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JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT

This is a petition for review of Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and
Order, dated January 13, 2011, and Order Denying Motion for Rehearing dated
February 22, 2011, of the Utah Department of Natural Resources, Division of Oil, Gas
and Mining. A timely Petition for Review was filed March 17, 2011. The Court of
Appeals has jurisdiction pursuant to Utah Code Ann. § 78A-4-103(2). This case has
been transferred to the Utah Court of Appeals by the Supreme Court pursuant to Utah
Code Ann. § 78A-3-102(4). No party made a timely objection to the transfer. A
timely Docketing Statement was filed on April 7, 2011. This case was not referred to

the Court’s mediation program.

STATEMENT OF ISSUES AND STANDARD OF REVIEW

I Whether the Utah Board of Oil, Gas, and Mining failed to decide all of the

issues requiring resolution prior to issuance of the Underground Injection Control

(UIC) permit when it failed to evaluate public health and safety concerns in
determining whether certain conditions be attached and incorporated to the issuance of
the UIC permit fqr the Harley Dome #1 SWD Well located in the NW1/4 NE1/4 of
Section 10, ToWnship 19 South, Range 25 East, S.L.M., Grand County, Utah
(hereinafter “Well”), including installation of monitoring wells between the injection

well and the Colorado River.
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Determinative law: U.C.A. §§ 40-6-1, 40-6-5; U.C.A. §§ 63G-4-401, 63G-4-

403, 63G-4-404, 63G-4-405; U.A.C. Rules R649-5-1, R649-5-2, R649-5-3, R649-5-4,

R649-5-5, R649-5-6.

Standard of Review: Whether the Utah Board of Oil, Gas and Mining decided

all of the issues requiring resolution are a question of law reviewed for correctness.
Orchard Park Care Ctr. V. Dep’t of Health, 2009 UT App 284, 4 8; EAGALA, Inc. v.

Department of Workforce Servs. 2007 UT App. 43,9 7.

Citation to record showing issue preserved in administrative proceeding:

Appellant preserved this issue by raising and arguing the same in their December 7,
2010, request for continuance or alternatively that certain conditions be attached and
incorporated to the issuance of the UIC permit for the Well. Administrative Record
Index (hereinafter “AR”) at 0117 — 0120. Also the issue was raised at the December 8§,
2010, hearing before the Board of Oil, Gas and Mining. AR 0117, AR 0206 at pp. 7:7
-9:1,72:9 — 73:8, 196:24 — 197:25. Additionally, on February 1, 2011, Living Rivérs
filed a Request for Rehearing and Modification of Existing Orde-r, And in the
Alternative, Request for a Stay of the Order Issued on January 13, 2011 (hereinafter
“Motion for Rehearing”). AR 0160 —0171.

II. Whether the Utah Board of Oil, Gas and-Mining decisibn granting the UIC
Permit without proposed monitoring conditions was an abuse of discretion in light of

the whole record demonstrating substantial evidence and data that supports a finding

2
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that the proposed injection well may initiate fractures through the overlying strata or

enable the injected fluid or formation fluid to enter the Colorado River.

Determinative law: U.C.A. §§ 40-6-1, 40-6-5; U.C.A. §§ 63G-4-401, 63G-4-

403, 63G-4-404, 63G-4-405; U.A.C. Rules R649-5-1, R649-5-2, R649-5-3, R649-5-4,

R649-5-5, R649-5-6

Standard of Review: An agency’s findings are reviewed under a substantial

evidence standard. Martinez v. Media-Paymaster Plus, et al., 2007 UT 42, 164 P.3d

384 (Utah 2007).

Citation to record showing issue preserved in administrative proceeding:

Appellant preserved this. issue by raising and arguing the same in their December 7,
2010, request for continuance or alternatively that certain conditions be attached and
incorporated to the issuance of the UIC permit for the Well. Administrative Record
Index (hereinafter “AR”) at 0117 — 0120. Also the issue was raised at the December 8,
2010, hearing before the Board of Oil, Gas and Mining. AR 0117, AR 0206 at pp. 7:7
- 9:1,72:9 - 73:8, 196:24 — 197:25. Additionally, on February 1, 2011, Living Rivers
filed a Request for Rehearing and Modification of Existing Order, And in the

Alternative, Request for a Stay of the Order Issued on January 13, 2011 (hereinafter

“Motion for Rehearing™). AR 0160 —0171.

