FEDERAL OIL SHALE PROGRAM BT 467

cates ‘were dummies ip *that"‘they had no interest whatsoever in the claim* or
claims, : Lo L ; L g
© If most cases after the East Texas oil fields were discovered in 1920, oil shale-
claimanty abandoneq their claimg and failed ‘to take any steps to produce oil
. Trom the thousands of oj] shale placer mining claimg, - ; A Pt
- In the early 1930’y the United States through the General Land Office investi~
gated angd 'conte‘s‘ted‘xth'o‘usands of pre-192¢ mining claimSL-perhaps covering in- . & Ly
excess of 2 million acres. Claimg wer‘e'declared null and void for failure to do. S
assessmerm work. And in Some cases the claims were declared null ang void onp
other charges Such as abandonment, fraud in the location, non-mineral in chyp. L
-acter, and that the claims were not valid ang subsisting on the date of the enact- .
ment of the Minera] Leasing Act of February 25, 1990, P . e

~in the West that bre-1920 claimants lost their claims, if for no other reason, by
adverse possession on the part of the United States for a period in excess of 30
years. ' S G FE : :
(C) Total acreage patenteq under oil shale. mining olax’c‘m.s' S L
Regardless of the obvioug Anvalidity of pre-1920 ,claims,”SS0,000 acres of ofl
Shale lands in Colorado, Utah, anq Wyoming have been Drocessed to patent from i
1920 to July 1960 under procedurey which cannot stang Serutiny. Evep claims = -

ber acre, S s , : ; ~ p R
In one known instance a half-interegs in unpatenteq mining claimgs so1q for as

much as $1,000 per aere as far back as 1957 and within sevepa] months the batent

‘on such claimg Were secured from the United Sta tes for $2.50 per acre, '

(D) Departments fail to seelk recovery . e 4 i Rl
Yet for redasons not bublicly developed theDepar’tmen'ts of J ustice ang Interior -
have taken no constructive action  to clegn ‘Up the scandal i’nvolving past‘ﬂle‘ga‘l e
disposals of o] - shale lands- under guise jof Dre-1920 . mining. claimsg;,. Secretary -
Udall angd his chief Subordinates hyve refused to press the J ustice Department
to initiate suitg to effect recoveries for past illegal disposaly of oj} shale lands, *
Only in one case was there any.effort made to secure recovery for the wrongful e

disposal of oi] shale lands. That case was instituteq in 1957 ang settled in 1960 =
with a windfal] of some $300,000 or more to the Datentee and hig: succesgors: and
Standard 0i] of California got to keep the land. The case involved g patent issyeq
in 1951 on claimg which hag been declareq null‘and voiq because of fraud in the
locationas far back ag the early 193¢, SRR - :

(EB) Legisiative bills and other-efforts to ,vahﬁda‘te Chaims

The magnitude of the oi] shale scanda] has become somewha { bublicly known i

as the result of efforts made to validatek,p~re-19f20 0il shale mining- claimg, It is no
Secret that Senate Bill 2809 (88th Congres‘s,) and-Senate Bill 1009 (89(:h00ugress)l

 away bills, was actually drafted in the Ih‘terior‘Depar’tment on,F‘ebruary 27, 1962,
“The pre-1920 o] shale ining clajmg are a real threat tojt‘héfmntinued public
ownership because the Departmen’ts of Justice anq Interior have failed tg

ppepave;ad‘equa‘tely the defenses for the Government in the “Trillion Dollay”
Suits tried. in July 1966 in the Federal.l’)ristrict Court in Denver, involving the
Jjudicial review of g decision rendered on April 17, 1964 by the Department of
Interior which upheld the rejection of ‘patent applications on claims whieh had
been declared null and voiq g the 1930’ for failure g 4o annual assessment
work. See the 1st, 17th, 19th, ang 34th articleg in my oj} shale Series, publisheq




