This PEIS does not address opening or closing lands to
development of other resources or the hydraulic fracturing of other types of shale for the
production of oil and gas.” With some exceptions not relevant here, the system of



Final OSTS PEIS 142

classification of public lands for certain uses has been superseded by land use planning
pursuant to FLPMA

9.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

OSTS_068-2 50268-7 50312-12 50325-43
50090-6 50268-25 50324-20 50328-15
50181-2 50277-3 50324-26 50335-6
50268-4 50287-13 50325-29

50268-5 50287-18 50325-32

50268-6 50310-11 50325-38

Issue Summary: These comments addressed the purpose and need of the 2012 PEIS.
Many commentors wrote that the purpose and need was insufficiently explained in the
PEIS. Many people commented that the purpose and need was inconsistent with the 2005
Energy Policy Act. Several commentors suggested that the purpose and need of the
document was inconsistent with the need for domestic development of unconventional
fuels. One commentor from industry suggested that the BLM return to the Purpose and
Need statement in the 2008 PEIS.

Response: The DOI complied with the requirements of the Energy Policy Act in 2008,
issuing both the PEIS and the regulation required by Section 369 of the Act. Nothing in
the Energy Policy Act of 2005 specified how the Secretary must establish a commercial
oil shale leasing program, apart from requiring the Secretary to consider the most
geologically prospective areas in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. The Energy Policy Act
did not specify the acreage that must be available for such programs, or how the
requirements of such programs should be balanced with other resource uses. Under
FLPMA, the Secretary must manage the public lands in accordance with land use plans
and retains the discretion to establish, revise, and amend those land use plans, as
appropriate, to address resource management issues. This means that no leasing or
development of oil shale and tar sands resources may occur on the public lands unless
such activity is consistent with the applicable land use plan. In view of the nascent
character of the oil shale and tar sands industries, as well as in light of other resource
management concerns, the Secretary, acting though the BLM, decided to reconsider the
appropriate federal lands to be available for leasing and development of these resources,
as well as whether commercial leasing should be preceded by additional, vigorous
RD&D. There may be different views of whether the nascent character of the
technologies argues for more land to be open, so that more lands may be available for
RD&D, or whether fewer lands should be open, in order that such RD&D and eventual
commercial development as does occur may be targeted in areas with few resource use
conflicts, while leaving open some areas where the oil shale and tar sands resource has
been identified as particularly rich. While the Energy Policy Act of 2005 encourages
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commercial development of oil shale and tar sands resources, these kinds of land
management policy questions (how much land, where, with what restrictions, and the
like) are left, under FLPMA, to the Secretary, acting through the BLM. The BLM
believes the purpose and need statement to be appropriate to this proposed land use
allocation planning action and consistent with the fostering of a robust RD&D oil shale
program, and tar sands industry, leading to viable commercial development of both of
these resources.

Congress spoke to the importance for the national interest of developing the nation’s oil
shale and tar sands resources in the Energy Policy Act of 2005. The Secretary’s planning
initiative is not in conflict with the goals nor the mandate of the Energy Policy Act of
2005, nor with E.O. 13212; rather, the current planning initiative focuses attention on the
appropriate land use allocation and emphasis on RD&D in order to facilitate these
interests being realized. Section 369 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 does not specify
that any particular land use planning decision be made, nor provide any standard by
which the reasonableness of the acreage available for such a commercial leasing program
as called for in the Act might be determined. Section 369 expresses Congressional policy
that the development of these resources should be conducted in an environmentally sound
manner, using practices that minimize impacts. One practice available to the BLM under
FLPMA for minimizing impacts is making land use allocations that reduce conflicts
among resource uses in the first place. Another practice available to the BLM under
FLPMA is to require that potential commercial developers pursue RD&D first, in order
that more is known about the technologies for development, and their impacts, before
broader scale development is undertaken. Each of the alternatives presented provides for
lands to be available for development of these important resources. Under the purpose
and need—reassessing the appropriate mix of allowable uses, in light of the still nascent
character of the oil shale and tar sands industries—any of the four alternatives (or
combination of elements thereof) presented for analysis could be selected for
implementation. Although the BLM agreed in settlement to consider certain alternatives
in the NEPA and planning processes, the Proposed Plan presented with this Final PEIS
was not “predetermined.” Nor did the settlement agreement impermissibly “flip[...]
NEPA'’s requirements on its head, and preordain]...] the outcome” as claimed by one
commentor. In fact, the measures agreed to by the United States in settlement are not
inconsistent with its NEPA obligations under BLM’s planning regulations.

In addition, the settlement of pending litigation challenging the 2008 OSTS ROD is an
element of the background information for the purpose and need, not an element of the
purpose and need itself. The Secretary has long expressed an interest in reassessment of
the allocation decisions made in 2008 and a focus on a robust RD&D program; the terms
of the settlement agreement are consistent with this policy direction.
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9.2 LEGAL/COMPLIANCE ISSUES

OSTS_001-1 OSTS_083-2 50324-27 50335-13
OSTS_071-7 50160-3 50324-28
OSTS_071-37 50163-1 50324-34
OSTS_071-7 50255-3 50333-26

Issue Summary: These comments address various laws, such as the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, and commentors were
concerned that the BLM had not adequately addressed these in the PEIS. Other comments
noted that there were a variety of environmental regulations that developers would need
to comply with, and the PEIS should do a better job of outlining these regulations. Other
commentors requested a change to the text of the PEIS to demonstrate what specific laws
and regulations would apply to developers.

Another commentor noted that, by creating a program to expand oil shale and tar sands
development, the BLM is not complying with its mission to sustain the health and
diversity of the environment.

Response: Where appropriate, the PEIS had added information about applicable laws and
regulations facing developers. For example, one commentor noted that there was a
missing reference to the requirement for a mine permit in Wyoming. The requirement for
a mine permit in Wyoming was added to Table D-15 in Appendix D.

The BLM has noted in the PEIS that developers will need to comply with all applicable
laws and regulations as a condition of leasing. The BLM believes it has fulfilled its
mandate under the 2005 Energy Policy Act, to develop a leasing program for
unconventional fuels, while accomplishing its mission to sustain the health, diversity, and
productivity of America’s public lands for the use and enjoyment of present and future
generations.

9.2.1 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics, Secretarial Order 3310

OSTS_026-6 0STS_078-1 OSTS_081-17 OSTS_210-2
OSTS_066-8 OSTS_078-17 OSTS_124-3 OSTS_212-3
OSTS_069-64 0STS_079-1 OSTS_133-2 50181-2
OSTS_069-77 OSTS_079-17 OSTS_149-3 50186-1
OSTS_075-4 OSTS_080-1 OSTS_160-2 50186-22
0STS_077-1 OSTS_080-18 OSTS_167-1 50255-9
OSTS_077-17 OSTS_081-1 OSTS_186-1 50255-25
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50268-8 50312-10 50324-57 50328-13
50268-29 50323-23 50324-64 50328-16
50272-7 50324-6 50325-3 50328-25
50290-3 50324-14 50325-10 50333-8
50290-6 50324-38 50325-26 50333-10
50308-12 50324-40 50328-12 50333-14

Issue Summary: These comments address BLM’s policies concerning LWC and
Secretarial Order 3310. Commentors suggested that the PEIS’s Preferred Alternative, by
eliminating from consideration lands that the BLM has identified as having “wilderness
characteristics,” violates a spending moratorium put in place by Congress last year
banning funds from being used to implement Secretarial Order 3310 and that only
Congress can designate a wilderness area.

Response: Several commentors claim that the current OSTS planning initiative and the
continued development of BLM’s OSTS PEIS violates the April 21, 2011 Continuing
Resolution and other Congressional prohibitions on “implementing, administering, or
enforcing Secretarial Order 3310 (the “Wild Lands” order).

Lands that the BLM identifies as having wilderness characteristics will be considered
during this planning initiative as part of the planning process consistent with FLPMA and
BLM Manuals 6301 (Wilderness Characteristics Inventory) and 6302 (Consideration of
Lands with Wilderness Characteristics in the Land Use Planning Process). In accordance
with congressional direction, this planning initiative will not consider designating Wild
Lands. This current planning initiative does not rely upon the Secretarial Order as legal
authority and does not implement, administer, or enforce it. Nothing in any of the
congressional actions addressing Secretarial Order 3310, however, prohibits the Secretary
from considering the wilderness value of lands in establishing, revising, or amending land
use plans, pursuant to FLPMA. The Secretary has the authority and obligation, under
Section 201 of FLPMA to “prepare and maintain on a continuing basis an inventory of all
public lands and their resources and other values (including, but not limited to, outdoor
recreation and scenic values), giving priority to areas of critical environmental concern”
(Title 43, Section 1711[a] of the United States Code [43 USC 1711[a]]). As required
under Section 202 of FLPMA, the BLM relies on its inventory information, such as the
inventory of LWC assembled for this OSTS planning initiative, in developing land use
plans. There is ample authority in FLPMA for the BLM to identify wilderness
characteristics and, if it chooses, to manage lands to protect such characteristics, when
found. In this instance, the BLM is merely considering whether to protect lands it
identifies as having wilderness characteristics from the possible impacts of a technology
still in its infancy.
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9.2.2 Section 369 of the Energy Policy Act

OSTS_068-3 OSTS_083-9 50312-8 50328-9
OSTS_077-5 50186-5 50324-3 50328-22
OSTS_078-5 50227-21 50324-13 50333-4
OSTS_079-5 50255-13 50324-8 50333-25
OSTS_080-7 50287-10 50325-2 50333-41
OSTS_081-6 50310-9 50325-15 50349-3

Issue Summary: Industry group commentors suggested the 2012 OSTS Draft PEIS
Preferred Alternative threatens to undermine the process and the work of the 2008 OSTS
PEIS, and dismantle a reasonable and rational OSTS program in violation of Section 369
of the 2005 Energy Policy Act. On the other hand, some commentors from environmental
groups suggested that the program outlined in the PEIS would not meet the requirements
of Section 369 of the Energy Policy Act, because the PEIS could not prove that oil shale
and tar sands development could be carried out in an environmentally sound manner.

In addition, the State of Utah noted that, unlike in 2008, the BLM had not consulted with
the Governors of the states of Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming, regarding the level of
support and interest in the states in the development of oil shale and tar sands resources,
and that this failure to consult was inconsistent with the requirements of Section 369 of
the Energy Policy Act of 2005. The State of Utah also commented that the PEIS should
be reworded to discuss how the BLM will follow Congress’s mandatory directive in
Section 369(n) of the Act that it will give priority to land exchanges.

Response: Congress spoke to the importance for the national interest of developing

the nation’s oil shale and tar sands resources in the Energy Policy Act of 2005. The
Secretary’s planning initiative is not in conflict with the goals nor the mandate of the
Energy Policy Act of 2005, nor with E.O. 13212; rather, the current planning initiative
focuses attention on the appropriate land use allocation, and emphasis on RD&D in order
to facilitate these interests being realized. Section 369 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005
does not specify that any particular land use planning decision be made, nor provide any
standard by which the reasonableness of the acreage available for such a commercial
leasing program as called for in the Act might be determined. Section 369 expresses
congressional policy that the development of these resources should be conducted in an
environmentally sound manner, using practices that minimize impacts. One practice
available to the BLM under FLPMA for minimizing impacts is making land use
allocations that reduce conflicts among resource uses in the first place. Another practice
available to the BLM under FLPMA is to require that potential commercial developers
pursue RD&D first, in order that more is known about the technologies for development,
and their impacts, before broader scale development is undertaken. Each of the
alternatives presented provides for lands to be available for development of these
important resources. Under the purpose and need—reassessing the appropriate mix of
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allowable uses, in light of the still nascent character of the oil shale and tar sands
industries—any of the four alternatives (or combination of elements thereof) presented
for analysis could be selected for implementation. Although the BLM agreed in
settlement to consider certain alternatives in the NEPA and planning processes, the
Proposed Plan presented with this Final PEIS was not “predetermined.” In fact, the
measures agreed to by the United States in settlement are not inconsistent with its NEPA
obligations under the BLM’s planning regulations.