III.  Whether the Utah Board of Oil, Gas and Mining decision denying Living
River’s Request for Reconsideration and in the Alternative Request for a Stay of the
Order Issued on January 13, 2011, that presented new evidence through expert
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testimony that supports a finding that the proposed injection well may initiate
fractures through the overlying strata or enable the injected fluid or formation fluid to

enter the Colorado River was error and an abuse of discretion.

Determinative law: U.C.A. §§ 40-6-1, 40-6-5; U.C.A. §§ 63G-4-401, 63G-4-

403, 63G-4-404, 63G-4-405; U.A.C. Rules R649-5-1, R649-5-2, R649-5-3, R649-5-4,

R649-5-5, R649-5-6

Standard of Review: An agency’s findings are reviewed under a substantial

evidence standard. Martinez v. Media-Paymaster Plus, et al., 2007 UT 42, 164 P.3d

384 (Utah 2007).

Citation to record showing issue preserved in administrative proceeding: On

February 1, 2011, Living Rivers filed a Request for Rehearing and Modification of

Existing Order, And in the Alternative, Request for a Stay of the Order Issued on

January 13, 2011 (hereinafter “Motion for Rehearing”). AR 0160 —0171.
DETERMINATIVE STATUTORY, ORDINANCES, AND RULES.

Utah Code Annotated Section 40-6-1. Declaration of public interest:

It is declared to be in the public interest to foster, encourage, and
promote the development, production, and utilization of natural

resources of oil and gas in the state of Utah in such a manner as will
prevent waste; to authorize and to provide for the operation and
development of oil and gas properties in such a manner that a greater
ultimate recovery of oil and gas may be obtained and that the correlative
rights of all owners may be fully protected; to provide exclusive state
authority over oil and gas exploration and development as regulated
under the provisions of this chapter; to encourage, authorize, and
provide for voluntary agreements for cycling, recycling, pressure
maintenance, and secondary recovery operations in order that the

4 ~.
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greatest possible economic recovery of oil and gas may be obtained

within the state to the end that the land owners, the royalty owners, the
producers, and the general public may realize and enjoy the greatest

possible good from these vital natural resources.

Utah Code Annotated Section 40-6-5. Jurisdiction of board — Rules:

(1) The board has jurisdiction over all persons and property necessary to
enforce this chapter. The board shall enact rules in accordance with the
Utah Administrative Rulemaking Act.

(2) The board shall adopt rules and make orders as necessary to
administer the following provisions:

(a) Ownership of all facilities for the production, storage, treatment,
transportation, refining, or processing of oil and gas shall be
identified.

(b) Well logs, directional surveys, and reports on well location,
drilling, and production shall be made and filed with the division.
Logs of wells marked "confidential” shall be kept confidential for

one year after the date on which the log is required to be filed, unless
the operator gives written permission to release the log at an earlier

date. Production reports shall be:
(i) filed monthly;

(i1) accurate; and

(ii1) in a form that reasonably serves the needs of state agencies
and private fee owners.

(c) Monthly reports from gas processing plants shall be filed with
the division.

(d) Wells shall be drilled, cased, operated, and plugged in such

manner as to prevent:

(1) the escape of oil, gas, or water out of the reservoir in which
they are found into another formation;

(i) the detrimental intrusion of water into an oil or gas reservoir;
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(iii) the pollution of fresh water supplies by oil, gas, or salt water,
(iv) blowouts;

(v) cavings;

(vi) seepages; and

(vii) fires.

(e) The drilling of wells shall not commence without an adequate
and approved supply of water as required by Title 73, Chapter 3.
This provision is not intended to impose any additional legal
requirements, but to assure that existing legal requirements
concerning the use of water have been met prior to the
commencement of drilling.

(f) The operator shall furnish a reasonable performance bond or other
good and sufficient surety, conditioned for the performance of the
duty to:

(1) plug each dry or abandoned well;
(i) repair each well causing waste or pollution; and
(111) maintain and restore the well site.

(g) Production from wells shall be separated into oil and gas and
measured by means and upon standards that will be prescribed by the
board and will reflect current industry standards.

(h) Crude oil obtained from any reserve pit, disposal pond or pit, or
similar facility, and any accumulation of nonmerchantable waste
crude oil shall be treated and processed, as prescribed by the board.

