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Questar Exploration & Production Company (QEP) has proposed to develop hydrocarbon
resources within an area encompassing approximately 98,785 within the Bureau of Land
Management Vernal Field Office area on lands wholly or partially contained within
Townships 6 to 8 South, Ranges 2l to 25 East, Uintah County, Utah, approximately 15
miles south of Vernal, Utah. This Record of Decision (ROD) documents the decision
made by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) regarding QEP's proposal. This ROD
and the Final EIS have been published separately. The final EIS was made available to
the public for a 30-day review period through a Notice of Availability published in the
Federal Register on January 4,2008.

1.0 DECISION

The BLM has decided to approve the Agency-preferred Alternative (Alternative 1 -

Proposed Action) subject to the Conditions of Approval listed in Attachment I of this
ROD. This decision is hereafter referred to as the selected altemative. The selected
alternative recognizes that oil and gas development has been ongoing within the project
area for over 50 years. It also minimizes or eliminates impacts to resources within the
project area through the Conditions of Approval. The selected alternative balances

QEP's right to develop natural gas within their leaseholds, while protecting resources or
mitigating impacts over the long term.

This programmatic decision approves up to 4,561 acres of disturbance from the project.
This decision includes the following project components, which would be subject to site-
specific onsites and approval:

. Up to 1,020 natural gas wells and 348 oil wells;

o Up to 891 wells on new locations and346 on existing locations;

o Oil development would occur in the Green River formation on 40 to 80
acre well spacing using the waterflood technique;

o Gas development would occur in the Uinta, Green River, Wasatch,
Mesaverde, Blackhawk/Mancos, and Frontier/Dakota formations on
primarily 40-aqe spacing. However, the proposed action includes up to
132 Z}-acre Wasatch infill wells, which would be directionally drilled off



of 4O-acre pads, and twenty 160-acre Blackhawk/Mancos wells, which
would be drilled vertically off pads located in the center of the section
quarters.

o Up to 169.1 miles of new roads;

o Up to 193.2 miles of new surface natural gas pipelines;

o Up to 41.5 miles of buried oil flowlines;

o Up to l5 2,O00-horsepower compressor stations;

. Up to 37 miles of electric power lines;

o Up to 22 central tank facilities; and

. Up to 20 miles of buried water pipelines.

o Total surface disturbance 4,561 acres.

This decision applies only to BlM-administered lands and leases within the project area.

2.0 MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

The selected alternative represents a reasonable management approach that allows gas
development on existing leases while eliminating or minimizing impacts to the area's
resources. The decision to approve the selected alternative as made after consideration of
the following:

2.1 Purpose and need: The purpose of BLM's action is to respond to QEP's proposal
and to facilitate action on future plans related to the proposal. The purpose of QEP's
proposed project is to extract and transport oil and nafural gas at a profit from their leases
in the project area. BLM objectives for the project are to minimize environmental
consequences, as well as to ensure conformance with the objectives of the land use plan.

2.2 National policy: Private exploration and development of federal oil and gas leases is
an integral part of the BLM oil and gas leasing program under the authority of the
Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976.

2.3 Consistency with the Book Cliffs and Diamond Mountain Resource Management
Plans: The selected alternative would take place primarily in the Book Cliffs Resource
Area, which is managed through the Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan. However,
the portion of the project that is west of the Green River is in the Diamond Mountain
Resource Area, which is managed under the Diamond Mountain Resource Management
Plan.



Some of the leases in the project areapredate the Book Cliffs RMP. Those leases are in
conformance with the RMP because the Book Cliffs RMP recognizes valid existing
rights, and does not impose additional restrictions on them (ROD p.a). Development of
leases issued after the completion of the Book Cliffs RMP/ROD (1985) is also in
conformance with the Book Cliffs RMP because the RMP allows for the leasing of oil
and gas in the project area as category 1 (subject to standard stipulations) or category 2
(subject to special stipulations). The Book Cliffs RMP/FEIS analysis assumptions (p.
145) account for impacts associated with oil and gas development. The proposed project
is in compliance with the following Book Cliffs RMP stipulations that apply to portions
of the project area:

o Stipulation 4: In order to protect the seasonal nesting and strutting period of sage
grouse, surface disturbance, exploration, drilling, and other development activity
will be allowed only during the period from June 15 to March 15. This limitation
does not apply to maintenance and operation of producing wells. This stipulation
may be waived by the authorized officer if either the resource values change or
the lessee/operator demonstrates that adverse impacts can be mitigated.

o Stipulation 5: No drilling or storage facilities will be allowed within 300 feet of
the sage grouse strutting grounds. This stipulation may be waived by the
authorized officer if either the resource values change or the lessee/operator
demonstrates that adverse impacts can be mitigated

Some of the leases in the project area predate the Diamond Mountain RMP. Those leases
are in conformance with the RMP because the Diamond Mountain RMP recognizes valid
existing rights, and does not impose additional restrictions on them (ROD p.1-2).
Development of leases issued after the completion of the Diamond Mountain RMP/ROD
(1994) are also in conformance with the Diamond Mountain RMP because the RMP
allows for the leasing of oil and gas in the project area as category 2 (subject to special
stipulations). The Diamond Mountain RMP/FEIS analysis assumptions $. a-3) account
for impacts associated with oil and gas development. The proposed project will also be
in compliance with the following Diamond Mountain RMP stipulations that apply to
portions of the project area:

o Stipulation C203: Surface disturbing activities in areas of highly saline andlor
erodible soils, municipal watersheds and floodplains during times of saturated
soils (usually Spring runoff and Fall rains) will be precluded for the purpose of
preserving and protecting those areas from severe erosion as described in the DM

RMP. Waivers, Exceptions, or Modifications to this limitation may be

specifically approved in writing by the authorized officer of the BLM if either the

resource values change or the lessee/operator demonstrates that adverse impacts
can be mitigated.

o Stiputation C207 No surface use is allowed within crucial deer and elk winter

range from December 1 through April 30. This stipulation does not apply to

operation and maintenance of production facilities, or if animals are not present.