Section 369 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 requires the Secretary, no later than

180 days after the publication of the oil shale regulations whose development is required
under this section, to consult with the governors of states with significant oil shale and tar
sands resources on public lands, as well as with representatives of local governments,
interested Indian tribes, and other interested persons, to determine the level of support
and interest in the states in the development of oil shale and tar sands resources. The
Secretary conducted this consultation in 2008, when the commercial oil shale and tar
sands easing programs were established. It is anticipated that further consultation would
occur in the future, in preparation for any Secretarial decision to conduct a lease sale in
one or more of these states. At this time, however, no commercial lease sale is under
consideration or anticipated. Rather, the BLM is engaged in a land use planning action
pursuant to its authority under FLPMA. As part of the land use planning action, which
involves a targeted plan amendment addressing land use allocation for future oil shale
and tar sands leasing and development, as well as the associated NEPA analysis, the
BLM has invited the state and local governments, as well as interested tribes, to
participate in the NEPA process as cooperating agencies, and will provide a governors’
consistency review regarding the Proposed Plan, in accordance with the BLM’s planning
regulations at 43 CFR 1610.3-2.

As noted on page 1-12 of the Draft PEIS, analysis of the potential impacts of land
exchanges is beyond the scope of the purpose and need for the proposed action. To the
extent that the 2008 OSTS ROD adopted decisions regarding land exchanges, these
decisions were carried forward, unchanged, in the current planning initiative. While
Section 369 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 requires the Secretary to consider land
exchanges, where appropriate and feasible, land exchange decisions are particular
decisions not germane to this programmatic land use allocation planning process.

9.2.3 Other Comments on the Energy Policy Act

OSTS_026-5 50268-17 50324-43 50333-33
OSTS_211-2 50287-16 50333-30
50090-17 50308-8 50333-31

Issue Summary: These comments addressed miscellaneous issues regarding oil shale
and tar sands development and the 2005 Energy Policy Act, with most commentors
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suggesting that the 2012 PEIS is in violation of the Act’s policy directive to develop
unconventional fuels on federal lands.

Response: Congress spoke to the importance for the national interest of developing the
nation’s oil shale and tar sands resources in the Energy Policy Act of 2005. The
Secretary’s planning initiative is not in conflict with the goals nor the mandate of the
Energy Policy Act of 2005, nor with E.O. 13212; rather, the current planning initiative
focuses attention on the appropriate land use allocation and emphasis on RD&D in order
to facilitate these interests being realized. Section 369 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005
does not specify that any particular land use planning decision be made, nor provide any
standard by which the reasonableness of the acreage available for such a commercial
leasing program as called for in the Act might be determined. Section 369 expresses
congressional policy that the development of these resources should be conducted in an
environmentally sound manner, using practices that minimize impacts. One practice
available to the BLM under FLPMA for minimizing impacts is making land use
allocations that reduce conflicts among resource uses in the first place. Another practice
available to the BLM under FLPMA is to require that potential commercial developers
pursue RD&D first, in order that more is known about the technologies for development
and their impacts before broader scale development takes place. Each of the alternatives
presented provides for lands to be available for development of these important
resources. Under the purpose and need—reassessing the appropriate mix of allowable
uses, in light of the still nascent character of the oil shale and tar sands industries—any of
the four alternatives (or combination of elements thereof) presented for analysis could be
selected for implementation. Although the BLM agreed in settlement to consider certain
alternatives in the NEPA and planning processes, the Proposed Plan presented with this
Final PEIS was not “predetermined.” In fact, the measures agreed to by the United States
in settlement are not inconsistent with its NEPA obligations under BLM’s planning
regulations.

9.2.4 Sage-Grouse Policy

OSTS_026-6 50268-10 50287-23 50324-60
OSTS_069-22 50268-11 50287-24 50328-6
OSTS_069-25 50287-7 50308-11 50328-11
OSTS_069-52 50287-11 50310-16 50333-3
OSTS_069-54 50287-19 50324-5 50333-16
OSTS_075-3 50287-20 50324-48

50163-2 50287-21 50324-54

Issue Summary: Several comments from industry groups expressed concern regarding
exclusions of sage-grouse habitat from lands available for lease applications. Some
commentors stated that there is no new information about the sage-grouse that warrants
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dramatic changes in the RMPs at this time. Other commentors noted that the BLM’s
current RMPs have already addressed sage-grouse. One environmental group’s comments
suggested that the BLM should coordinate with the USFWS to evaluate the impacts of
development on sage-grouse areas of concern and that, under NEPA, the BLM is required
to address sage-grouse conservation and analyze all reasonably foreseeable impacts on
the species and its habitat.

The State of Wyoming commented that the decision to analyze and consider excluding
oil shale development in the greater sage-grouse core area is not consistent with
Wyoming’s Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection strategy.

One cooperating agency objected to the exclusion of core priority sage-grouse habitat
from development, saying that the BLM does not have jurisdiction to regulate wildlife.

Response: Other information new since 2008, as noted in the Notice of Intent (NOI), was
the USFWS determination regarding the status of the sage-grouse. The USFWS
determination, that listing the species was warranted but precluded, nevertheless
demonstrates that there is a vital need and an important opportunity for managing the
habitat of the species on public lands to prevent the listing of the species as threatened or
endangered. If the species were to be listed, there could be significant adverse impacts on
several types of land uses, including oil shale and tar sands S development. The BLM has
considered this information, and while the BLM agrees with the commentor that there are
several methods, including but not limited to land use allocation decisions, to address
reducing impacts on this species’ habitat, the BLM elected to consider the use of this
method in order to address the anticipated resource conflicts.

The BLM acknowledges that there may have been some confusion regarding how the
sage-grouse habitat information has been developed and used in this planning process. In
this planning effort, it was never the BLM’s intent to make allocation decisions on the
basis of information to be acquired in the future. That is, as described in the Draft PEIS,
the BLM received from the States of Colorado, Wyoming, and Utah, information about
the location of sage-grouse habitat and adopted this information for use in considering
allocation alternatives. In the cases of Wyoming and Colorado, the states had already
identified core or priority sage-grouse habitat, and the BLM adopted that information as
such. In the case of Utah, at the time the Draft PEIS was being developed, the only maps
available were those showing occupied habitat. The BLM anticipated that the State of
Utah would provide updated information showing core or priority habitat in time for
inclusion in the Final PEIS. The BLM anticipated that this core or priority habitat would
consist of a subset of the occupied habitat. Unfortunately, the State of Utah’s process for
designation of core or priority sage-grouse habitat has not been completed as of the date
this Final PEIS is going to press. Therefore, the BLM is relying upon the existing maps
showing the location of occupied habitat to represent core or priority sage-grouse habitat
in Utah in order to make its allocation decisions.

As in many similar public land use and development decisions, even where lands remain
open for leasing and development, the BLM may impose mitigation measures in lease
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stipulations or in conditions of approval in plans of development that would be consistent
with law, regulation, and policy, and indicated by environmental review conducted at the
time of the decision.

In accordance with regulations promulgated by the CEQ, the BLM has relied in this PEIS
on high-quality information, including the best available information concerning the
habitat of sage-grouse in Utah. At the time the Draft PEIS was developed, the State of
Utah had provided the BLM with maps showing “occupied” sage-grouse habitat. In the
absence of more specific information from the State of Utah, the BLM relied upon this
map to show where the core or priority habitat would be located and, therefore, what
lands might be unavailable for oil shale and tar sands leasing under certain alternatives.
While the State of Utah has informed the BLM that it anticipates finalizing its more
specific maps in the near future, the BLM is not required to delay its land use planning
decisions or this PEIS in the hope of new information from the State of Utah becoming
available. Furthermore, the commentors did not present information indicating that the
Proposed Plan amendment would conflict with any subsequent plan by the State of Utah
for managing the habitat of sage-grouse. Under FLPMA’s multiple use mandate, the
BLM must take into account wildlife, as well as other resource values. Although no law
prevents the BLM from adopting land use plans that are more protective of a resource
than the laws or policies of state or local governments, any future amendments of the
applicable land use plans would take into account updated information from the State of
Utah. The BLM acknowledges that there are many methods for protecting identified
resources, of which land use plan allocations are only one; however, the BLM is
considering the use of this method during this planning effort. Nonetheless, while the
sage-grouse is not a listed species under the ESA, the BLM has the opportunity to
accommodate valid existing rights of lessees. The lease terms include provisions for
compliance with the ESA.

The comment addressed issues relating to the specific information requirements for
analysis of future project proposals and is beyond the scope of the purpose and need for
the proposed action. The BLM has conducted sufficient analysis pursuant to the NEPA to
support this land use allocation decisionmaking. The BLM will similarly determine the
appropriate NEPA analysis required to support decisionmaking regarding any future
proposed actions, including, but not limited to, additional planning, leasing, or
development.

Under BLM’s Preferred Alternative, as presented in the Draft PEIS, Alternative 2(b), oil
shale leasing and development would have been excluded from greater sage-grouse core
and priority habitat. That is not consistent with Wyoming’s Greater Sage-Grouse Core
Area Protection strategy. Wyoming’s E.O. 2011-5 has been recognized by the USFWS as
an adequate regulatory mechanism for the conservation of greater sage-grouse and has
been adopted by the BLM Wyoming State Office. The Wyoming E.O. 2011-5 does not
generally preclude mineral development; rather, it establishes conditions designed to
maintain and enhance greater sage-grouse habitat (e.g., mitigation measures). In
recognition of this coordinated approach to the conservation of the greater sage-grouse,
the BLM has modified Alternative 2(b) in the Proposed Plan to maintain consistency with
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Wyoming’s Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection strategy. Therefore, areas
identified by the BLM as core or priority sage-grouse habitat in Wyoming would not be
closed to future leasing of oil shale, but would be available for application, and managed
consistent with how the BLM is managing sage-grouse habitat for other resource uses in
Wyoming. Such modification does not require a supplement to the Draft PEIS, because
these areas were analyzed as open for oil shale leasing and development under
Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative.

The BLM is not purporting to regulate wildlife in derogation of the authority of the
states; rather, the BLM is making allocation decisions that take into account the value of
protecting wildlife habitat, consistent with FLPMA’s recognition of wildlife resource
values as appropriate for BLM management. As discussed in Section 3.7.4.3.1, the BLM
is working closely with state governments responsible for the management of wildlife,
including sage-grouse, in order to develop appropriate management strategies. That said,
no law prevents the BLM from taking a more protective approach to wildlife habitat that
the BLM manages than that supported by the state.

9.2.5 Federal Data Quality Act

50181-6 50186-21 50308-14 50308-15

Issue Summary: Commentors stated that the 2012 Draft PEIS relied on the same data as
the 2008 PEIS and failed to incorporate new data, particularly the new information on oil
shale and tar sands operations currently being employed on nonfederal lands. This failure
to utilize the best available data constitutes a violation of the Federal Data Quality Act.

Response: The BLM asked for information from those companies operating on public
lands, as well as on nonfederal lands, in the study area and incorporated the information
that was provided to the degree to which it constituted “high quality information” as
required by CEQ regulations implementing NEPA, and BLM policy implementing the
Federal Data Quality Act.

9.2.6 Requirements for Lessees

OSTS_069-16 OSTS_069-19 OSTS_069-22 OSTS_069-47
OSTS_069-17 OSTS_069-20 OSTS_069-33 OSTS_069-51
OSTS_069-18 OSTS_069-21 OSTS_069-40 50063-2

Issue Summary: Comments suggested incorporating into the PEIS requirements in the
leases that developers must meet, such as identifying water and energy demands.
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Response: These comments addressed issues relating to the specific information
requirements for analysis of future project proposals and are beyond the scope of the
purpose and need for the proposed action.

