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issued an “interim” report ® to the Secretary in"f’Febfrﬁary, ,419.6‘5, but unforty-

nately on consensug was reached on major leasing policy 'i'i;(_uestwns and the report
has been likeneqd to “six dissents saying nothing.” No further report: from the
Advisory Board hag yet appeared on the “horizon, and,Secretary' Udali now

Seeemg little disposed to take any ‘amrmatlve action;

“Legally, as I have ali*efa&&«gaid, I think he has the power t;o( lift the order,

“But I also think that ng S’eer'etary, ‘ beginni‘ng:‘.withi? Hubert Work, right
down to the'present one, can take any more than tiny and tenative steps which
have the effect of_ relin'quisbing title to thig resource withont running gieat risks

of misi_nterpretatmn + oo Itds, in my personal ang unofficial view, g question
requiring congressionn] resolution,” & : ‘ e ‘
6. Congress ; e , z ; - ;
Thus it ig that ' we are led by a Process of elimination to the one body of the
federal sovernment which can, and should, come to grips with the oil shale
bolicy Dbroblem. Sengtop Bennett of Utah addresseg himself to the  problem
With a statement entitled “Do Something.” % 4 response to Senator Bennett jg
that it is now up to Congress “to do the doing” and to Teassume here g portion of
the initiative ‘Which some feel it has lost py default to the Executive Branch of
our Government. B L Do S
In May, 1965 ‘the first ,“info‘i'mationa,l” hearings on o0il shale were held by the
Senate - Interior Committee, Senator- Jackson, Chairman of the Committee,
opened the hearing with these words: e ;
“All too often in dealing with broblems affecting our natural resources, both

‘econqn:gic and aesthetic, thig Committee is faced with a .condit.iorg; not a theory

- Presented, and then to be able to deliberate upon broad overall: policy questions -
involved in the wisest ang best course of action to take with Tespect to thig
8reat natura] resource , , , ow ' , = L :
In addition to committee action and congressional hearings,f it may be that the
oil shale policy problem Will be taken up by the recently establisheq Public
Lang Law‘Review Commigsion,* ‘The Commission, which is to make its report
by June 30, 1968, is not exp»licitly directed to study oil shale, but such a study iy
clearly not, outside the Commission’y Present authority, , :

B, Formulation of @ Leasing Policy: ImmedidteConsidémtz’ons : AR
If Congregs jg to formulate g leasing policy for the early development of oil’

shale, it must dea] With a number of Specifie, immediate c«on‘siderations.'Mana{
of them havye already been on tlined by members of the Qi) Sha’le%Advi‘sory Board.

- None Dresent insurmounta:b]e problemsg.: Straightforwardf alternativeg are ‘avail-

able from which Congress can make ity necessary Dolicy choices with relative

ease, . . : ~ ’ : 2

1. Conservation T SRR :

Two distinet conservation broblems present themselves‘wwhezl,_considering_ oil
shale development, First, there is concern for other regional res}oUrc‘esx*‘in the oil
shale area, Second is the concern for maximum, utilization of the oil shale re.

As was noted earlier, the State of Colorado ig actively aware of the need to

Drotect all of ity many resources, Thus Governor Love hag said:
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