For the purpose of preventing adverse impacts that would cause significant
displacements of deer or elk herds or loss of habitat as described in the
DMRMP/EIS. Waivers, Exceptions, or Modifications to this limitation may be



specifically approved in writing by the authorized officer of the BLM if either the
resource values change of the lessee/operator demonstrates that adverse impacts
can be mitigated.

o Stipulation C309/C310: No surface occupancy or use is allowed on the lands
containing Pelican Lake and Pelican Lake Special Recreation Management Area
for the purpose of preserving and protecting the area for recreational values as
described in the DMRMP/EIS. Waivers, Exceptions, or Modifications to this
limitation may be specifically approved in writing by the authorized officer of the
BLM if either the resource values change or the lessee/operator demonstrates that
adverse impacts can be mitigated.

2.4 Relationships to statutes, regulations, or other plans: There are no comprehensive
State of Utah plans for the project area. The School and Institution Trust Lands
Administration (SITLA) has leased all of the lands under its administration within the
project area for oil and gas production. Because the objectives of SITLA are to produce
funding for the State school system, and because production on Federal leases could lead
to further interest in drilling State leases in the area, the selected alternative is assumed to
be consistent with the objectives of the State.

The selected alternative is consistent with the 2005 Uintah County General PIan (County
Plan), which encompasses the project area. The County Plan emphasizes multiple-use
public land management practices, responsible use, and optimum utilization of public
land resources.

2.5 Range of Alternatives

Two alternatives were fully evaluated in the EIS: Alternative 1. - Proposed Action and
Alternative 2 - No Action. In addition, eight alternatives were considered as a result of
public or other agency involvement, but were eliminated from detailed analysis for the
reasons documented below.

Alternative 1 - Proposed Action

The Proposed Action consists of the construction and drilling of 1,239 natural gas and oil
wells and the construction of associated facilities within the 98,785-acre project area.
Based on public comments on the DEIS, Alternative A in the FEIS was modified such
that the proponent will not drill within the 100-year floodplain of the Green River (see
Attachment 2).

Alternative 2 - No Action

The No Action Alternative is the environmentally preferable alternative due to the lower
level of development that would occur on BlM-administered lands. The No Action
alternative analyzes a maximum level of development of up to 209 wells that would
include up to 177 natural gas wells and up to 32 oil wells. This alternative was not
selected because QEP has valid existing leases on BlM-administered lands in the project
area. Those leases include contractual obligations, as well as contractual rights, to
develop the mineral resources contained within the leaseholds. In addition, the selected



alternative has incorporated all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental
harm.

Alternatives Considered but not Analyzed in Detail

No New Development on BLM-administered lands: This alternative was eliminated
from detailed analysis because it was not feasible for the following reasons:

o The BLM cannot deny reasonable access through Federal lands to private
holdings (Utahv. Andrus,486 F. Supp. 995 (1979)), and 130 wells wouldbe
on State of Utah and private leases;

o Denial of development on Federal lands could lead to the drainage of federal
reserves by wells on adjacent lands, resulting in a loss of federal resources;

o APDs for 79 federal wells have been approved based on other NEPA
documents so that these wells could be developed; and

o Not allowing development on Federal lands would not be consistent with the
lease rights granted to QEP.

Suspension of Operations; An alternative to delay access to certain leases for an
extended period of time was considered. However, this type of delay would not
change the environmenJal effects, but merely put off potential environmental effects
for the period of the suspension of lease access. In addition, the impacts would be
approximately the same as the No Action Alternative. Therefore, this alternative was
not analyzed further.

Exchange of Leases: The potential to exchange the project area leases with leases at
some other location was considered. However, it was not be possible to determine
relative effects because potential exchange areas were not identified. Furthermore,
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act requires that the exchanged assets
would have to be of equal value. Without knowing the location or value of other
leases that may be involved, evaluation of effects would be impossible.

Full Field Directional Drilling: This alternative was eliminated from detailed
analysis because universal application in the project area is constrained by the
technical reasons documented in section 2.4.4 of the FEIS. However, directional
drilling will be considered on a site-specific basis under the selected alternative in
areas where vertical drilling is not feasible, or in areas where vertical drilling will
lead to unacceptable environmental impact.

Conventional Oil and Gas Plan Development: This alternative evaluated the effects
of developing each of the proposed 1,239 wells on a separate pad. It would have
resulted in the disturbance of an additional 1,328 acres. QEP determined that it could
twin276 wells and directionally drill 132 wells, so that overall surface disturbance
and other environmental impacts would be reduced. Therefore, this alternative was
eliminated from detailed analysis.

Best Management Practices: This eliminated alternative would have required QEP to
implement all of the BMPs listed in the BLM National policy guidance. Some of
these BMPs were examined in detail in section 2.4.6 of the FEIS and were found to
not be feasible in the project area for technical or economic reasons. However, those



BMPs that are feasible in the project area were included in the proposed action, and
have been carried forward into the selected alternative.

Phased Development: The phased development altemative would restrict exploration
and development in distant areas until all development within a given area would be
complete. As a result, the phased development scenario would deny the operator the
opportunity to expand far enough out from existing development to drill exploratory
type of wells. These exploratory wells are needed to determine the extent, quantity,
and quality of oil and gas potential reseryes at locations distant from existing
development. The exploratory drilling may lessen overall impacts if it is found that
the exploratory wells would not have the desired economic potential. Also, in a
phased development scenario, the traffic would tend to be more concentrated in
distinct areas thereby increasing traffic impacts on the roads in the vicinity of the
construction and development. Because this altemative would not meet the purpose
and need of minimizing impacts, this alternative was not analyzed in detail.

Minimum Setback Distances: This altemative required minimum setback distances
from sensitive resources such as riparian, floodplains, springs, sensitive wildlife,
geologic constraints, and cultural resources. It was eliminated from detailed analysis
for the following reasons:

o The mitigation and applicant-committed measures take into account the
suggested setback distances, both in time and space. In addition, QEP
voluntarily revised the proposed action to preclude development in the 100-
year floodplain of the Green River so that the concerns were resolved through
the proposed action and mitigation; and

o Well sites shown in Figure 2-1 of the FEIS depict conceptual locations, so that
the resources of concern can be avoided at a site-specific level through the
application of the lease terms, this ROD's COAs, and 43 CFR 3101.1-2
(which allows the well to be moved 200 meters to avoid resource conflicts).