9.3 FUTURE NEPA ANALYSIS

OSTS_033-6 OSTS_071-8 50154-4 50310-26
OSTS_068-9 OSTS_072-1 50227-5 50324-47
OSTS_069-2 OSTS_195-2 50268-30 50335-7
OSTS_069-3 50047-9 50287-19 50343-4
OSTS_069-10 50047-11 50308-6 50365-1
OSTS_069-12 50072-1 50308-16 50365-5
OSTS_69-35 50072-4 50310-12

OSTS_071-1 50072-6 50310-13

OSTS_071-5 50143-1 50310-14

Issue Summary: Commentors suggested that this NEPA analysis is deficient and that the
Final PEIS document must identify the timing and scope of subsequent NEPA analyses.

Several commentors, representatives of state and local government wildlife, air quality,
and other environmental review agencies, noted that, given the limited information
provided in the PEIS, the technical expertise of their agencies could best be utilized at the
site- and project-specific levels of oil shale and tar sands development. The USFWS
expressed concern that the document did not contain enough information about the
technologies to be employed in oil shale and tar sands development and that the policy

of conducting supplemental EAs associated with future lease sales and projects could
lead to a fragmented approach. They also suggested that, given the impacts of these
technologies, the BLM include provisions requiring Section 7 consultation in future
NEPA analyses.

One cooperating agency commented that the BLM has sufficient information from the
RMPs to identify general conditions of development and likely lease stipulations and will
not need to further amend plans based on future NEPA analyses.

A coalition of environmental groups noted that the BLM’s analysis in this PEIS and in
future NEPA analyses must analyze together air impacts from oil shale and tar sands
development with oil and gas development and other uses that degrade air quality.

Response: The BLM will similarly determine the appropriate NEPA analysis required to
support decisionmaking regarding any future proposed actions, including, but not limited
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to, additional planning, leasing, or development. The scope of any future environmental
analysis would depend upon the specifics of the technology proposed for use, as well as
the resources specific to the area proposed for leasing and/or development. Reference
should be made to the applicable regulations governing oil shale and tar sands
development for more specifics on the information that would or may be required from
applicants to inform this analysis.

The BLM appreciates the participation of its sister federal agencies, as well as interested
state and local government agencies, with resource expertise and anticipates working
closely with these agencies in the future, as appropriate. The BLM has conducted
sufficient analysis pursuant to NEPA to support this land use allocation decisionmaking.
The BLM will similarly determine the appropriate NEPA analysis required to support
decisionmaking regarding any future proposed actions, including, but not limited to,
additional planning, leasing, or development. The BLM has also fulfilled its obligation
under Section 7 of the ESA to support this land use allocation decisionmaking. The BLM
will similarly determine the appropriate NEPA analysis, as well as appropriate ESA
Section 7 compliance, required to support decisionmaking regarding any future proposed
actions, including, but not limited to, additional planning, leasing, or development. The
BLM appreciates the assistance of the USFWS to date and anticipates continuing to work
closely with the USFWS in considering these issues.

Chapters 4 and 5 describe, in general terms, the type of technologies and impacts that
might be expected, based upon the information the BLM has available at this time.
Similarly, these chapters describe, in general terms, the types of mitigation or other
protective measures that the BLM might impose, if warranted by the analysis conducted
at the time of future decisionmaking. In this respect, the PEIS fulfills the important
function of letting the public, and future decision-makers, know what they can reasonably
expect in terms of requirements that might be placed on applicants for leases or
development authorizations. As the technology to develop oil shale and tar sands into
commercially viable energy sources is still in its nascent stages, it is premature to
determine, with any further specificity, the likely lease stipulations that might be imposed
on future development. The BLM has conducted sufficient analysis pursuant to the
NEPA to support this land use allocation decisionmaking. The BLM will similarly
determine the appropriate NEPA analysis required to support decisionmaking regarding
any future proposed actions, including, but not limited to, additional planning, leasing, or
development. The scope of any future environmental analysis would depend upon the
specific technology proposed for use, as well as the resources specific to the area
proposed for leasing and/or development. Reference should be made to the applicable
regulations governing oil shale and tar sands development for more specifics on the
information that would or may be required from applicants to inform this analysis.

Regarding air quality, a discussion of cumulative impacts on air quality is presented in
Section 6.1.6.3.5, and a description of future air quality modeling in Section 4.6.1.The
type of modeling requested by the commentor is not possible to perform at this point

because of the uncertainly of the nature and size of the eventual oil shale and tar sands
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industry. The necessary NEPA analysis will be performed at the leasing and development
stages as described in Section 4.6.1.

9.4 REGION-WIDE ANALYSIS

50323-6

Issue Summary: One comment on this topic was received from an environmental
organization, which stated that no commercial leasing of oil shale and tar sands resources
is appropriate at this time, because the RMPs amended by the PEIS did not outline much
of the required information.

Response: In general, the BLM planning process is guided by the requirements of
FLPMA, the BLM planning regulations implementing FLPMA (at 43 CFR Part 1600), as
well as official BLM guidance such as the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook
H-1601-1. However, only the statutory and regulatory requirements are binding as a
matter of law. The BLM Land Use Planning Handbook is a guidance document, intended
to cover most land use planning situations. The provisions in the Handbook, while fairly
detailed with respect to individual BLM programs like conventional oil and gas
development or recreational use, are still relatively general and do not address, for
instance, situations like oil shale and tar sands development, where little is in fact known
about the technology that will be needed to commercially develop these resources or
about the impacts that can be expected from the use of this technology. In a situation like
this one, it is not possible to develop the kind of RFDS that would assist the BLM in
developing appropriate resource protection measures, like stipulations with any kind of
reasonable basis. In this situation, only a basic allocation decision can be made on
whether or not the lands will be open or closed, in general, to application for commercial
(including RD&D) leasing. Any more specific management goals, or protective
measures, will need to await further information before they can be developed. For this
reason, also, the BLM is committed to engaging in further NEPA and other
environmental review prior to issuing any oil shale or tar sands leases.

9.5 CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL PLANS

OSTS_077-9 50181-14 50227-16 50324-56
OSTS_078-9 50181-95 50255-17 50324-58
OSTS_079-9 50181-126 50324-4 50325-5

OSTS_080-5 50184-5 50324-15 50325-19
OSTS_081-10 50184-7 50324-23 50325-28
OSTS_081-19 50186-20 50324-24 50325-46

50181-7 50186-29 50324-53 50328-4
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50328-10 50333-9 50333-13
50328-23 50333-12 50333-19

Issue Summary: Commentors expressed concerns that BLM plans were inconsistent
with local plans.

One cooperating agency organization stated that, while much of the Wyoming high-
potential area is located in the Rock Springs Field Office, which initiated its plan revision
in the spring of 2011, the OSTS Draft PEIS appears to use proposed LWC and ACECs
that have not yet been fully addressed within the cooperating agency process.

Response: Section 202 of FLPMA and BLM’s planning regulations require the BLM
land use plans, including amendments, to be consistent with the planning of other federal
departments and agencies, and of the states and local governments, to the extent
consistent with the laws governing the administration of the public lands, including their
purposes, policies, and programs. The BLM acknowledges that several of the cooperating
agencies have identified the proposed plan amendments to be inconsistent with local
plans, and has provided a more detailed discussion of these points in Section M.1 of
Appendix M, as called out in Section 7.4 of the main document.

Section 3.1.1.11 was adjusted to clarify that no decisions regarding designation of
ACECs is being made during this planning initiative. Decisions regarding designation of
ACECs in the Rock Springs Field Office will be made during the Rock Springs plan
revision process. Any decisions regarding management of oil shale resources in areas
designated as ACECs will be made, if appropriate, during, or subsequent to, that planning
process as well.

9.6 LEASES

OSTS_026-3 50074-3 50268-13 50277-17
OSTS_068-8 50074-4 50268-14 50287-15
OSTS_072-2 50087-15 50268-21 50310-27
OSTS_102-3 50090-12 50268-27 50333-29
OSTS_190-1 50090-14 50268-28 50343-9
OSTS_207-2 50090-15 50271-10 50343-11
OSTS_210-1 50090-16 50271-11 50343-12
OSTS_229-5 50090-36 50277-9 50343-28
50074-11 50227-19 50277-10

Issue Summary: Many commentors had suggestions or requests for provisions to be
included in the leases. One commentor requested that information be included in the
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Final PEIS outlining criteria the BLM may be considering for converting research leases
to commercial-scale leases. Other commentors were concerned that, by issuing only
RD&D leases, the Preferred Alternative would violate the Energy Policy Act. Some
commentors from industry wrote that by restricting leasing to RD&D leases, the BLM
would be deciding on technical strategies and selecting winners and losers in the industry.
Others suggested that by restricting leasing to RD&D, decisions on commercial leasing
would be deferred for years and essentially close the door to commercial leasing.

Some commentors requested that the BLM clarify the legal rights of existing RD&D
lease holders. One industry group had a series of questions about what happens when an
RD&D lease holder relinquishes its lease. The same group suggested that the BLM
should open the Mechanically Mineable Trona Area (MMTA) to oil shale leasing and
development.

Another industry group stated that the BLM had failed to explain how Alternative 2(b)
would affect a company that has already demonstrated the ability to commercially
develop oil shale, saying that the BLM fails to explain how the RD&D first alternative
would be applied to a company that has already demonstrated the ability to proceed to
commercial oil shale development.

One commentor asked about the statement on page 2-26, which the commentor
characterized as, “that if an RD&D lease holder relinquishes its lease, the area may be
leased to another operator with the decisions in the RMP at the time of application.”

Response: Particulars regarding the specific terms and conditions of the current RD&D
leases are beyond the scope of the purpose and need for this proposed action.

The BLM has conducted sufficient analysis pursuant to NEPA to support this land use
allocation decisionmaking. The BLM will similarly determine the appropriate NEPA
analysis required to support decisionmaking regarding any future proposed actions,
including, but not limited to, additional planning, leasing, or development. The scope of
any future environmental analysis would depend upon the specific technology proposed
for use, as well as the resources specific to the area proposed for leasing and/or
development. Reference should be made to the applicable regulations governing oil shale
and tar sands development for more specifics on the information that would or may be
required from applicants to inform this analysis.

The practice available to the BLM under FLPMA for minimizing impacts is making land
use allocations that reduce conflicts among resource uses in the first place. Another
practice available to the BLM under FLPMA is to require that potential commercial
developers pursue RD&D first, in order that more become known about the technologies
for development and their impacts before broader scale development takes place. Each of
the alternatives presented provides for lands to be available for development of these
important resources. Under the purpose and need—reassessing the appropriate mix of
allowable uses, in light of the still nascent character of the oil shale and tar sands
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industries—any of the four alternatives (or combination of elements thereof) presented
for analysis could be selected for implementation.

The BLM is not assuming industry’s role; it is continuing its statutory function under
FLPMA. The BLM makes allocation decisions for multiple uses as part of its planning
process. The BLM is not attempting to pick winners and losers, but needs to ensure that
the technological and environmental impacts are well understood prior to commercial
development. Any entity that believes it has a commercially viable technology could seek
an RD&D lease at the next call for nominations. It would be irresponsible for the BLM to
encourage speculative commercial leasing. The BLM is not proposing to eliminate
commercial leasing but to require that the commercial viability of a technology is proven
and the environmental impacts are evaluated prior to issuing such leases.

Although the contractual terms of RD&D leases are beyond the scope of this PEIS, the
rights and obligations of existing RD&D lessees are delineated in their respective leases
and in the applicable regulations. If an RD&D lease holder relinquishes its lease, the
area may be leased to another operator with the decisions in the RMP at the time of
application. The application would be the new nomination of an area in response to a call
for RD&D applications. Assignment of a lease means that the existing lease is transferred
to a new lessee. The new lessee may carry out the approved plan of operations or may
apply to the BLM for approval of a new plan of operations. Whether the new or modified
process requires further analysis under NEPA would be a fact-specific determination. If
Alternative 2(b) is adopted, as presented in the Proposed Plan in this Final PEIS, some of
the acreage, as specified in the description of that alternative, would be removed from oil
shale or tar sands leasing. Only the existing RD&D lessees or their successors-in-interest
would retain whatever rights to those lands are afforded them under the terms of the
existing leases.