(i) Any person who produces, sells, purchases, acquires, stores,
transports, refines, or processes oil or gas or injects fluids for
cycling, pressure maintenance, secondary or enhanced recovery, or
salt water disposal in this state shall maintain complete and accurate
records of the quantities produced, sold, purchased, acquired, stored,
transported, refined, processed, or injected for a period of at least six
years. The records shall be available for examination by the board or
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its agents at any reasonable time. Rules enacted to administer this
subsection shall be consistent with applicable federal requirements.

(j) Any .person with an interest in a lease shall be notified when all or
part of that intérest in the lease is sold or transferred.

(3) The board has the authority to regulate:

(a) all operations for and related to the production of oil or gas
including:

(i) drilling, testing, equipping, completing, operating, producing,
and plugging of wells; and

(ii) reclamation of sites;

(b) the spacing and location of wells;

(c) operations to increase ultimate recovery, such as:
(1) cycling of gas;
(11) the maintenance of préssure; and

(i1i) the introduction of gas, water, or other substances into a
reservoir;
(d) the disposal of salt water and oil-field wastes;
(e) the underground and surface storage of oil, gas, or products; and
(1) the flaring of gas from an oil well.

(4) For the purpo'ses of administering this chapter, the board may
designate:

(a) wells as:
(i) oil wells; or

(i1) gas wells; and
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(b) pools as:
(i) oil pools; or
(ii) gas pools.
~ (5) The board has exclusive jurisdiction over:

(a) class II injection wells, as defined by the federal Environmental
Protection Agency or any successor agency; and

(b) pits and ponds in relation to these injection wells.

(6) The board has jurisdiction:

(a) to hear any questions regarding multiple mineral development
conflicts with oil and gas operations if there:

(i) is potential injury to other mineral deposits on the same lands;
or

(ii) are simultaneous or concurrent operations conducted by other
mineral owners or lessees affecting the same lands; and

(b) to enter its order or rule with respect to those questions.

(7) The board has enforcement powers with respect to operators of
minerals other than oil and gas as are set forth in Section 40-6-11, for
the sole purpose of enforcing multiple mineral development issues.

Utah Code Annotated Section 63G-4-401. Judicial review -- Exhaustion of
administrative remedies:

(1) A party aggrieved may obtain judicial review of final agency action,
except in actions where judicial review is expressly prohibited by

© statute.

(2) A party may seek judicial review only after exhausting all
administrative remedies available, except that:

(a) a party seeking judicial review need not exhaust administrative
remedies if this chapter or any other statute states that exhaustion is
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not required,

(b) the court may relieve a party seeking judicial review of the
requirement to exhaust any or all administrative remedies if:

(1) the administrative remedies are inadequate; or

(i1) exhaustion of remedies would result in irreparable harm
disproportionate to the public benefit derived from requiring
exhaustion.

(3) (a) A party shall file a petition for judicial review of final agency
action within 30 days after the date that the order constituting the final
agency action is issued or is considered to have been issued under
Subsection 63G-4-302(3)(b).

(b) The petition shall name the agency and all other appropriate
parties as respondents and shall meet the form requirements
specified in this chapter.

Utah Code Annotated Section 63G-4-403. Judicial review -- Formal adjudicative
proceedings:

(1) As provided by statute, the Supreme Court or the Court of Appeals
has jurisdiction to review all final agency action resulting from formal
adjudicative proceedings.

(2) (a) To seek judicial review of final agency action resulting from
formal adjudicative proceedings, the petitioner shall file a petition for
review of agency action with the appropriate appellate court in the form
required by the appellate rules of the appropriate appellate court.

(b) The appellate rules of the appropriate appellate court shall govern
all additional filings and proceedings in the appellate court.

(3) The contents, transmittal, and filing of the agency's record for
judicial review of formal adjudicative proceedings are governed by the
Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure, except that:

(a) all parties to the review proceedings may stipulate to shorten,
summarize, or organize the record;

(b) the appellate court may tax the cost of preparing transcripts and
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copies for the record:

(i) against a party who unreasonably refuses to stipulate to
shorten, summarize, or organize the record; or

(ii) according to any other provision of law.