2.6 Measures to avoid or minimize environmental harm: Applicant-committed
measures and BMPs were integrated into the alternatives analyzed in the FEIS.
Mitigation measures were developed based on impact analysis. These measures were
developed based on preliminary data and experience from over 50 years of oil and gas
operations in the Uinta Basin, as well as the input of BLM's technical specialists, other
agencies, and the public. Most of these measures were carried forward as Conditions of
Approval in this ROD (see Attachment l). The following measures were not carried
forward for the reasons listed:

o Developing closed loop roads within mule deer winter habitat and pronghorn
antelope critical winter habitat will be avoided. This measure was not carried
forward because the Book Cliffs Land Use Plan does not identify BLM-
designated mule deer or pronghorn antelope habitat in the project area.

o Existing nest sites will be enhanced within the boundaries of the project area as
directed bv the AO. This measure was not carried forward because the best



management is avoidance of nest sites, which avoidance was carried forward as a
COA.

2.7 Public and Agency involvement. The public and agency involvement process for
this project met the NEPA requirements for public involvement. These opportunities
included:

Cooperating Agencies:
o Uintah County;
o Bureau of Indian Affairs;

Public scoping:
o Federal Register Notice of Intent published December 19, 2OO3

announcing the public scoping period held through February 4,2004;
o A public scoping open house held January 14,2004 in Vernal, Utah;

Public Comment:
o Federal Register Notice of Availability of the Draft EIS published

February 10, 2006 beginning the public comment period held from
February 10 to April 27,2006;

o A public comment open house held March 1,2006 in Vernal, Utah; and
o Responses to written comments contained in Chapter 6 of the FEIS.

FEIS Availability Period:
o Federal Register Notice of Availability of the FEIS published January 4,

2008 announcing a public availability period held from January 4, 2008
through February 4, 2008;

o Consideration of written comments received on the FEIS.

2.8 Clarifications based on comments on the FEIS:

Three comment letters on the FEIS were received during the public availability period
from January 4, 2008 through February 4, 2008. Letters were submitted by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance (SUWA),
and Questar. Two substantive comments were extracted from those letters and were
determined to need clarification. Those comments and the clarifying responses to those
comments are included below:

Comment (EPA): The FEIS failed to compare the proposed action to any alternative that
meets the purpose and need. Only by providing a range of alternatives to consider in the
EIS process gan the decision maker have latitude in managing the development of the
resource and their resulting environmental impacts. The FEIS lacks this basic
requirement of an EIS.

Response: NEPA Section 102(E) requires all agencies of the Federal Government study,
develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any
proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available
resources. EPA has not identified any conflicts not resolved by the proposed action and
has not identified any specific alternatives that should have been addressed. By
incorporating all practical mitigation into the proposed action, the proposed action
resolved conflicts and streamlined the NEPA process in a way that reduces paperwork
and delay as called for in the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Guidelines for

management
COA.



Implernentation of NEPA (40 CFR 1500.4 and 1500.5). The CEQ has stated that "range
of altematives" as referred to in Sec. 1505.1(e) includes all reasonable alternatives, which
must be rigorously explored and objectively evaluated, as well as those other alternatives,
which are eliminated from detailed study with a brief discussion of the reasons for
eliminating them (CEQ 40 Most Asked Questions 1a.). As discussed above in this ROD
and in the FEIS, the range of alternatives considered for the QEP proposal includes two
alternatives that were fully evaluated in detail in the EIS, Altemative A - Proposed
Action and Alternative B - No Action, and eight additional alternatives that were
considered as a result of public or other agency involvement, but were eliminated from
detailed analysis with a brief discussion of the reasons for eliminating them. Therefore,
BLM has met the NEPA requirement for consideration of altematives during the EIS
process.

Comment (EPA and SUWA): The BLM must update its modeling for PMz.s, PM16, NO2,
and ozone to reflect the present ambient conditions of the project area and the Uinta
Basin. We suggest that the Record of Decision consider the new air quality information
from the Vernal Monitoring station and implernent additional mitigation that would
reduce air emissions or phase the development over a longer time period to maintain air
quality within PMz s standards.

Response: The ambient conditions of the project area used for air quality background
concentrations aro based on current Utah Department of Environmental Quality -

Division of Air Quality (UDEQ-DAQ) estimates. Estimates are included in the FEIS for
PMz s, PMro, and NO*. As ozone prediction is often based upon a regional analysis, it is
highly doubtful that the impacts from this individual project would be detected.
Although the UDEQ-DAQ installed a PMz.s monitor in December 2006 in Vemal UT to
obtain background concentration data, the required three-year average concentration data
is not available for the Uinta Basin. The closest monitoring station with the three-year
average is located in Grand Junction, and is not representative of the Uinta Basin. All
identified air quality mitigation has been carried forward as conditions of approval for
this decision.

Please note that emission inventories were developed for PMls and PMz 5 emissions
associated with the Greater Deadman Bench Region (GDBR) EIS. The air quality
analysis for the EIS was started in January 2004 and completed in September 2004 with
the submission of the Air Quality Technical Support Document to BLM. The analysis
did not include modeling of PM2.5 because the PM2.5 National Ambient Air Quality
Standard was in litigation at the time. However, the PMz.s ambient air concentrations
(impacts) can now be easily estimated from the PMls results for two reasons. First, the
sources of PMz s (earth moving, road dust, combustion engines) are identical to the
sources of PMro. Also, ambient air impacts are directly proportional to emissions.
Therefore, the ratio of PMro to PMz.s emissions can be applied to the modeled PMro
concentration to determine the PMz s concentration.

The following tables show the ratio of PMz s to PMro emissions. Then the modeled
concentrations of PMz s are scaled to the PMls values. PMz s is the highest during the
construction of an individual well pad and road but all the PMz 5 ambient concentrations
are below the NAAQS for all levels of development and operations.