Several commentors suggested that the BLM should open the MMTA to oil shale leasing
and development. As discussed in the 2008 PEIS and ROD and carried forward into this
planning initiative (see Section 2.3.3 of the Final PEIS), the MMTA was established to
protect the safety of underground trona miners. The BLM has determined that the MMTA
would be excluded from oil shale leasing and development until technology is
demonstrated that would allow the BLM to decide that oil shale operations would be
compatible with the safe and effective mining of trona.

The BLM has modified the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 2(b), to address questions
raised by several commentors, regarding how the “RD&D First” aspect of Alternative
2(b) would work. The intent of the RD&D First plan element is to focus on development
of a robust RD&D program in order to answer questions about the requirements and
impacts, both technological and environmental, of developing oil shale resources on
public lands. This effort would be best informed by RD&D activities that take place on
those public lands or, at least, within the Green River Formation Basins. In light of these
considerations, as explained in Section 2.5, Proposed Plan, of the Final PEIS, the BLM
has determined the following: (1) Areas identified in Alternative 2(b) as closed to oil
shale and tar sands leasing would remain closed to any future application for leases, even
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if they are currently encumbered by an RD&D lease. That is, if Alternative 2(b) is
adopted, as presented in the Proposed Plan in the Final PEIS, some of the acreage, as
specified in the description of that alternative, would be removed from oil shale and tar
sands leasing. Only the existing RD&D lessees or their successors-in-interest would
retain whatever rights to those lands is afforded them under the terms of the existing
leases. If the existing RD&D leases are relinquished, are terminated, or expire, the lands
identified in Alternative 2(b) as closed to oil shale and tar sands development would not
be available for potential future leasing of these resources. (2) As several commentors
pointed out, as developed in the Preferred Alternative, each RD&D lease in the study area
must employ a different experimental technology. More specifically, under the Preferred
Alternative in the Draft PEIS, each potential lessee must first obtain an RD&D lease for a
tract prior to converting that RD&D lease to a commercial lease. If an RD&D lessee
proves up a particular technology on leasehold A, that lessee wishing to operate on
leasehold B must first obtain an RD&D lease on leasehold B. However, because that
technology would already have been proven in the study area (i.e., on leasehold A), it
could no longer be the basis for obtaining an RD&D lease on leasehold B—that
technology would no longer be considered “experimental.” The inability to exploit or to
license the proven technology for use off of leasehold A is likely to inhibit the
development of a commercial oil shale industry, and would reduce the incentive to
participate in the RD&D program. In light of this circumstance and to encourage RD&D
leasing, the BLM is including language in the Proposed Plan in the Final PEIS to the
effect that, “In the areas open under Alternative 2(b), the Secretary may issue a
commercial lease to an entity that has succeeded in converting an RD&D lease to
commercial lease (or who holds the license to a technology which has converted from
RD&D to commercial lease) for a tract on other lands open under Alternative 2(b). In
these circumstances, such commercial lessee would not have to begin with another
RD&D lease on the new leasehold.” Similarly, under the Preferred Alternative in the
Draft PEIS, no provision is made for those instances in which a potential lessee intends to
employ a technology that has proved commercially viable on nonfederal lands either
within the study area or outside the study area. To address this issue, the BLM is
including in the Proposed Plan in the Final PEIS the following modification to the
Preferred Alternative: “The Secretary may issue a commercial lease on the lands open
under the Proposed Plan, where the potential commercial lessee intends to employ
technology which has proved commercially viable on nonfederal lands in the study area
(i.e., in the Green River Formation Basins in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming), and which
the Secretary determines to be environmentally acceptable.”

The commentor is referring to the description on page 2-26 of the Draft PEIS of what
could happen under the No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, under
which all the areas currently under RD&D lease are designated in the applicable RMP as
available for oil shale and tar sands S leasing, if a holder of a current RD&D lease were
to relinquish the lease, the area could be nominated in response to a call for RD&D
applications. The application would be the new nomination of an area in response to a
call for RD&D applications. Assignment of a lease, by contrast, means that the existing
lease is transferred to a new lessee. The new lessee may carry out the approved plan of
operations or may apply to the BLM for approval of a new plan of operations. Whether
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the new or modified process requires further analysis under NEPA would be a fact-
specific determination. If Alternative 2(b) is adopted, as presented in the Proposed Plan
in the Final PEIS, some of the acreage, as specified in the description of that alternative,
would be removed from oil shale and tar sands leasing. Only the existing RD&D lessees
or their successors-in-interest would retain whatever rights to those lands is afforded
them under the terms of the existing leases.

9.6.1 Technology Double Standard

OSTS_026-5 OSTS_180-2 OSTS_209-2 50087-13
OSTS_124-2 OSTS_184-2 OSTS_212-2 50333-27
OSTS_145-2 OSTS_189-2 50074-6

Issue Summary: Commentors expressed concern that oil shale and tar sands industries
looking to develop on public lands would be subject to requirements not faced by other
extractive industries. These additional requirements discourage oil shale and tar sands
development and thus conflict with the intent of the Energy Policy Act of 2005.
Specifically, the requirement to first demonstrate a viable production technology to the
government before being able to convert up to a commercial lease is a requirement not
imposed on any other industry.

Response: The BLM has complied with the Energy Policy Act of 2005. The Act does not
prevent the Secretary from proposing an amendment or amending land use plans. Under
any of the alternatives analyzed, a viable commercial program would be possible. Even
the alternative with the least amount of land allocated would provide more than

30,000 acres of the richest oil shale resource open for consideration for future leasing.
Other extractive industries have mature and predictable technologies. Even the impacts
of relatively new renewable energy technologies are generally predictable. Oil shale
technologies are nascent and have not been proven commercially viable for production of
liquid fuels. Federal law requires that the Secretary consider potential impacts on the
environment in considering land use decisions. Under FLPMA, the Secretary has the
authority and the discretion to engage in land use planning including the establishment,
revision, or amendment of land use plans.

9.7 RD&D

OSTS_033-5 OSTS_084-1 50287-2 50333-28
OSTS_069-7 50047-7 50310-17 50335-9
OSTS_069-9 50087-6 50312-14 50349-4
OSTS_069-15 50227-20 50314-12

OSTS_070-3 50270-3 50320-4

OSTS_075-1 50271-4 50328-7
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Issue Summary: Many commentors wrote to support BLM’s RD&D approach to oil
shale and tar sands development in the PEIS. The WDEQ noted that more details on the
RD&D projects are in the EAs, but the application of existing data from RD&D projects
to support the qualitative statements in the PEIS would improve the quantitative
reliability of the PEIS for the decision makers.

One industry commentor wrote that the RD&D approach was inconsistent with the
Energy Policy Act of 2005.

The State of Utah commented that the justification for seeking more RD&D data is not
valid in the case of oil shale companies that might seek federal leases in Utah, because
many companies already develop oil shale and tar sands resources on state and private
lands.

Response: Thank you for your comment. The BLM has conducted sufficient analysis
pursuant to NEPA to support this land use allocation decisionmaking. The BLM will
similarly determine the appropriate NEPA analysis required to support decisionmaking
regarding any future proposed actions, including, but not limited to, additional planning,
leasing, or development. The BLM has made every effort to integrate the information
about the current RD&D projects and their impacts that has been provided by the current
lessees. However, it is important to note that the EAs prepared to support decisionmaking
regarding issuing the existing RD&D leases described possible environmental
consequences, foreseeable at the time these decisions were made, and that the RD&D
projects are still in their early stages and little is yet known about actual environmental
consequences of operations on these leases.

The BLM complied with the requirements of the Energy Policy Act in 2008, issuing both
the PEIS and the regulation required by Section 369 of the Act. Nothing in the Energy
Policy Act of 2005 specified how the Secretary must establish a commercial oil shale
leasing program, apart from requiring the Secretary to consider the most geologically
prospective areas in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. The Energy Policy Act did not
specify the acreage that must be available for such program or how the requirements of
such program should be balanced with other resource uses. Under FLPMA, the Secretary
must manage the public lands in accordance with land use plans and retains the discretion
to establish, revise, and amend those land use plans, as appropriate, to address resource
management issues. This means that no leasing or development of oil shale and tar sands
resources may occur on the public lands unless such activity is consistent with the
applicable land use plan. In view of the nascent character of the oil shale and tar sands
industries, as well as in light of other resource management concerns, the Secretary,
acting though the BLM, has decided to reconsider the appropriate federal lands to be
available for leasing and development of these resources, as well as whether commercial
leasing should be preceded by additional, vigorous RD&D.

The BLM has considered the information referred to by the State of Utah. Although the
State of Utah refers to information about water quality and quantity from currently
permitted oil shale and tar sands operations, none of these operations has been
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demonstrated to be a commercially viable source of energy, such that the information
would be germane to BLM’s analysis of the impacts of such an industry. The BLM
disagrees with the State of Utah’s assertion that an analysis of the commercial production
of oil shale and tar sands can be surmised from consideration of the discrete elements of
mining and retort processes. No particular combination of these processes has yet proved
commercially viable; therefore, no concrete, substantiated information relevant to this
question is available.

Under the Preferred Alternative and the Proposed Plan, the restriction is not to RD&D
only, but to RD&D first. That is, applicants would need to first secure an RD&D lease
and then, assuming their technology proved commercially viable, could apply to convert
the RD&D lease to a commercial lease.

9.8 REVISION OF 2008 PEIS

OSTS_026-2 OSTS_106-2 OSTS_173-1 50087-3
OSTS_027-1 OSTS_108-2 OSTS_177-1 50087-18
OSTS_066-1 OSTS_109-1 OSTS_179-1 50090-1
OSTS_066-3 OSTS_110-1 OSTS_184-1 50148-2
OSTS_077-2 OSTS_114-2 OSTS_188-1 50152-2
OSTS_077-4 OSTS_115-1 OSTS_189-1 50165-2
OSTS_078-2 OSTS_118-1 OSTS_194-1 50171-1
OSTS_078-4 OSTS_120-1 OSTS_197-1 50181-1
OSTS_079-2 OSTS_122-2 OSTS_199-1 50186-2
OSTS_079-4 OSTS_128-1 OSTS_200-1 50186-4
OSTS_080-2 OSTS_130-2 OSTS_201-3 50227-1
OSTS_080-4 OSTS_133-1 OSTS_204-1 50255-10
OSTS_080-6 OSTS_136-1 OSTS_205-1 50255-12
OSTS_081-2 OSTS_143-1 OSTS_212-1 50258-1
OSTS_081-4 OSTS_144-1 OSTS_215-1 50268-3
OSTS_091-2 OSTS_145-1 OSTS_232-5 50268-9
OSTS_092-1 OSTS_147-2 OSTS_233-2 50270-1
OSTS_093-1 OSTS_149-2 50074-19 50272-2
OSTS_095-1 OSTS_153-1 50074-20 50279-1
OSTS_096-1 OSTS_160-3 50087-1 50280-2
OSTS_096-4 OSTS_172-1 50087-2 50290-1
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50308-4 50312-2 50325-6 50333-11
50308-5 50312-4 50325-7 50337-1
50308-7 50324-7 50325-11 50343-2
50308-9 50324-52 50325-13 50343-3
50310-7 50325-1 50325-40 50343-29
50310-8 50325-4 50333-3

Issue Summary: Many commentors wrote in opposition to the 2012 PEIS, saying the
2008 PEIS was sufficient and there has been no new information to justify a repeat effort.