(4) The appellate court shall grant relief only if, on the basis of the
agency's record, it determines that a person seeking judicial review has
been substantially prejudiced by any of the following:

(a) the agency action, or the statute or rule on which the agency
action is based, is unconstitutional on its face or as applied,

(b) the agency has acted beyond the jurisdiction conferred by any
statute;

(c) the agency has not decided all of the issues requiring resolution;
(d) the agéncy has erroneously interpreted or applied the law;

(e) the agency has engaged in an unlawful procedure or decision-
making process, or has failed to follow prescribed procedure;

(f) the persons taking the agency action were illegally constituted as
a decision-making body or were subject to disqualification;

(g) the agency action is based upon a determination of fact, made or
implied by the agency, that is not supported by substantial evidence
when viewed in light of the whole record before the court;
(h) the agency action is:

(1) an abuse of the discretion delegated to the agency by statute;

(11) contrary to a rule of the agency;

(1i1) contrary to the agency's prior practice, unless the agency
justifies the inconsistency by giving facts and reasons that

demonstrate a fair and rational basis for the inconsistency; or

(1v) otherwise arbitrary or capricious.

10
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Utah Code Annotated Section 63G-4-404. Judicial review -- Type of relief:

(1) (a) In either the review of informal adjudicative proceedings by the
district court or the review of formal adjudicative proceedings by an
appellate court, the court may award damages or compensation ouly to
the extent expressly authorized by statute.
(b) In granting relief, the court may:

(1) order agency action required by law;

(i1) order the agency to exercise its discretion as required by law;

(1ii) set aside or modify agency action;

(iv) enjoin or stay the effective date of agency action; or

(v) remand the matter to the agency for further proceedings.

(2) Decisions on petitions for judicial review of final agency action are
reviewable by a higher court, if authorized by statute.

Utah Code Annotated Section 63G-4-405. Judicial review -- Stay and other
temporary remedies pending final disposition:

(1) Unless precluded by another statute, the agency may grant a stay of
its order or other temporary remedy during the pendency of judicial
review, according to the agency's rules.

(2) Parties shall petition the agency for a stay or other temporary
remedies unless extraordinary circumstances require immediate judicial
intervention.

(3) If the agency denies a stay or denies other temporary remedies
requested by a party, the agency's order of denial shall be mailed to all
parties and shall specify the reasons why the stay or other temporary
remedy was not granted.

(4) If the agency has denied a stay or other temporary remedy to protect
the public health, safety, or welfare against a substantial threat, the court
may not grant a stay or other temporary remedy unless it finds that:

(a) the agency violated its own rules in denying the stay; or
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(b) (i) the party seeking judicial review is likely to prevail on the
merits when the court finally disposes of the matter;

(ii) the party seeking judicial review will suffer irreparable injury
without immediate relief;

(it1) granting relief to the party seeking review will not
substantially harm other parties to the proceedings; and

(iv) the threat to the public health, safety, or welfare relied upon
by the agency is not sufficiently serious to justify the agency's
action under the circumstances.

Utah Oil and Gas Conservation Rule R649-5-1. Requirements for Injection of Fluids

Into Reservoirs.

1. Operations to increase ultimate recovery, such as cycling of gas, the
maintenance of pressure, the introduction of gas, water or other substances into
a reservoir for the purpose of secondary or other enhanced recovery or for
storage and the injection of water into any formation for the purpose of water
disposal shall be permitted only by order of the board after notice and hearing.

2. A petition for authority for the injection of gas, liquefied petroleum gas, air,
water, or any other medium into any formation for any reason, including but
not necessarily limited to the establishment of or the expansion of waterflood
projects, enhanced recovery projects, and pressure maintenance projects shall

contain:

2.1.  The name and address of the operator of the project.

22. A plat showing the area involved and identifying all wells, including all
proposed injection wells, in the project area and within one-half mile
radius of the project area.

2.3. A full description of the particular operation for which approval is
requested.

2.4. A description of the pools from which the identified wells are producing ,
or have produced.

2.5.  The names, description and depth of the pool or pools to be affected.

2.6. A copy of a log of a representative well completed in the pool.

2.77. A statement as to the type of fluid to be used for injection, its source and

the estimated amounts to be injected daily.
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2.8. A list of all operators or owners and surface owners within a one-half
mile radius of the proposed project.

2.9. An affidavit certifying that said operators or owners and surface owners
' within a one-half mile radius have been provided a copy of the petition
for injection.

2.10. Any additional information the board may determine is necessary to
adequately review the petition.

3. Applications as required by R649-5-2 for injection wells that are located within
the project area, may be submitted for board consideration and approval with

the request for authorization of the recovery project.

4. Established recovery projects may be expanded and additional wells placed on
injection only upon authority from the board after notice and hearmg or by
administrative approval.