R Action PMrn and Construction Emissions

Pollutant
Pad/Road

Construction
Drilling Completion

PMIO 45.7 673 .1 177  9

PM2.5 11 .2 i l5  6 27.3

Ratio PM2.5lPMl0 0.24s 0 . t 7 2 0 . 1  5 3

GDB

1 . pglm3 is micrograms of pollutant per cubic
meter of air

2 2 24-hour PM16 background is 28 pglm3
3. t 24-hour PM16 standard is 150 pglml

" Annual background is 10 pglm'
'Annual standard is 50 pglm3
6 24-hour PM2 5 background is 25 pglm3
7 Annual PM2.5 background is 9 pglm3

r)

4.

)
6.
7 .

PMrn and lmpacts tiom GDBR Construction and

Activity

24-Hour Maxlmum Ambient Air Concentration
(pglm3)

Annual Maximum Ambient Air Concentration
0.g/m3)

Modeled with
Background2

Percent of
24-Hour

Standard 3
(Project +

Backsround)

Modeled with
Background4

Percent of
Annual

Standard 5
(Project +

Backsround)

Modeled PMl0

Pad and Road
Construction

40.7 68;7 4 5 8 7.2 l7 .z 34.4

Drilling 3 5 7 03 l 42.4 8 8 1 8  8 3 7 6

Completion 1 9  3 47.3 3  r . 5 4.7 t4.7 2 9 4

Scaled PM2.5

Pad and Road
Construction

(40.7* 245:)
9.97 34.97 999 t .76 10.76

' n7

Drilling
( 3 5 . 7  x . 1 7 2 : )

6 .  l 3
I J 88 .9 r 5 l 1 0  5 t 70.0

Completion
( 1 9 . 3  x  . 1 5 3 : )

2.96
27.96 79.9 0.72 9 7 2 64.8

GDBR Action Annual tions [,missions (tons/

Pollutant
l5

Compressor
Stations

15
Dehydrator
Reboilers

969 Gas Well
Pad Heater
Separators

Yehicles

52 Oil Well
Pad

Pumping
Unlts

22 CTF
Heater

Separator

Project
Total

PMro 2 0 5 0 4 t 2 l 249.1 0 0 6 282.6

PMz s 0 0.4 t 2 . l 382 0 0 .6 J | ..r.

Ratio
PM2 5/PMro

0 .  t 8 l

Note: emissions based on full-field operation after all development complete



GDBR P Action

Pollutant
Averaging

Period
GDBRMax

(lt,g/m3)
Project * Background

(pglm3)

% of NAAQS
(Prolect +

Backsround)

Modeled PM16 24-hour 20.9 48.9 32.6

Modeled PMye Annual 5.3 l 5 . 3 30.6

Scaled PM2 5 24-hour
(20.9x.181 =)

3.78
28.78 82.2

Scaled PM2 5 Annual
( 5 . 3  x . 1 8 1  = )

0.98
9.98 65.5

Note:
l. Impacts based on full-field operation after

all development complete
2. ;rglm' is micrograms of pollutant per cubic

meter of air
3. 24-hour PMls background is 28 pg/m3

Cumulative Impacts

Z4-hour PMls standard is 150 pglm3
Annual background is l0 pglmr
Annual standard is 50 pglm3
24-hour PM2 5 background is 25 pglml
Annual PM2 5 background is 9 pglm'

A
T .

5 .
6.
7.
8 .

As shown in the Proposed Action modeling, PM16 impacts are highest very near
construction activities. Since construction activities do not tend to overlap in time or
space, the incremental effects would not be additive. Therefore, the cumulative effects of
both PMro and PM2.5 would be minimal.

2.9 Consultation:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was notified during
the scoping process. 'fhe 

USFWS responded with a letter (see Appendix 3.5.2) indicating
the requirement for formal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act
and the requirement for a Biological Assessment to be prepared in conjunction with the
EIS process. During the public scoping period consultation was initiated by a letter dated
January 18,2004, that requested a list of species. A reply, including a list of species, was
received on February 3, 2004. Prior to issuance of the FEIS, formal consultation was
initiated on January 23,2007. The response and Biological Opinion were received on
May 15, 2007. Conservation measures were identified in the Opinion. Those were
incorporated into this ROD as conditions of approval. Consultation will be reinitiated as
necessary during the site specific review phase of individual applications.

Utah State Historic Preservation Office: During the scoping period, and in a letter dated
January 8, 2004, BLM initiated consultation with the Utah State Historic Preservation
Office. A reply was received on January 26, 2004, stating that statements in the scoping
notice were accurate, and that consultation concerning the undertaking would occur as
the undertaking was developed. A second letter requesting consultation was sent on
February 13, 2005. SHPO did not respond to BLM, therefore BLM considers
consultation closed in accordance with 36 CFR 800.3(cXa). However, consultation will
be reinitiated as necessary during the site specific review phase of individual
applications.

l 0



Native American Tribes: During the scoping period, and in a letter dated January 8,
2004, BLM initiated consultation with the following Native American Tribes: Southem
Ute Tribe, Navajo Nation, Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah, Pueblo of Zuni and Ute Mountain
Ute, Hopi Tribe, Northern Ute Tribe, Shoshone-Bannock Tribe, and the Ute Indian Tribe.
Scoping letters were received from the Hopi, Paiute, and the Southem Ute Tribes. The
Southern Ute Tribe, in a letter dated January 28,2004, stated that no known impacts to
sites sensitive to the tribe were expected to occur, but that new discoveries should be
reported immediately. The Paiute Tribe, in a letter dated January 75,2004, expressed
interest in the project and its impacts and asked for future copies of the EIS. No specific
concerns were identified. The Hopi Tribe, in a letter dated January 13,2004, expressed
support for the identification and avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites, and
expressed interest in the need to identify and avoid those sites. Additional consultation
occurred with the tribes during the public comment period. On February 17,2006 a
response was received from the Confederated tribes of the Goshute Reservation that
stated they had no comments on the project. On February 22,2006 a response was
received from the Pueblo of the Laguna stating that the project would have No Affect, but
that they would like to be notified if sites are discovered. Consultation is therefore
considered to be closed. However, consultation will be reinitiated as necessary during
the site specific review of individual applications

l l



Signature Page

For

Greater Deadman Bench Oil and Gas Producing Region

Record of Decision

Signature and Title of Responsible Official:

F;.-\A MrL.["f{
Title

APPEALS: This decision is effective upon the date it is signed by the authorized officer. The decision

is subject to appeal. Under BLM regulation, this decision is subject to administrative review in accordance
with 43 CFR 3165. Any request for administrative review of this decision must include information
required under 43 CFR 3165.3(b) (State Director Review), including all supporting documentation. Such a
request must be filed in writing with the State Director, Bureau of Land Management, Utah State Ofhce,
P.O. Box 45155, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84145-0155, within 20 business days of the date this Decision is
received or considered to have been received.