Several commentors objected to the fact that the Draft PEIS did not address the BLM’s
proposed amendment to the 2008 oil shale rule, on that grounds that the two proposed
actions—the land use plan allocation decisionmaking, and the proposed amendment to
the rule—should be considered “connected actions” under CEQ’s regulations
implementing NEPA (at 40 CFR 1508.25) and therefore discussed in the Draft PEIS.
Several commentors also requested extensions of the comment period on the Draft PEIS
on the grounds that they needed to see the proposed amendments to the rule in order to
comment meaningfully on the proposed land use plan amendments.

Response: Under FLPMA, the Secretary has the authority to establish, revise, and amend
land use plans, and Congress has not abrogated that authority. The Secretary may engage
in land use planning on the basis of changed circumstances, new policy considerations, or
any combination of the two, as long as the correct procedures are followed. In this
instance, a combination of factors—the still nascent character of the oil shale and tar
sands industries, the new USGS information regarding the resource potential, the
USFWS determination that listing of the sage-grouse as threatened or endangered under
the ESA was warranted but precluded by the need to focus on other species, the fact that
the BLM itself had identified additional LWC in the study area, as well as other policy
considerations—contributed to the Secretary’s decision to propose this land use planning
initiative. The interest in engaging this land use planning initiative also served to assist
the United States in resolving pending litigation.

Although these considerations, including the new information, prompted the initiation of
this planning effort, in fact, as described in Section 1.1.1 of the Draft PEIS, upon
consideration of the USGS studies, which focused on the potential resource, and after
analysis of the issue, the BLM determined that the USGS studies did not provide a basis
for revising the boundaries of the study area or the definition of the most geologically
prospective area for oil shale. Still, through the planning process itself, including the
analysis of alternative allocations under NEPA, and consideration of other resource
issues, the BLM developed the Proposed Plan presented with this Final PEIS.

As a result of this planning initiative, the BLM has been able to refine its inventories
of resources it manages in the study area. Some lands previously identified as having
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wilderness characteristics were and are no longer considered to have these characteristics.
In other instances, areas were reviewed and identified as having wilderness
characteristics.

Similarly, other information new since 2008, as noted in the NOI, was the USFWS
determination regarding the status of the sage-grouse. The USFWS determination that
listing the species was warranted but precluded, nevertheless demonstrates that there is a
vital need and an important opportunity to manage the habitat of the species on public
lands to prevent the listing of the species as threatened or endangered. If the species were
to be listed, there could be significant adverse impacts on several types of land uses,
including oil shale and tar sands development. The BLM has considered this information,
and although the BLM agrees with the commentor that there are several methods,
including but not limited to land use allocation decisions, to address reducing impacts on
this species’ habitat, the BLM elected to consider the use of this method in order to
address the anticipated resource conflicts.

As in many similar public land use and development decisions, even where lands remain
open for leasing and development, the BLM may impose mitigation measures in lease
stipulations or in conditions of approval in plans of development that would be consistent
with law, regulation, and BLM policy, and that would be indicated by environmental
review conducted at the time of the decision.

In addition, nothing in the Energy Policy Act of 2005 specified how the Secretary must
establish a commercial oil shale leasing program, apart from requiring the Secretary to
consider the most geologically prospective areas in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. The
Energy Policy Act did not specify the acreage that must be available for such programs or
how the requirements of such program should be balanced with other resource uses.
Under FLPMA, the Secretary must manage the public lands in accordance with land use
plans and retains the discretion to establish, revise, and amend those land use plans, as
appropriate, to address resource management issues. This means that no leasing or
development of oil shale and tar sands resources may occur on the public lands unless
such activity is consistent with the applicable land use plan. In view of the nascent
character of the oil shale and tar sands industries, as well as in light of other resource
management concerns, the Secretary, acting though the BLM, has decided to reconsider
the appropriate federal lands to be available for leasing and development of these
resources, as well as whether commercial leasing should be preceded by additional,
vigorous RD&D. There may be different views on whether the nascent character of the
technologies argues for more land to be open, so that more lands may be available for
RD&D, or whether fewer lands should be open, in order that such RD&D and eventual
commercial development as does occur may be targeted in areas with few resource use
conflicts, while leaving open some areas where the oil shale and tar sands S resource has
been identified as particularly rich. While the Energy Policy Act of 2005 encourages
commercial development of oil shale and tar sands resources, these kinds of land
management policy questions (how much land, where, with what restrictions, and so on)
are left, under FLPMA, to the Secretary, acting through the BLM.
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The 2012 proposed land use plan amendment allocation and the proposed amendment to
the rule are distinct proposed actions, which take place under distinct authorities
according to distinct procedural requirements. The proposed rule amendment is not
“closely related” to the proposed land use plan allocation amendment, so as to warrant
discussion as a “connected action” under 40 CFR 1508.25. Nor are they so dependent
upon one another as to necessitate coordination of the public comment period for either
process. Neither the Proposed Plan amendment nor the proposed rule amendment is
interdependent upon the other; neither automatically triggers the other; neither needs the
other to proceed; neither depends on a larger action for justification. Any proposal to
lease oil shale or tar sands, with or without a rule, must be consistent with the applicable
land use plan. The PEIS reassesses the appropriate mix of allowable uses with respect to
opening lands for future oil shale and tar sands leasing and potential development.
Therefore, the proposed amendment to the oil shale rule is not discussed as a “connected
action” in the Final PEIS, nor did the BLM extend the 90-day public comment period for
the Draft PEIS.

10.0 OUT OF SCOPE

10.1 REVISION OF 2008 PEIS

There were no comments associated with this issue.

10.2 DEFER FOR RD&D RESULTS

There were no comments associated with this issue

10.3 OIL SHALE REGULATIONS AND NATIONAL POLICY

OSTS_070-5 50087-16 50268-22 50310-20
50087-12 50092-2 50271-8

Issue Summary: Commentors suggested that national oil shale regulations, including the
program outlined in the PEIS, were too restrictive. Other commentors proposed that the
United States model federal oil shale regulations on those already in practice in other
countries with oil shale and tar sands industries.

Response: The regulations surrounding oil shale development are beyond the scope of
this PEIS. The purpose of this document is to outline a program to amend 10 land use
plans in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming to describe those areas that will be open to
application for commercial leasing, exploration, and development of oil shale and tar
sands resources.
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10.4 BONDING AND RECLAMATION

50026-2 50258-5 50258-8 50267-4

50047-8 50258-6 50262-2
Issue Summary: Commentors cited the potentially adverse environmental impacts of oil
shale development and suggested the developers should be financially responsible for

disturbed landscapes and required to post bonds to facilitate the reclamation of the
affected environment after development ceases.

Response: Specific mitigation measures, such as bonding for reclamation, will be
addressed at the project-specific NEPA level and are beyond the scope of this PEIS.

10.5 ROYALTIES, SUBSIDIES, INCENTIVES, AND TAXES

OSTS_066-12 50074-13 50154-6 50262-4
OSTS_066-13 50094-2 50227-9 50312-30
OSTS_190-2 50110-3 50227-17 50333-31
50074-12 50143-2 50227-18

Issue Summary: Commentors remarked upon the industry’s royalty rate, the tax
revenues provided to local governments as a result of development, and financial
incentives for oil shale and tar sands S development. Depending on their point of view,
commentors supported using these financial mechanisms to encourage development or
discourage extensive development and ensure developers were financially responsible for
socioeconomic and environmental impacts.

Response: The financial details of leases such as royalty payments, state severance tax
revenues, and credits for mitigation will be addressed at the project-specific NEPA level
and are beyond the scope of this PEIS.

10.6 NATIONAL ENERGY STRATEGY

OSTS_066-5 50147-8 50154-7 50333-39

Issue Summary: Commentors expressed support for the BLM to build a national energy
policy that recognizes the importance of developing domestic energy resources such as
oil shale and tar sands. One commentor suggested that energy resources developed
domestically should be sold on the domestic market, rather than abroad. An industry
commentor stated that the federal government should create a regulatory environment
that encourages the investment in oil shale to meet the nation’s energy challenges.
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Response: Issues of national energy strategy and regulatory environment are beyond the
scope of this PEIS. The purpose of this document is to outline a program to amend

10 land use plans in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming to describe those areas that will be
open to application for commercial leasing, exploration, and development of oil shale and
tar sands resources.

10.6.1 Use Fewer Fossil Fuels

OSTS_003-3 50041-1 50088-2 50276-9
OSTS_017-1 50046-2 50095-2 50278-2
OSTS_025-1 50047-3 50147-9 50284-2
OSTS_042-2 50057-1 50165-5 50289-2
OSTS_062-2 50070-4 50190-1 50313-2
OSTS_069-6 50077-2 50198-2 50316-1
50012-2 50080-1 50247-1 50322-7
50024-2 50081-1 50254-1 50364-1
50028-2 50085-1 50274-1 50371-1

Issue Summary: These commentors voiced opposition to the program, stating

that dependence on fossil fuel resources should be reduced and that development of
alternative energy sources of energy such as wind, geothermal, and solar should be
expanded.

Response: The analyses in the PEIS were developed to evaluate the effects of the
proposed action (i.e., amending 10 land use plans in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming to
describe those areas that will be open and those that will be closed to application for
commercial leasing, exploration, and development of oil shale and tar sands resources)
and its alternatives. National energy policy and the development of other types of energy
resources, such as renewables, are beyond the scope of this PEIS.

10.6.2 Conventional Qil and Gas

There were no comments associated with this issue.

10.6.3 Energy/National Policy

OSTS_066-10 OSTS_107-2 50092-4 50094-3
OSTS_099-1 OSTS_201-2 50094-1 50255-8



Final OSTS PEIS 167

50273-1 50287-1 50308-18
50283-3 50287-5

Issue Summary: Commentors suggested that, by expanding development of domestic
sources of energy, the surrounding regions and entire country will enjoy the
accompanying economic development benefits that result from a secure source of energy.
Commentors also encouraged the BLM to make land available for leasing to reduce
dependence on foreign oil supplies, which will promote national security.

Response: The BLM appreciates commentors’ interest in the long-term sustainability of
the domestic energy supply; however, issues of energy security and national security are
beyond the scope of this PEIS.

10.7 PAVEMENT

OSTS_002-1 OSTS_008-3 50324-19

OSTS_008-1 OSTS 021-4

Issue Summary: Commentors noted that oil shale and tar sands resources have been
developed for use in pavement materials and suggest that the PEIS should incorporate
information from this industry in its analysis.

Response: The purpose and need for the proposed action has been revised to
acknowledge that while tar sands are used for pavement, the focus of this PEIS is on
commercial development of tar sands as a fuel source.

10.8 BETTER HERE THAN THERE

OSTS_1083-2 OSTS_107-4 OSTS_126-2

Issue Summary: These comments express preference for oil shale and tar sands
development in the United States over other countries that may have less stringent
environmental controls and regulations.

Response: Thank you for your comments.
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11.0 GENERAL SUPPORT

OSTS_065-1 OSTS_206-1 50050-1 50227-12
OSTS_089-2 OSTS_206-3 50063-1 50227-13
OSTS_106-3 OSTS_232-2 50092-4 50273-3
OSTS_107-1 50002-1 50094-3 50283-1
OSTS_164-1 50020-1 50154-2 50293-1
OSTS_185-1 50033-1 50184-2 50315-1
OSTS_187-1 50043-1 50196-1 50333-22

Issue Summary: A number of commentors expressed their support for oil shale and tar
sands development. Commentors cited a variety of different reasons for their support,
including the need for energy independence and national security, economic
development, fuel supply and price stability, employment opportunities, retail sector
growth, and low energy costs.

Commentors also stated that the oil shale and tar sands industry has years of experience
and will have as little environmental impact as possible, and that the tourism and
recreation industries are not enough to support the economy. Many stated that the
Preferred Alternative of the PEIS contains too many land restrictions and makes
unreasonable demands on industry to prove its technology.

Response: Thank you for your comments in support of oil shale and tar sands
development.

11.1 TAR SANDS

There were no comments associated with this issue.