5. If the proposed injection interval can be classified as an USDW, approval of
the project is subject to the requirements of R649-5-4.

Utah Oil and Gas Conservation Rule R649-5-2. Requirements for Class II Injection
Wells Including Water Disposal, Storage and Enhanced Recovery Wells.

1. Injection wells shall be completed, equipped, operated, and maintained in a

manner that will prevent pollution and damage to any USDW, or other
resources and will confine injected fluids to the interval approved.

2. The application for an injection well shall include a properly completed UIC
Form 1 and the following:

2.1. A plat showing the location of the injection well, all abandoned or active
wells within a one- half mile radius of the proposed well, and the surface
owner and the operator of any lands or producing leases, respectively,
within a one-half mile radius of the proposed injection well.

2.2.  Copies of electrical or radioactive logs, including gamma ray logs, for
the proposed well run prior to the installation of casing and indicating
resistivity, spontaneous potential, caliper, and porosity.

2.3. A copy of a cement bond or comparable log run for the proposed
injection well after casing was set and cemented.

2.4. Copies of logs already on file with the division should be referenced, but
need not be refiled. :

2.5. A description of the casing or proposed casing program of the injection
well and of the proposed method for testing the casing before use of the
well.
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2.6. A statement as to the type of fluid to be used for injection, its source and
estimated amounts to be injected daily.

2.7. Standard laboratory analyses of:

2.7.1. The fluid to be injected,

2.7.2. The fluid in the formation into which the fluid is being injected, and
2.7.3. The compatibility of the fluids.

2.8.  The proposed average and maximum injection pressures.

2.9. Evidence and data to support a finding that the proposed injection well
will not initiate fractures through the overlying strata or a confining
interval that could enable the injected fluid or formation fluid to enter

any fresh water strata.

2.10. Appropriate geological data on the injection interval with confining beds
clearly labeled,

2.10.1.Nearby Underground Sources of Drinking Water, including the geologic
formation name,

2.10.2.Lithologic descriptions, thicknesses, depths, water quality, and lateral
extent;

2.10.3.Information relative to geologic structure near the proposed well that
may effect the conveyance and/or storage of the injected fluids.

2.11. A review of the mechanical condition of each well within a one-half
mile radius of the proposed injection well to assure that no conduit
exists that could enable fluids to migrate up or down the wellbore and

enter improper intervals.

2.12. An affidavit certifying that a copy of the application has been provided
to all operators, owners, and surface owners within a one-half mile
radius of the proposed injection well.

2.13. Any other additional information that the board or division may
determine is necessary to adequately review the application.

. Applications for injection wells that are within a recovery project area will be
considered for approval:

3.1. Pursuant to R649-5-1-3.

3.2.  Subsequent to board approval of a recovery project pursuant to R649-5-
1-1.

. Approval of an injection well is subject to the requirements of R649-5-4, if the
proposed injection interval can be classified as an USDW.
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5. In addition to the requirements of this section, the provisions of R649-3-1,

R649-3-4, R649-3-24, R649-3-32, and R649-8-1 and R649-10 shall apply to all
Class II injection wells.

Utah Oil and Gas Conservation Rule R649-5-3. Noticing and Approval of Injection

Wells.

1.

Applications for injection wells submitted pursuant to R649-5-1-3 shall be
noticed in conformance with the procedural rules of the board as part of the
hearing for the recovery project. Any person desiring to object to approval of
such an application for an injection well shall file the objection in conformance
with the procedural rules of the board.

The receipt of a complete and technically adequate application, other than an
application submitted pursuant to R649-5-3-1, shall be considered as a request
for agency action by the Division and shall be published in a daily newspaper
of general circulation in the city and county of Salt Lake and in a newspaper of
general circulation in the county where the proposed well is located. A copy of
the notice of agency action shall also be sent to all parties including
government agencies. The notice of agency action shall contain at least the
following information:

2.1.  The applicant's name, business address, and telephone number.
2.2.  The location of the proposed well.

2.3. A description of proposed operation.

. If no written objection to the application for administrative approval of an

injection well is received by the division within 15 days after publication of the
notice of agency action, or an aquifer exemption is not required in accordance
with R649-5-4, and a board hearing is not otherwise required, the application
may be considered and approved administratively.

If a written objection to an application for administrative approval of an
injection well is received by the division within 15 days after publication of the
notice of application, or if a hearing is required by these rules or deemed
advisable by the director, the application shall be set for notice and hearing by

the board.