If you wish to file a petition for stay, the petition for stay should accompany your notice of appeal and shall

show sufficient justification based on the following standards:

(l) The relative harm to the parties ifthe stay is granted or denied;
(2) The likelihood of the appellant's success on the merits;
(3) The likelihood ofirreparable harm to the appellant or resources ifthe stay is not granted;

and.
(4) Whether the public interest favors granting the stay.

If a petition for stay is submitted with the request for administrative review, a copy of the request for
administrative review and petition for stay must be served on each party named in the decision from which

the appeal is taken, and with the State Director at the same time it is hled with the authorized offrcer.
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ATTACHMENT 1

Conditions of Approval
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Conditions of Approval
for the

Greater Deadman Bench Project

AIR OUALITY

X
QEP would install remote monitoring to measure production on gas and oil
wells. This monitoring would reduce trips to individual sites by pumpers to
once every three days instead ofdaily trips.

x

Mitigation of air quality impacts will be accomplished through the permitting
of all regulated air pollution sources through the Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 8. The permitting process, where applicable (compressor
engines, large glycol dehydration units), typically requires the use ofclean
burnine ensines and emission controls to reduce air pollution.

X
To reduce the emission of fugitive dust from major roads, routine road
waterins and/or application of magnesium chloride will be considered'

S()ILS / WATER i EROSION CONTROL

X QEP has committed to twin 216 wells and directionally drill 132 wells
on/from other well pads.

X
All existing and newly constructed roads would be maintained during all
drilline, completion, and production operations associated with the wells.

X X
Plarured access roads and surface disturbing activities would conform to
standards outlined in the BLM and Forest Service publication: Surface
Operatins Standards for Oil and Gas Exploration and Development, 2006'

X
If a new road is needed to replace an existing road (realignment), QEP would
reclaim and revegetate the existing road.

X Where directed by the AO, QEP will construct erosion control devises
(riprap. bales heaw vesetation) at culvert outlets.

X QEP would use secondary containment (berms, metal containment rings)
around chemical storase devises.

X

If it is determined by the AO that an access road in the project area is no
longer used or needed, QEP will reseed the road and return it to its native
condition. Access roads are tpically the 30 ft. by 1,000 ft. roads that branch
off the main Class B and D County roads.

X
QEP will maintain new access roads leading to their facilities inside the
project area. Access roads are typically the 30 ft. by I ,000 ft. roads that
branch off the main Class B and D County roads.

X Well pads located adjacent to drainages will be constructed with sufficient
berms to prevent pad runoff from entering the drainage.

X

Diversion ditches constructed to reroute drainages around well pads will be
designed to divert the water back to the original channel. If the water cannot
be returned to the original channel, then the water will be diverted to the
nearest channel with energy dissipating devices installed to prevent channel
desradation

X
Well pads and facility sites will be constructed to prevent overland flow of
water from entering or leaving sites through the use of berms, terraces, and
sradins from deoressions.

X

Well pads will be moved to avoid placement in the 100-year floodplains' If,
due to topography or other environmental constraints, the well pads could
not be moved out of the 1O0-year floodplains, the well pads would be sited
as far as possible to the edge ofthe 100-year floodplain and would be
designed and constructed in a manner that would minimize harm to or within
the floodolain.
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X Roads crossing floodplains would be constructed at the narrowest part of the
floodplain and pemendicular to the floodplain where feasible.

X Roads crossing floodplains would be constructed with culverts as directed by
the AO.

VEGETA TION/ RIPARIAN/SPECIAL STATUS PLA}ITS

X
QEP would comply with Endangered Species Act regulations in order to
prevent adverse impacts to federally listed, Candidate and Proposed plant
sDecres.

X X

QEP would monitor and control noxious and invasive weeds along access
road use authorizations, pipeline route authorizations, well sites, or other
applicable facilities by sprayng or mechanical removal. On BLM
administered land, a Pesticide Use Proposal would be submitted and
approved prior to the application ofherbicides, pesticides or other hazardous
chemicals.

X

After drilling and completion activities, QEP would initiate reclamation
efforts to reduce the size of long-term well pads from the original
disturbance of slightly over three acres to less than two acres. This reduction
would be accomplished by reclamation of the drilling pit and revegetation of
the portions of the pad that would no longer be needed for long-term
operatrons.

X

QEP will work with AO to monitor the success of interim and final
reclamation. QEP and the AO will perform regular inspections on chosen
sites reclaimed two years prior. The two year gap will allow the seed to
become established and give the vegetation two full growing seasons for a
better measure of success. If QEP and the AO determine the reclamation has
not been successful, QEP will reseed the location.

X

If a well is to be temporarily abandoned for more than 3 years, QEP will
revegetate the well pad with a seed mixture approved by the BLM. If the
well is brought back onto production, the minimum amount of clearing
needed to conduct safe onerations will be done.

X

Prior to any surface disturbance, all well pad sites and access roads in
potential horseshoe milkvetch habitat would be examined by a botanist
approved by the AO to determine if the species is present. These surveys
would be conducted within the proper seasonal timeframe to be determined
by the AO. Historically, these surveys have occurred form May to early
June. If the species is present, QEP would implement appropriate avoidance
or mitigation, including movement of roads, pipelines and well pads, and
desien modification as directed bv the AO.