11.2 OIL SHALE

OSTS_020-4 OSTS_157-1 50007-1 50303-1
OSTS_029-1 OSTS_181-1 50063-3
OSTS_126-1 OSTS_197-4 50127-1
OSTS_129-1 50004-1 50278-1

Issue Summary: These commentors expressed support for development, specifically for

oil shale.
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Response: Thank you for your comments in support of oil shale development.

12.0 GENERAL OPPOSITION

OSTS_001-6 50044-1 50176-1 50265-1
OSTS_003-2 50045-1 50177-1 50276-1
OSTS_005-1 50049-1 50182-1 50281-1
OSTS_010-1 50060-1 50188-1 50284-1
OSTS_012-1 50069-1 50190-1 50285-2
OSTS_013-1 50078-1 50191-1 50288-1
OSTS_014-2 50079-1 50198-1 50289-1
OSTS_016-2 50080-1 50207-1 50300-4
OSTS_025-1 50081-1 50217-1 50301-1
OSTS_062-1 50082-1 50221-1 50307-1
OSTS_139-1 50084-1 50232-1 50311-1
OSTS_198-1 50113-1 50236-2 50319-1
50005-1 50114-1 50237-1 50327-1
50014-1 50115-1 50239-1 50336-4
50015-1 50128-2 50240-1 50351-1
50024-1 50139-1 50244-2 50353-1
50027-1 50140-1 50245-3 50359-1
50031-1 50141-1 50252-1 50364-2
50038-1 50170-3 50256-2 50371-1
50039-1 50173-1 50259-1 50373-1
50042-1 50174-1 50264-1

Issue Summary: A number of commentors expressed their opposition to oil shale and tar
sands development. Commentors cited a variety of different reasons for opposing the
program, including uncertain and/or negative environmental—particularly,
water—impacts, adverse impacts on other sectors of the economy such as tourism, distrust
of development corporations, concerns about the safety of oil shale and tar sands
development technologies, and the unsustainability of oil shale and tar sands resources.
Many commentors stated concerns regarding increasing global warming in their
opposition to further fossil fuel development.
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Response: Thank you for your comments.

12.1 TAR SANDS

OSTS_004-2 50013-1 50085-2 50369-1
50010-1 50028-1 50093-1
50011-1 50083-1 50178-1

Issue Summary: Commentors expressed opposition to the oil shale and tar sands
development program, noting that they are especially against tar sands development.
Many of these commentors suggested that the BLM consider the negative effects of tar
sands development in the Canadian Province of Alberta. Commentors said that water had
been polluted and forests had been cleared, and they were opposed to the same situation
happening in their region.

Response: Thank you for your comments.

12.2 OIL SHALE

OSTS_021-1 50023-1 50036-1
OSTS_028-1 50025-1 50037-1
50022-1 50034-1 50275-1

Issue Summary: Commentors expressed opposition to the oil shale and tar sands
development program, noting that they are especially against oil shale development.
Commentors cite reasons such as those cited by commentors opposed to all oil shale and
tar sands development (see 12.0 above).

Response: Thank you for your comments.

12.3 USE OF PUBLIC LANDS

OSTS_035-2 OSTS_041-2 OSTS_047-2 OSTS_053-2
OSTS_036-1 OSTS_042-3 OSTS_048-3 OSTS_054-2
OSTS_037-2 OSTS_043-2 OSTS_049-2 OSTS_055-2
OSTS_038-2 OSTS_044-2 OSTS_050-2 OSTS_056-2
OSTS_039-2 OSTS_045-2 OSTS_051-2 OSTS_057-2
OSTS_040-2 OSTS_046-2 OSTS_052-2 OSTS_058-2
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OSTS_059-2 50070-2 50146-2 50192-1
OSTS_060-2 50120-2 50149-2 50193-1
OSTS_061-2 50121-2 50150-2 50194-1
OSTS_063-2 50129-2 50151-2 50212-1
OSTS_064-3 50130-2 50155-2 50223-1
OSTS_067-1 50131-2 50158-1 50224-1
OSTS_137-1 50132-2 50159-2 50230-1
OSTS_216-2 50133-2 50161-2 50250-1
OSTS_227-2 50134-2 50165-4 50251-1
OSTS_227-5 50135-2 50165-9 50299-1
OSTS_231-2 50136-2 50166-2 50305-1
50009-1 50137-2 50172-2 50317-1
50029-1 50138-2 50175-1 50341-2
50048-1 50139-3 50187-1 50355-2

Issue Summary: These commentors were opposed to oil shale and tar sands
development on public lands. These commentors noted that public lands should be
open for the benefit of all citizens and should be kept in pristine condition for future
generations. Some commentors also mentioned that there were sufficient private lands
available for development.

Response: Under the 2005 Energy Policy Act, the BLM was mandated to create a
program that would facilitate development of oil shale and tar sands resources on federal

public lands.
13.0 EDITORIAL COMMENTS
50181-13 50181-33 50181-97 50310-42
50181-18 50181-37 50277-4 50310-43
50181-21 50181-38 50277-25 50310-46
50181-22 50181-39 50310-22 50310-50
50181-24 50181-41 50310-23 50310-51
50181-26 50181-47 50310-24 50312-34
50181-27 50181-61 50310-30 50324-17
50181-29 50181-62 50310-39 50324-21

50181-32 50181-80 50310-41 50324-25
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50324-30 50333-37 50343-8
Issue Summary: These commentors noted general editorial issues in the PEIS, such as
misspellings and grammatical errors.

Response: Comments were reviewed and changes were made to the Final PEIS as
appropriate.
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C. SUBMISSION REPORT
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DELETED_by Request_OSTS2012D50016

Organization: Grand County Council Member, Audrey Graham
Received: 2/10/2012 1:06:03 AM

Commenterl: Audrey Graham - Maob, Utah 84532 (United States)
Organizationl:Grand County Council Member

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50016.htm (DELETED_by Request_OSTS2012D50016-58135.htm
Size = 1 KB)

Submission Text
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Dear BLM, As a local elected official in Grand County Utah, where some of the proposed
activities will take place, | request that a public hearing take place in our community in a timely
and well-advertised manner. Thank you, Audrey

DELETED_0OSTS2012D50035

Organization: X, Md. Dulal

Received: 3/14/2012 2:58:40 AM

Commenterl: Md. Dulal - Dhaka, California 12345 (United States)

Organizationl:X

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett 4/25/2012 12:00:00 AM

Attachments: OSTS2012D50035.htm (DELETED_0OSTS2012D50035-58239.htm Size = 1 KB)
Submission Text

Please Help Me..... | am Md.Dulal and Leave In Bangladesh.l am a Poor Boy.Do You
Know?When my Age 6 Years,| am Hard Working For My Life and Till Now! But | am Field.So

Rampura,Dhaka-1219. 3:Country:Bangladesh. BANK INFORMATION:- Account Name :
Md.Dulal Bank Account No : 178 - 101 - 181474. Bank Name : Dutch- Bangla Bank Ltd. Bank
Branch : Any Branch In Bangladesh. Country Name : Bangladesh*

DUP_of _50007_OSTS50008

Organization: Industrial Systems, Inc., Glenn Lewis

Received: 2/6/2012 6:11:54 PM

Commenterl: Glenn Lewis - Delta, Colorado 81416 (United States)
Organizationl:Industrial Systems, Inc.

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50008.htm (DUP_of 50007_OSTS50008-58149.htm Size = 1 KB)
Submission Text

Industrial Systems Inc.,(ISI) was founded in 1991. ISl is: A Service Disabled Veteran Owned
Small Business employing about 35 employees full time. ISI has employed as many as 200
employees depending on larger projects. ISl is currently completing a Pilot Shale Oil project in
Piceance Creek area of western CO. This project has generated full time work for over 100 full
time employees for the most part of the last two years. The above mentioned employees are not
into account for the various companies who manufactured pipe, pumps, other pieces of
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equipment too numerous to list other firms, such as freight company, equipment dealers such as
Catapillar, Ford, Chevy trucks, etc. co on and on. Many millions of dollars have went through
ISI’s payroll and accounting systems. Failure to list these shale oil lands for lease would have of
course, not allowed this important project to proceed. The shale oil leases must continue to
insure America has a chance to not be dependent on foreign countries for our energy. This work
is being done without adverse environmental stress or damage to the BLM lands. I strongly urge
BLM support of continued leasing of BLM land to private companies to push forward with pilot
programs ti insure America’s independence of other countries who may not have our best
interests at heart regarding our energy future. Thank you Thank you

DUP_of _50097_0OSTS50100

Organization: Robert Tobin

Received: 4/23/2012 12:52:05 PM

Commenterl: Robert Tobin - Meeker, Colorado 81641 (United States)

Organizationl:

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web/E-mail/Mail

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50100.htm (DUP_of 50097 _0OSTS50100-58506.htm Size = 1 KB)
B.TobinPEIS2_0STS2012D50100.pdf (DUP_of 50097 _OSTS50100-58505.pdf Size = 11 KB)
Submission Text

this page 2 of my attachment See Attachment.

DUP_of 50098_0OSTS50109

Organization: Robert Tobin

Received: 4/23/2012 1:01:14 PM

Commenterl: Robert Tobin - Meeker, Colorado 81641 (United States)

Organizationl:

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Classification:

Submission Category: 50099 Attachment

Submitted As: Web/E-mail/Mail

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50109.htm (DUP_of 50098 OSTS50109-58533.htm Size = 1 KB)
B.TobinPEIS10_Attach_1 OSTS2012D50109.pdf (DUP_of 50098 OSTS50109-58532.pdf
Size = 26 KB)

Submission Text

PAGE 10 OF 10 OF MY PEIS See Attachment.

reference list



Final OSTS PEIS 178

DUP_of 50101_0OSTS50102

Organization: Robert Tobin

Received: 4/23/2012 12:54:13 PM

Commenterl: Robert Tobin - Meeker, Colorado 81641 (United States)

Organizationl:

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Classification:

Submission Category: 50099 Attachment

Submitted As: Web/E-mail/Mail

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50102.htm (DUP_of 50101_0OSTS50102-58512.htm Size = 1 KB)
B.TobinPEIS3_0STS2012D50102.pdf (DUP_of 50101_0OSTS50102-58511.pdf Size = 19 KB)
Submission Text

This page 3 of my PEIS See Attachment.

DUP_of 50181_0OSTS50183

Organization: Duchesne County, Utah, Duchesne County Commissioners

Received: 4/30/2012 4:13:20 PM

Commenterl: Duchesne County Commissioners - Duchesne, Utah 84021 (United States)
Organizationl:Duchesne County, Utah

Commenter Type: Coop Agency - Local Govt

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form and Mail

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50183.htm (DUP_of _50181_0OSTS50183-58793.htm Size = 1 KB)
img-430123411_0STS2012D50183.pdf (DUP_of 50181 OSTS50183-58792.pdf Size = 409
KB)

Submission Text

See attachment See Attachment.

DUP_of 50241 _OSTS50344

Organization: Center for Biological Diversity, Campaign
Received: 5/4/2012 6:03:46 PM

Commenterl: -, (United States)

Organizationl:Center for Biological Diversity, Campaign
Commenter Type: Environmental Organization
Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett
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Attachments: OSTS2012D50344.htm (DUP_of 50241_0OSTS50344-59080.htm Size = 1 KB)
Batch_2_Comments_CBD_0STS2012D50344.pdf (DUP_of 50241 OSTS50344-59079.pdf
Size = 15153 KB)

Submission Text

The following is the second batch of comments submitted on behalf of supporters of the Center
for Biological Diversity. See Attachment.

DUP_of 50286_OSTS_076

Organization: Wyoming Game and Fish Department, John Emmerich

Received: 5/4/2012 12:00:00 AM

Commenterl: John Emmerich - Cheyenne, Wyoming 82006 (United States)
Organization1:Wyoming Game and Fish Department

Commenter Type: State Government

Classification: none

Submission Category: Letter

Submitted As: Postal Mail

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D00077.htm (DUP_of _50286_OSTS_076-59131.htm Size = 1 KB)
OSTS_076_WY_Game_and_Fish_Mail_OSTS2012D00077.pdf (DUP_of _50286_OSTS_076-
59130.pdf Size = 475 KB)

Submission Text

See Attachment.

