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In issuing its opinion, the Board overturned an ear- ol 4l
lier decision by the Utah Division of Oil, Gas and L agree
Mining to approve the permit for UtahAmerican Mo ark Ko prvisien
Energy, Inc. Undaunted, the company responded No7- o cons/des

by submitting a second permit application affecting ‘ )
the same site—without even bothering to complete futvre appl “’{70”3,
the necessary analysis that had been blatantly undy [ Hae. ek Ames.an

absent from the earlier application. Enargy Lo pery

In May, the Division granted SUWA'’s request hng. Colfe e

for an informal conference to discuss our concerns . .
with the new application. At the all-day meeting, ey e éM/oy =
UtahAmerican Energy was given an opportunity to and b Ve dro/o 5 s
refute deficiencies in the application noted by Hatr Lo Heo ontre
SUWA. Despite their defensive arguments, it was
obvious to us that UtahAmerican Energy did noth-
ing new in terms of gathering the baseline informa- I re spec Fll/ ) @ nd

fem [T aréey and

tion necessary to protect public resources. Instead, 'y
& gy re ea? 7'{&
the company essentially changed the date of the s // /Ad
permit application materials and added a few deco- Sdme
rative phrases. Perhaps company officials didn’t T ) e also r

take the Board’s order seriously. Or maybe they o
thought they could impress the Division’s staff with 7l won el '
determined yet hollow speeches by industry repre- ‘s propes e 4o

sentatives and their hired environmental consultant.
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We have a hunch that the idea of politically steam- coil o eraes C/ﬁ’ﬁ” 7,

rolling through the Division’s process crossed their 2 afern a -

minds too. 'n a/o/oro/)//ﬂf( —41-’
Whatever the company’s reasoning, it failed to "0/ 7 ciew/ofmm 7

snow the Division staff this time around. SUWA’s Al Lo Yo

appeal of the initial permit approval (and the W g5 A

Board’s subsequent decision against it) gave the /‘”e/’/

Division ample warning that it should not use tax- 9& . &ﬂa’? 3 18

payer dollars to do a company’s work, and that it 375 0. %057

needs to follow its legal mandate to protect public Ny MY joedy

resources. We send our praises to the Division staff
for learning this lesson and standing up for public
resources. Indeed, keeping a backbone and uphold-
ing the law in this political atmosphere is com-
mendable. Apparently, the Division has quit play-
ing games with the company; now let’s hope they
will continue to address the public’s concemns.