X
Power washing of all construction and drilling equipment would occur prior

to the equipment entering the project area from outside the Vernal Field
Office area.
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X

Over the construction, drilling and completion season, QEP will implement
an intensive interim reclamation and weed control program beginning the
first growing season after each segment of project completion. QEP would
reseed in all portions of well pads and ROWs not utilized for the operational
phase of the project, as well as any sites within the project area determined
necessary by the appropriate AO. Reseeding would be accomplished using
native plant species indigenous to the project area, unless otherwise directed
by the AO. Post-construction seeding applications would continue as
directed bv the AO until determined successful.

X
QEP would avoid placement of roads, pipelines, well pads, and ancillary
facilities within 100 meters of riparian habitats. If avoidance is not feasible,
then effects to rioarian habitats would be minimized where possible.

X

Uinta Basin hookless cactus (Sclerocactus glaucus (: brevispinus and
wetlandicus ): In order to minimize effects to the federally threatened Uinta
Basin hookless cactus, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in
coordination with the U,S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), developed
the following avoidance and minimization measures. Integration of and
adherence to these measures will help ensure the activities carried out during
oil and gas development (including but not limited to drilling, production,
and maintenance) are in compliance with the Endangered Species Act
(ESA). The following avoidance and minimization measures should be
included in the Plan of Development:

l. Pre-project habitat assessments will be completed across l00o/o of
the project disturbance area within potential habitat' prior to any
ground disturbing activities to determine if suitable Uinta Basin
hookless cactus habitat^is present.

2. Within suitable habitat", site inventories will be conducted to
determine occupancy, Inventories:

a. Must be conducted by qualihed individual(s) and
according to BLM and Service accepted survey protocols,

b. Will be conducted in suitable and occupied' habitat for all
areas proposed for surface disturbance prior to initiation of
project activities and within the same growing season, at a
time when the plant can be detected, and during
appropriate fl owering periods:

i. Sclerocactus brevispinus surveys.should be
conducted March l5s to June 30th. unless

Potential habitat is dehned as areas which satisfy the broad criteria ofthe species habitat description;
usually determined by preliminary, in-house assessment.
Suitable habitat is defined as areas which contain or exhibit the specific components or constituents
necessary for plant persistence; determined by freld inspection and/or surveys; may or may not contain
Uinta Basin hookless cactus. Habitat descriptions can be found in ths U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's
1990 Recovery Plan and Federal Register Notices for the Uinta Basin hookless cactus
(http : /i www. fws. eov/endangered/wildlife. html).
Occupied habitat is defined as areas currently or historically known to support Uinta Basin hookless
cactus; synonymous with "known habitat."

16
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extended by the BLM
ii. Sclerocactus wetlandicus surveys can be done any

time ofthe year, provided there is no snow cover,
c. Will occur within I I 5' from the centerline of the proposed

right-of-way for surface pipelines or roads; and within
100' from the perimeter of disturbance for the proposed
well pad including the well pad,

d. Will include, but not be limited to, plant species lists and
habitat characteristics, and

e. Will be valid until March l5'n the following year for
Sclerocactus brevispinus and one year from the survey
date for Sclerocactus wetlandicus.

Design project infrastructure to minimize impacts within suitable
habitat:

a. Reduce well pad size to the minimum needed, without
compromising safety,

b. Limit new access routes created by the project,
c. Roads and utilities should share common right-of-ways

where possible,
d. Reduce width of right-of-ways and minimize the depth of

excavation needed for the road bed: where feasible, use the
natural ground surface for the road within habitat,

e. Place signing to limit off-road travel in sensitive areas,
f. Stay on designated routes and other cleared/approved

areas, and
g. All disturbed areas will be re-vegetated with native species

comprised of species indigenous to the area and non-native
species that are not likely to invade other areas.

Within occupied habitat, project infrastructure will be designed to
avoid direct disturbance and minimize indirect impacts to
populations and to individual plants:

a. Follow the above (#3) recommendations for project design
within suitable habitats,

b. Buffers of 100 feet minimum between the edge of the right
ofway (roads and surface pipelines) or surface disturbance
(well pads) and plants and populations will be
incorporated,

c. Surface pipelines will be laid such that a 100 foot buffer
exists between the edge of the right of way and the plants,
use stabilizing and anchoring techniques when the pipeline
crosses the habitat to ensure the pipelines don't move
towards the population,

d. Before and during construction, areas for avoidance should
be visually identifiable in the field, e.g., flagging,
temporary fencing, rebar, etc.,

e. Where technically and economically feasible, use
directional drilling or multiple wells from the same pad,

f. Designs will avoid concentrating water flows or sediments
into occupied habitat,

3 .

4 .



Conditions of Approval
for the

Greater Deadman Bench Project

g. Place produced oil, water, or condensate tanks in
centralized locations, away from occupied habitat, and

h. Minimize the disturbed area of producing well locations
through interim and final reclamation. Reclaim well pads
following drilling to the smallest area possible.

5. Occupied Uinta Basin hookless cactus habitats within 100' of the
edge of the surface pipelines' right-of-ways, 100' of the edge of the
roads'right-of-ways, and 100'from the edge of the well pad shall
be monitored for a period of three years after ground disturbing
activities. Monitoring will include annual plant surveys to
determine plant and habitat impacts relative to project facilities.
Annual reports shall be provided to the BLM and the Service. To
ensure desired results are being achieved, minimization measures
will be evaluated and may be changed after a thorough review of
the monitoring results and annual reports during annual meetings
between the BLM and the Service.

6. Reinitiation of section 7 consultation with the Service will be
sought immediately if any loss of plants or occupied habitat for the
Uinta Basin hookless cactus is anticipated as a result of project
activities.

Additional site-specific measures may also be employed to avoid or
minimize effects to the species. These additional measures will be
developed and implemented in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service to ensure continued ance with the ESA.