DUP_of 50290 _0OSTS50292

Organization: Carbon County Commission

Received: 5/4/2012 12:30:38 PM

Commenterl: Carbon County Commission - Price, Utah 84501 (United States)
Organizationl:

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50292.htm (DUP_of 50290 OSTS50292-58930.htm Size = 1 KB)
BLM_Qil_Shale_Tar_Sands PEIS Comments_050112 OSTS2012D50292.pdf
(DUP_of 50290 _0OSTS50292-58929.pdf Size = 9068 KB)

Submission Text

See Attachment.

DUP_of 50337_0OSTS50294

Organization: Denver Water, Vicki Parks

Received: 5/4/2012 12:49:05 PM

Commenterl: Vicki Parks - Denver, Colorado 80204 (United States)
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Organizationl:Denver Water

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50294.htm (DUP_of 50337_0STS50294-58935.htm Size = 1 KB)
Submission Text

The attachment is being sent for Dave Little on behalf of the Front Range Water Users Council
on May 4, 2012.

DUP_of 50341_0OSTS50345

Organization: Center for Biological Diversity, Campaign

Received: 5/4/2012 6:07:40 PM

Commenterl: -, (United States)

Organizationl:Center for Biological Diversity, Campaign

Commenter Type: Environmental Organization

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50345.htm (DUP_of 50341 OSTS50345-59083.htm Size = 1 KB)
Group_7_0STS2012D50345.pdf (DUP_of 50341 _OSTS50345-59082.pdf Size = 3646 KB)
Submission Text

The following is the fourth batch of comments submitted on behalf of supporters of the Center
for Biological Diversity. See Attachment.

DUP_Of 50341 OSTS50347

Organization: Center for Biological Diversity, Campaign

Received: 5/4/2012 6:13:17 PM

Commenterl: -, (United States)

Organizationl:Center for Biological Diversity, Campaign

Commenter Type: Environmental Organization

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50347.htm (DUP_Of 50341_0OSTS50347-59086.htm Size = 1 KB)
Group_5_0STS2012D50347.pdf (DUP_Of 50341 OSTS50347-59085.pdf Size = 8381 KB)
Submission Text
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The following is the third of FIVE batches of comments submitted on behalf of the supporters of
the Center for Biological Diversity. See Attachment.

DUP_of 50341_0OSTS50348

Organization: Center for Biological Diversity, Campaign

Received: 5/4/2012 6:13:43 PM

Commenterl: -, (United States)

Organizationl:Center for Biological Diversity, Campaign

Commenter Type: Environmental Organization

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50348.htm (DUP_of 50341 OSTS50348-59089.htm Size = 1 KB)
Group_6_0STS2012D50348.pdf (DUP_of 50341 _OSTS50348-59088.pdf Size = 7620 KB)
Submission Text

The following is the fifth of FIVE batches of comments submitted on behalf of the supporters of
the Center for Biological Diversity. See Attachment.

DUP_of_50341_0OSTS50350

Organization: Center for Biological Diversity, Campaign

Received: 5/4/2012 6:20:17 PM

Commenterl: -, (United States)

Organizationl:Center for Biological Diversity, Campaign

Commenter Type: Environmental Organization

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50350.htm (DUP_of 50341 OSTS50350-59095.htm Size = 1 KB)
Batch_5 Comments_CBD_0OSTS2012D50350.pdf (DUP_of 50341 _OSTS50350-59094.pdf
Size = 723 KB)

Submission Text

The following is the final batch of comments submitted on behalf of the supporters of the Center
for Biological Diversity. See Attachment.

DUP_of 50355 _OSTS50356

Organization: Earthjustice, Campaign, Alexander Rony

Received: 5/4/2012 7:18:48 PM

Commenterl: Alexander Rony - San Francisco, California 94111 (United States)
Organizationl:Earthjustice, Campaign

Commenter Type: Environmental Organization

Classification:
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Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50356.htm (DUP_of 50355 OSTS50356-59103.htm Size = 2 KB)
Comments_Earthjustice2_0STS2012D50356.pdf (DUP_of 50355 OSTS50356-59102.pdf Size
= 14005 KB)

Submission Text

Earthjustice collected 33,698 comments regarding the Oil Shale and Tar Sands Programmatic
EIS. Attached are comments 5,001-10,000. Here is the sample comment that people could edit: |
am deeply concerned about the potential effects to our water, wildlife, communities and public
lands if the BLM initiates a commercial oil shale leasing program. The two million acres in UT,
WY and CO previously allocated for commercial leasing is a massive amount of public, taxpayer
land that would be sacrificed for a singular use of the landscape. While the preferred alternative
(Alternative 2) is a step in the right direction, BLM should consider an alternative that does not
endorse giveaways of public lands to this unproven industry. Oil shale is currently producing no
jobs and no revenue. The Congressional Budget Office confirmed that it is not expected to
produce significant revenues through 2022. This means we have time to thoroughly assess the
impacts of development to our water, wildlife and communities, and should not rush now to give
away public lands. The land overlying oil shale resources in Utah, Colorado and Wyoming is
some of the best wildlife habitat in the West. Outdoor recreation and tourism are huge economic
drivers that depend on this habitat. The farming and ranching sectors require reliable access to
water resources, which may be depleted by extensive commercial oil shale development. We
must protect these jobs by making smart decisions about how we allow oil companies to move
forward with oil shale speculation. | recommend that you carefully consider the serious impacts
of oil shale production to our wildlife, water, air, and communities as you take another look at oil
shale development. See Attachment.

DUP_of _50355_0OSTS50357

Organization: Earthjustice, Campaign, Alexander Rony

Received: 5/4/2012 7:20:43 PM

Commenterl: Alexander Rony - San Francisco, California 94111 (United States)
Organizationl:Earthjustice, Campaign

Commenter Type: Environmental Organization

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50357.htm (DUP_of _50355_0OSTS50357-59106.htm Size = 2 KB)
Comments_Earthjustice3_OSTS2012D50357.pdf (DUP_of 50355 OSTS50357-59105.pdf Size
= 14007 KB)

Submission Text

Earthjustice collected 33,698 comments regarding the Oil Shale and Tar Sands Programmatic
EIS. Attached are comments 10,001-15,000. Here is the sample comment that people could edit:
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I am deeply concerned about the potential effects to our water, wildlife, communities and public
lands if the BLM initiates a commercial oil shale leasing program. The two million acres in UT,
WY and CO previously allocated for commercial leasing is a massive amount of public, taxpayer
land that would be sacrificed for a singular use of the landscape. While the preferred alternative
(Alternative 2) is a step in the right direction, BLM should consider an alternative that does not
endorse giveaways of public lands to this unproven industry. Oil shale is currently producing no
jobs and no revenue. The Congressional Budget Office confirmed that it is not expected to
produce significant revenues through 2022. This means we have time to thoroughly assess the
impacts of development to our water, wildlife and communities, and should not rush now to give
away public lands. The land overlying oil shale resources in Utah, Colorado and Wyoming is
some of the best wildlife habitat in the West. Outdoor recreation and tourism are huge economic
drivers that depend on this habitat. The farming and ranching sectors require reliable access to
water resources, which may be depleted by extensive commercial oil shale development. We
must protect these jobs by making smart decisions about how we allow oil companies to move
forward with oil shale speculation. | recommend that you carefully consider the serious impacts
of oil shale production to our wildlife, water, air, and communities as you take another look at oil
shale development. See Attachment.

DUP_of 50355_0OSTS50358

Organization: Earthjustice, Campaign, Alexander Rony

Received: 5/4/2012 7:23:29 PM

Commenterl: Alexander Rony - San Francisco, California 94111 (United States)
Organizationl:Earthjustice, Campaign

Commenter Type: Environmental Organization

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50358.htm (DUP_of 50355 OSTS50358-59109.htm Size = 2 KB)
Comments_Earthjustice4 OSTS2012D50358.pdf (DUP_of 50355 OSTS50358-59108.pdf Size
= 14014 KB)

Submission Text

Earthjustice collected 33,698 comments regarding the Oil Shale and Tar Sands Programmatic
EIS. Attached are comments 15,001-20,000. Here is the sample comment that people could edit:
I am deeply concerned about the potential effects to our water, wildlife, communities and public
lands if the BLM initiates a commercial oil shale leasing program. The two million acres in UT,
WY and CO previously allocated for commercial leasing is a massive amount of public, taxpayer
land that would be sacrificed for a singular use of the landscape. While the preferred alternative
(Alternative 2) is a step in the right direction, BLM should consider an alternative that does not
endorse giveaways of public lands to this unproven industry. Qil shale is currently producing no
jobs and no revenue. The Congressional Budget Office confirmed that it is not expected to
produce significant revenues through 2022. This means we have time to thoroughly assess the
impacts of development to our water, wildlife and communities, and should not rush now to give
away public lands. The land overlying oil shale resources in Utah, Colorado and Wyoming is
some of the best wildlife habitat in the West. Outdoor recreation and tourism are huge economic
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drivers that depend on this habitat. The farming and ranching sectors require reliable access to
water resources, which may be depleted by extensive commercial oil shale development. We
must protect these jobs by making smart decisions about how we allow oil companies to move
forward with oil shale speculation. | recommend that you carefully consider the serious impacts
of oil shale production to our wildlife, water, air, and communities as you take another look at oil
shale development. See Attachment.

DUP_of 50355 _0OSTS50360

Organization: Earthjustice, Campaign, Alexander Rony

Received: 5/4/2012 7:25:02 PM

Commenterl: Alexander Rony - San Francisco, California 94111 (United States)
Organizationl:Earthjustice, Campaign

Commenter Type: Environmental Organization

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50360.htm (DUP_of 50355 0OSTS50360-59112.htm Size = 2 KB)
Comments_Earthjustice5_OSTS2012D50360.pdf (DUP_of 50355 OSTS50360-59111.pdf Size
= 13992 KB)

Submission Text

Earthjustice collected 33,698 comments regarding the Oil Shale and Tar Sands Programmatic
EIS. Attached are comments 20,001-25,000. Here is the sample comment that people could edit:
I am deeply concerned about the potential effects to our water, wildlife, communities and public
lands if the BLM initiates a commercial oil shale leasing program. The two million acres in UT,
WY and CO previously allocated for commercial leasing is a massive amount of public, taxpayer
land that would be sacrificed for a singular use of the landscape. While the preferred alternative
(Alternative 2) is a step in the right direction, BLM should consider an alternative that does not
endorse giveaways of public lands to this unproven industry. Oil shale is currently producing no
jobs and no revenue. The Congressional Budget Office confirmed that it is not expected to
produce significant revenues through 2022. This means we have time to thoroughly assess the
impacts of development to our water, wildlife and communities, and should not rush now to give
away public lands. The land overlying oil shale resources in Utah, Colorado and Wyoming is
some of the best wildlife habitat in the West. Outdoor recreation and tourism are huge economic
drivers that depend on this habitat. The farming and ranching sectors require reliable access to
water resources, which may be depleted by extensive commercial oil shale development. We
must protect these jobs by making smart decisions about how we allow oil companies to move
forward with oil shale speculation. | recommend that you carefully consider the serious impacts
of oil shale production to our wildlife, water, air, and communities as you take another look at oil
shale development. See Attachment.

DUP_of 50355 _0OSTS50361

Organization: Earthjustice, Campaign, Alexander Rony

Received: 5/4/2012 7:26:33 PM

Commenterl: Alexander Rony - San Francisco, California 94111 (United States)
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Organizationl:Earthjustice, Campaign

Commenter Type: Environmental Organization

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50361.htm (DUP_of 50355 _0OSTS50361-59115.htm Size = 2 KB)
Comments_Earthjustice6_OSTS2012D50361.pdf (DUP_of 50355 OSTS50361-59114.pdf Size
= 13993 KB)

Submission Text

Earthjustice collected 33,698 comments regarding the Oil Shale and Tar Sands Programmatic
EIS. Attached are comments 25,001-30,000. Here is the sample comment that people could edit:
I am deeply concerned about the potential effects to our water, wildlife, communities and public
lands if the BLM initiates a commercial oil shale leasing program. The two million acres in UT,
WY and CO previously allocated for commercial leasing is a massive amount of public, taxpayer
land that would be sacrificed for a singular use of the landscape. While the preferred alternative
(Alternative 2) is a step in the right direction, BLM should consider an alternative that does not
endorse giveaways of public lands to this unproven industry. Oil shale is currently producing no
jobs and no revenue. The Congressional Budget Office confirmed that it is not expected to
produce significant revenues through 2022. This means we have time to thoroughly assess the
impacts of development to our water, wildlife and communities, and should not rush now to give
away public lands. The land overlying oil shale resources in Utah, Colorado and Wyoming is
some of the best wildlife habitat in the West. Outdoor recreation and tourism are huge economic
drivers that depend on this habitat. The farming and ranching sectors require reliable access to
water resources, which may be depleted by extensive commercial oil shale development. We
must protect these jobs by making smart decisions about how we allow oil companies to move
forward with oil shale speculation. | recommend that you carefully consider the serious impacts
of oil shale production to our wildlife, water, air, and communities as you take another look at oil
shale development. See Attachment.

DUP_of 50355 _0OSTS50362

Organization: Earthjustice, Campaign, Alexander Rony

Received: 5/4/2012 7:28:08 PM

Commenterl: Alexander Rony - San Francisco, California 94111 (United States)
Organizationl1:Earthjustice, Campaign

Commenter Type: Environmental Organization

Classification:

Submission Category: Standard Web Form

Submitted As: Web Form

Form Letter Category:

Form Letter Master:

Current Task: Issues Entered Assigned/Due: klett

Attachments: OSTS2012D50362.htm (DUP_of 50355 _0STS50362-59118.htm Size = 2 KB)
Comments_Earthjustice7_OSTS2012D50362.pdf (DUP_of 50355 OSTS50362-59117.pdf Size
=10392 KB)
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Submission Text

Earthjustice collected 33,698 comments regarding the Oil Shale and Tar Sands Programmatic
EIS. Attached are comments 30,001-33,698. Here is the sample comment that people could edit:
I am deeply concerned about the potential effects to our water, wildlife, communities and public
lands if the BLM initiates a commercial oil shale leasing program. The two million acres in UT,
WY and CO previously allocated for commercial leasing is a massive amount of public, taxpayer
land that would be sacrificed for a singular use of the landscape. While the preferred alternative
(Alternative 2) is a step in the right direction, BLM should consider an alternative that does not
endorse giveaways of public lands to this unproven industry. Oil shale is currently producing no
jobs and no revenue. The Congressional Budget Office confirmed that it is not expected to
produce significant revenues through 2022. This means we have time to thoroughly assess the
impacts of development to our water, wildlife and communities, and should not rush now to give
away public lands. The land overlying oil shale resources in Utah, Colorado and Wyoming is
some of the best wildlife habitat in the West. Outdoor recreation and tourism are huge economic
drivers that depend on this habitat. The farming and ranching sectors require reliable access to
water resources, which may be depleted by extensive commercial oil shale development. We
must protect these jobs by making smart decisions about how we allow oil companies to move
forward with oil shale speculation. | recommend that you carefully consider the serious impacts
of oil shale production to our wildlife, water, air, and communities as you take another look at oil
shale development. See Attachment.
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This is a copy of the attachment I submitted on the previous submission, in case you did not
receive it or could not open it. BLM has decided to redo the Oil Shale and Tar Sand
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement.... (PEIS) and Commercial Qil Shale Leasing
Regulations (Regulations) completed in 2008. BLM’s actions resulted from a settlement by the
Department of Interior of law suits brought against the 2008 PEIS and Regulations. There is
little, if any, new information to be considered, and the 2012 draft PEIS contains largely the
same information as the 2008 final PEIS. However, the BLM has chosen a different preferred
alternative 2(b) that significantly reduces the acreage available for oil shale leasing, eliminates
the issuance of commercial leases, and restricts leasing to Research, Development and
Demonstration (R,DandD) leases only.

* Alternative 1, Oil Shale No Action Alternative, in the new PEIS, preserves the actions taken in
the 2008 PEIS, and is the alternative favored by NOSA.
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* The 2008 PEIS was very professionally done, received thousands of comments, involved the
public and resulted in a preferred alternative that provided a reasonable amount of acreage for
potential commercial leasing, while still designating environmentally sensitive and other areas
deemed unsuitable for leasing.

* BLM’s preferred alternative (2b) in the new PEIS restricts leasing to R,DandD leases only and
defers decisions on commercial leasing for years. This is a disincentive for companies that have
access to technologies that are commercially viable. Going through the R,DandD process will
delay bringing oil shale into production. Also, unknown lease terms for future R,DandD leases is
yet another disincentive for companies interested in producing shale oil (e.g. 2nd round R,DandD
leases offered insufficient Preference Right acreage to support a commercial project in the
opinion of many companies), and other terms of the leases are more restrictive than those in the
1st round R,DandD leases. Only three companies sought 2nd round R,DandD leases, whereas
about 20 companies sought 1st round R,DandD leases).

* Eliminating commercial leasing closes the door to some companies that could responsibly
develop the resource, provide jobs, and produce tax revenues to local communities. Leasing oil
shale is only the first step towards a commercial project. The BLM, Federal, State and local
government agencies require a developer to go through additional environmental reviews and
permitting activities that include public oversight before a project can go into production. It is
estimated that two or three Environmental Impact Statements would be required, in addition to
this PEIS, before a developer could break ground on a commercial venture. This PEIS and the
2008 final PEIS, only designate where oil shale leasing may occur and directs BLM field offices
to change their planning documents accordingly.

* The draft 2012 oil shale leasing regulations have not yet been issued. It is difficult to comment
intelligently upon the PEIS since the two are integrally linked. The BLM should consider
extending the deadline for the comment period beyond May 4, 2012 to allow time for BLM to
issue the regulations.

 Under Federal mineral leasing laws industry is allowed to lease oil and gas and minerals from
BLM without a prior demonstration of the technology to be used to recover the resource. BLM
for some reason has a different standard for oil shale. Developers decide whether to risk the cost
of leasing a resource. They pay bonus payments to the Federal Government (shared with local
communities) to acquire the lease. And lease rental payments are made to keep the lease during
the time the developer is deciding whether to pursue a commercial venture. During that period,
jobs are created and local communities receive sales, and other tax revenues.

* PEIS Alternative 2 reduces the acreage available for leasing to a level that most tracts in
Colorado are too small and too dispersed to support a commercial project. The situation in Utah
is somewhat better. Wyoming is similar to Colorado.

* Alternative 3 restricts leasing to the current 1st and 2nd round R,DandD lessees.

* Alternative 4(a) is very similar in acreage to Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative, but
Alternative 4 (b) restricts leasing to R,DandD first leases only.

» Maps are in error in all three states 1. The oil shale cut-off grade was not consistently applied
across the three states (e.g. 15 gpt in Wyoming and 25 gpt in Utah and Colorado). Assumptions
about mining are over generalized (e.g. 500 ft. maximum overburden for surface mining in Utah
and Wyoming , no surface mining in Colorado, and no consideration of underground mining in
Colorado); thus the Most Geologically Prospective Oil Shale Resource areas should be corrected
in each state map. 2. Preference Right acreage for the 1st Round R,DandD leases is smaller than
already agreed upon between BLM and lessees (Figures 2.3.3-4 and 2.3.3-5 show portions of
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Preference Right areas are not available for leasing). If maps are the legal description of the
actions BLM plans to take, then the maps should be changed.

* The fact that 2,000,000 acres were made available for leasing in the 2008 PEIS does not mean
that amount of land would be leased or developed. Generally, industry chooses the acreage that it
believes can be profitably developed. In the new PEIS, BLM has assumed industry’s role by
choosing the lands it believes should be leased. Whereas the mineral leasing laws provide for
leases of 5, 120 acres BLM is limiting the acreage to be leased, and deciding upon technological
strategies to be employed by restricting leasing to an R,DandD first approach. So it seems BLM
is choosing winners and losers, a role usually left up to industry. BLM has the authority to
control development after leases are issued through environmental analyses and approval of
development plans.

* The current royalty rate for oil shale in the 2008 regulations is not a give-away. Qil shale is not
oil and gas. Oil shale is more expensive to produce than conventional oil and gas. Thus the rates
should be much lower initially during the pioneering phase of the industry.

* In Canada the royalty rates for oil sands were set low initially in recognition of the pioneering
nature of the industry. The Canadian government recently raised the royalty rates because the
industry matured and could afford to pay higher rates. Canadians benefited from that strategy,
and, as it works out, so did we in the United States, because today over a million barrels per day
of oil from Canadian oil sands comes to U.S. refineries.

» Water used in oil shale processing is reasonable compared with many other energy sources (e.g.
much lower than water consumed producing bio fuels from irrigated corn). There is a wealth of
information on water usage and quality. A recent GAO report indicates there is enough water for
a 500,000 b/d shale oil industry. The water consumption estimates used by GAO are
conservative. They assumed the use of electric power generated from coal fired — water cooled
power plants would be used to liberate shale oil via insitu heating. This approach does not reflect
a consensus of industry thinking at this time. Low water usage has been recently publicized by
developers of new and improved technologies (e.g. AMSO, Red Leaf and Enefit). Many
companies have water rights to meet their long term needs.

A recent independent study sponsored by the Colorado River Conservation District showed that
120,000 acre feet per year of water would be required for a 1.55 million barrel per day shale oil
industry. This is about 2-3 % of the water that flows from the Colorado River into Lake Powell
annually. This study also used some liberal water usage assumptions. Much more water flows
from Western Colorado to Front Range cities to meet their growing water needs.

Oil shale production produces more energy than it consumes. The range is 3:1 to 6:1. A huge
drop in oil prices and political reasons caused oil shale development to stop in the 1980’s. It had
nothing to do with its energy content or energy recovery efficiency. A similar resource, the oil
sands of Canada, proceeded after the drop in oil prices, because of industry-government
cooperation. That industry is producing 1.6 million barrels per day of crude oil and sending over
1-million barrels per day of it to the U.S. The energy content of Canadian oil sands is less that
the average Western U.S. oil shale.

* The Piceance and Uinta Basins — where most of the oil shale resource is concentrated - are not
pristine primitive areas. The cultural, wildlife, environmental, and recreational assets can be
managed along with oil shale development as has been demonstrated by existing oil and gas
operations in the region. The BLM appropriately designated certain sensitive areas inappropriate
for leasing in the 2008 EIS. For some reason the preferred alternative in the 2012 PEIS
designates substantially more acreage unavailable for leasing while relying on the same data. It
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also leaves a great deal of discretion to the BLM field offices to designate more sensitive areas in
the future.

* The concentrated nature of the oil shale resource (e.g. 1 to 1-1/2 million barrels per acre in the
middle of the Piceance Basin of Colorado) reduces the land use effects over similar energy
recovery operations.

* Re-visiting the PEIS and leasing regulations is delaying the time oil shale can provide more
jobs and economic development in the three-state region and nationwide.

» Western U.S. oil shale resources — now estimated by U.S.G.S. at 4-trillion barrels - are an
important domestic energy asset that should be developed for the benefit of the American people.
Re-visiting the PEIS and regulations completed in 2008 is delaying the development of the oil
shale resource. The time required to develop an oil shale project is long, and the work should not
be further delayed. National Oil Shale Association, P.O. Box 3080, Glenwood Springs, CO
81602
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