WILDLIFE/RAPTORS/SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES
QEP would comply with Endangered Species Act regulations in order to
prevent adverse impacts to federally listed, Candidate and Proposed wildlife
species. QEP would also implement the following protective measures
(timing and spatial stipulations) in order to prevent adverse impacts on non-

Feb rua rv l -Mav15
I - Julv 15

M a r c h l - J u l v 1 5
M a r c h l - A u g u s t 3 lMexican sDotted owl
March 15 - June 15

A p r i l l * J u l y 1 5
Northern harrier, osprey,
prairie falcon, red-tailed
hawk. Swainson's hawk

il l0 - June 15
il 15 - June 25

M a v l - J u n e 3 0
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Coooer's hawk M a v l - A u s u s t 1 5
Turkev vulture May l5 - Ausust 15

Sham-shinned hawk June 20 - Aueust l5
Bald eagle winter roost

areas
November l -March15

Source: BLM 1994. These seasonal % mile buffers around
occupied raptor nests have been developed and successfully
applied for several yean with input from, and in coordination
with, the Utah Division of Wildlife Resoutes (UDWR) and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

X

Unless otherwise agreed to by the AO in writing, power lines shall be
constructed in accordance with the standards outlined in Suggested Practices
for Raptor Protection on Power Lines, (Edison Electrical Institute 1996).

QEP would construct power lines in accordance with these standards or will
assume the burden and expense of proving pole designs not shown in the
referenced publication are"raptor safe". A raptor expert acceptable to the
AO shall provide such proof.

X

The AO reserves the right to require modiltcation or additions of power
lines. QEP would make modifications to power line structures on route
authorizations, should they be necessary to ensure the safety of large
perching birds, without liabilitv or expense to the Federal Government.

X
As directed by the AO, QEP would place raptor perch guards on power line
poles in areas near sensitive wildlife habitat areas such as sage grouse leks
and prairie doe towns.

X QEP will not drill within the 100-year floodplain of the Green River.

X
Pits would be lined as directed by the AO in Endangered hsh designated
critical habitat (letter dated Mav 7 .2001 .

X QEP will implement a spill prevention, control and counter measure (SPCC)
plan per the provisions of 40 CFR I12.

X

QEP has committed to construct a containment dike completely around those
production facilities which contain fluids (I.e. production tanks, produced
water tanks). These dikes would be constructed of compacted impervious
subsoil, hold I I 0% of the capacity of the largest tank, and be independent of
the back cut.

X
Where feasible, locate well pads and facilities will be located in a manner to
conceal them from raptor nests through the use oftopographical or
vegetative screening.

X
Raptor nests surveys will occur on a site-specific basis in conjunction with
the Application for Permit to Drill review process, and is the BLM's
responsibilitv.

X Project facilities will be placed to avoid direct loss or modification of nesting
and roostins habitats.

X
Artificial nest platforms will be constructed as directed by the AO within the
project area in order to mitigate any unavoidable losses ofpotential, natural
nestlng areas,

X QEP will encourage their field personnel to notifu UDWR when animal
carcasses are seen on or along roads in the proiect area.
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X
No drilling will occur within/z mile of a femrginous hawk nest from March
I to July 15 and no pernanent structures within % mile, unless topography
screens the nests from construction operations.

X
No construction and development activities will occur within % mile of
short-eared owl nests from April l0 to June l5; for burrowing owls the dates
are April I to July 15.

X No surface disturbance will be allowed within greater sage grouse strutting
and nestine habitat between March I and June 30.

X No permanent facilities will be allowed within 1,000 feet of any identified
greater sase srouse struttine eround.

X No powerlines or electrical transmission lines will be constructed that would
provide perch sites for raptors within 2 miles of sage grouse habitat.

X X

No construction or surface-disturbing activities would occur within % mile
of a bald eagle roost site from November I through March 31. Temporary
actions may occur within this % mlle buffer outside of this seasonal
restriction. If temporary actions must occur within the seasonal restriction, a
qualified biologist approved the AO would monitor all project activities
within t/z mile of known bald eagle roosts. Work related activities would be
allowed to occur between 9:00 AM (typically after a bald eagle leaves its
roost for the day) and 5:00 PM (typically before a bald eagle returns to the
roost site for the evening). Ifbald eagles remain at the roost sites for longer
hours, daytime restrictions may vary depending on the biologist's evaluation
of when the easle is at the roost.

X X No oermanent facilities will be placed within 0.5 miles of winter roost areas.

X X Loss or disturbance to large cottonwood gallery riparian habitats would be
avoided.

X X

Use directional drilling where technically and economically feasible to
reduce disturbance and drilling in suitable roosting habitat. All areas of
disturbance within riparian areas and/or adjacent uplands should be
revegetated with native species, or non-native species that will not spread to
adiacent habitats.

X

All proposed actions will be conducted in a marmer that will minimize harm
to federally listed species through destruction of their suitable or designated
critical habitats.
o In addition to the applicant committed measure of not drilling within 100-

year floodplains of the Green River there shall be no drilling within 100-
year floodplains that are tributary to the Green River (see map 3.2.1 in the
FErS).

o In areas adjacent to the 100-year floodplains, particularly in streams
prone to flash floods, analyze the risk for flash floods in impact facilities,
and use closed loop drilling, and pipeline burial or suspension according
to Pipeline Crossing Guidance, as necessary to minimize the potential for
equipment damage and resulting leaks or spills.

o Within 100-year floodplains of waters not tributary to the Green River,
consider using closed loop drilling and off-site production facilities to
minimize the potential for equipment damage and resulting leaks or spills.
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X

The following conservation measures would minimize possible impacts to
black footed fenet habitat.
o Place roads and well pads outside of prairie dog complexes.
o If avoidance is not possible, place roads and well pads close to the colony

edge, or in areas that keep surface disturbance of colonies to a minimum.
o After drilling activities cease, reduce well pad size to the smallest

possible size (tear-drop shape).
o Keep road size (width) to a minimum.
o When roads and well pads are no longer needed, reclaim disturbed areas

with a suitable seed mix. This will also help control the spread of
noxious weeds.

o Where possible, bury power lines to reduce raptor perching/hunting sites.
o Drill multiple wells from one pad where opportunities exist.

X

In accordance with the Book Cliffs RMP Amendment, the following
restrictions apply within the primary management zone for the reintroduced
fenet population.
o Activities involving the development or construction of temporary or

permanent surface disturbances would be prohibited within l/8 mile
boundaries of known home ranges of female ferrets during the "critical"
period from I May thru 15 July.

o If a ferret is discovered at a commercial facility (e.g. Gilsonite mine, well
pad, power plant), then it would be decided by the Service and UDWR if
removal of the ferret was necessary and, if so, removal would be initiated
within 48 hours. If the targeted animal(s0 cannot be captured wfihin72
hours of the commencement of trapping activities, such activities will
cease and be replaced by a monitoring program to ascertain the status of
the animal(s). Further attempts to remove the subject animal(s) would be
based on this monitoring.

o If ferrets are discovered at the site of a proposed commercial operation,
then mitigation in the form ofi delay of activities, movement of ferret(s),
off-site prairie dog habitat development, redesign ofactivities, or any
combination of the above would be required. The course of events
chosen would be determined cooperatively by the operator, UDWR, the
Service, and land management agency(ies).

o Although formal Section 7 consultation would not be required, it is the
intent that state and federal agencies would contact the Service and
UDWR during the preliminary design of proposed projects or activities
within the Primarv Manaqement Zone.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

X

A Class III cultural resources survey, conducted by a qualified archaeologist,
would be conducted over all areas proposed for surface disturbance. Class III
cultural resource block surveys have been conducted in portions ofthe
proposed development area and would be utilized where applicable.

X
If surveys identify areas with a high probability of encountering potentially
significant subsurface archaeological sites, a qualified archaeologist would
monitor surface disturbance during construction.

X QEP and their contractors would inform their employees about relevant
federal reeulations intended to protect cultural resources.
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x
Equipment operators would be informed that if a site is uncovered dunng
construction, activities in the vicinity would immediately cease and the AO
would be notified.

X
Historic properties considered eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) would be avoided or mitigated through an approved data
recovery plan.

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

X

Based on site-specific recommendations from the BLM's AO, surveys for
paleontological resources would be conducted on areas with sandstone
outcrops and where bedrock excavation into sensitive formations is
nocessary. The survey would be conducted by a qualified paleontologist
funded by QEP and would determine fossil localities and the sensitivity of
the area for fossil resources. These actions would determine the necessity of
havine a qualified naleontolosist on-site during construction.

X

If paleontological resources were uncovered during ground disturbing
activities, QEP would suspend all operation that would further disturb such
materials and would immediately aontact BLM's AO, who would arrange for
a determination of significance and, if necessary, recommend a recovery or
avoidance plan.

X

Condition l" geologic units require a paleontological assessment of at least a
l0 acre area around each well pad, and 100-foot corridor for each road or
pipeline/power line, by a qualifred and permitted paleontologist prior to
ground disturbing activities. Iffossils are found in the area, they are
identified with their geographic location, and their stratigraphic context is
recorded. Ifthey reside directly in the path ofthe proposed disturbance, the
fossils are collected. If a fossil site cannot be easily collected, the immediate
area may be deemed off-limits to ground disturbance and the proposed
access re-routed, or well-pad moved so that the sensitive area would not be
disturbed. If the sedimentological units bear evidence of potential fossil
resources buried within the path of disturbance, a paleontologist may be
required to monitor construction in efforts to locate, preserve, and collect any
fossils that might be uncovered. If a significant fossil is unearthed, the
construction may be halted temporarily until it is mitigated. If a large
significant site is uncovered (e.g. fossil bone bed, large associated skeleton,
etc.) then construction must be postponed until the AO is contacted and a
determination is made whether to move the location, or to have the fossils
mitigated.

o A new Potential Fossil Yield Classification System replaced the Condition Classification System in
October of 2007 . Condition I areas under the Condition Classification System equates to Class 4 or Class
5 of the Potential Fossil Yield Classification Svstem.

22
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RECREATION/VISUAL RESOURCES

X

To lessen the impact to the OHV recreational experience associated with the
Devils Playground area, Burying all pipelines and flowlines should be
considered to prevent contact with motorized cross country travel. The best
placement of berms and well locations will be determined during the on-sites
to avoid the risk of OHVs jumping over hills into un-seen cut faces or onto
drilline or productions facilities.

X X

Based on site-specific recommendations from the AO, surface equipment
would be painted to blend in with the surroundings. Additionally, all surface
equipment on a site (well pad, central tank facility, compressor station)
would be painted the same color. unless otherwise specified by OSHA.

X

QEP would avoid, where feasible, the placement of facilities on hill tops or
along ridge lines in visually sensitive areas classified as VRM Class III or
higher. Iffacilities could not be relocated offridge lines or hill tops in
visually sensitive areas, QEP would consider the use of tanks with a smaller
heieht as directed bv the AO.

X
Existing vegetation will be retained to screen facilities from the viewshed of
the Old and New Bonarua Highways.

X

Where topography permits, well pads will be positioned away from
ridgelines readily visible from the Old and New Bonanza Highways to
prevent "sky lining". Where feasible, shorter tanks could be considered
when skv linins could not be avoided.

X
Conskucting straight access roads should be avoided. Where feasible, access
roads will be constructed to follow the natural contours ofthe landscape.

RANGELAIID/GRAZING

X
Cattle guards would be used for fence crossings whenever practicable. If a
fence must be cut, H-braces would be installed to support the existing fence
and a cattle guard installed to prevent livestock movement,

X

During the APD process, BLM would consider moving facilities up to 200
meters away from water oourses, livestock corrals, BLM rain gauges, and
long-term established vegetation studies. Ifthese range facilities could not
be avoided. the operators could be required to replace them.

HEALTII AND SAFETY

X
All solid waste or trash would be transported for disposal to an approvec
solid waste disnosal facilitv.

X
QEP would include the adherence to speed limits as part of their employee
training. Furthermore, QEP would include adherence to speed limits as part

of their contractors' contracts.

x

The following mitigation would be implemented if a compressor station
would have to be located closer than 400 feet to an existing residence:
o Increase the separation distance
o Construct or use naturally-occurring obstacles in the direct path from the

noise source to a receiver. However, these obstacles must be high enough
to break line-of-sight between the compressor station and the residence'
Obstacles can be tightly spaced wood fences (no gaps in the wood
panels), concrete fences, earth berms, or naturally occurring hills.



ATTACHMENT 2

QEP May 7,2007letter
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ATTACHMENT 3

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion
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