. The director shall have the authority to grant an exception to the hearing

requirements of R649-5- 1.1 for conversion to injection of additional wells that
constitute a modification or expansion of an authorized project provided that
any such well is necessary to develop or maintain thorough and efficient
recovery operations for any authorized project and provided that no objection is
received pursuant to R649-5-3-3.
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6. The director shall have authority to grant an exception to the hearing
requirements of R649-5-1-1 for water disposal wells provided disposal is into a
formation or interval that is not currently nor anticipated to be an underground

source of drinking water and provided that no objection is received pursuant to

R649-5-3-3.

Utah Qil and Gas Conservation Rule R649-5-4. Aquifer Exemption.

I. The board may, after notice and hearing and subject to the EPA approval,
authorize the exemption of certain aquifers from classification as an USDW

based upon the following findings:

1.1.
1.2.

1.3.

The aquifer does not currently serve as a source of drinking water.

The aquifer cannot now and will not in the future serve as a source of
drinking water for any of the following reasons:

1.2.1.

1.2.2.

1.2.3.

1.2.4.

The aquifer is mineral, hydrocarbon or geothermal energy
producing, or it can be demonstrated by the applicant as part of a
permit application for a Class II well operation, to contain
minerals or hydrocarbons that, considering their quantity and
location, are expected to be commercially producible.

The aquifer is situated at a depth or location that makes recovery
of water for drinking water purposes economically or
technologically impractical.

The aquifer is contaminated to the extent that it would be
economically or technologically impractical to render water from
the aquifer fit for human consumption.

The aquifer is located above a Class III well mining area subject
to subsidence or catastrophic collapse.

The total dissolved solids content of the water from the aquifer is more
than 3,000 and less than 10,000 mg/l, and the aquifer is not reasonably
expected to be used as a source of fresh or potable water.

Interested parties desiring to have an aquifer exempted from classification as a
USDW, shall submit to the division an application that includes sufficient data
to justify the proposal. The division shall consider the application and if
appropriate, will advise the applicant to submit a request to the board for an
aquifer exemption.

Utah Oil and Gas Conservation Rule R649-5-5. Testing and Monitoring of Injection

Wells.
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1. Before operating a new injection well, the casing shall be tested to a pressure
not less than the maximum authorized injection pressure, or to a pressure of 300
psi, whichever is greater.

2. Before operating an existing well newly converted to an injection well, the
casing outside the tubing shall be tested to a pressure not less than the maximum
authorized injection pressure, or to a pressure of 1,000 psi, whichever is lesser,
provided that each well shall be tested to a minimum pressure of 300 psi.

3. In order to demonstrate continuing mechanical integrity after commencement of
injection operations, all injection wells shall be pressure tested or monitored as

follows:

3.1. Pressure Test. The casing-tubing annulus above the packer shall be
pressure tested not less than once each five years to a pressure equal to the
maximum authorized injection pressure or to a pressure of 1,000 psi,
whichever is lesser, provided that no test pressure shall be less than 300
psi. A report documenting the test results shall be submitted to the
division. - :

3.2. Monitoring. If approved by the director, and in lieu of the pressure testing
requirement, the operator may monitor the pressure of the casing-tubing

annulus monthly during actual injection operations and report the results
to the division.

3.3. Other test procedures or devices such as tracer surveys, temperature logs or
noise logs may be required by the division on a case-by-case basis.

3.4. The operator shall sample and analyze the fluids injected in each disposal
well or enhanced recovery project at sufficiently frequent time intervals to
yield data representative of fluid characteristics, and no less frequently

than every year.

3.5. The operator shall submit a copy of the fluid analysis to the division with
the Annual Fluid Injection Report, UIC Form 4.

Utah O1l and Gas Conservation Rule R649-5-6. Duration of Approval for Injection
Wells.

1. Approvals or orders authorizing injection wells shall be valid for the life of the
well, unless revoked by the board for just cause, after notice and hearing.

2. An approval may be administratively amended if:
2.1. There is a substantial change of conditions in the injection well operation.

2.2. There are substantial changes to the information originally furnished.
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2.3. Information as to the permitted operation indicates that an USDW is no
longer being protected.

Utah Oil and Gas Conservation Rule R649-5-7. Unit or Cooperative Development or
Operation,

Any person desiring to obtain the benefits of Section 40-6-7(1) insofar as the same
relates to any method of unit or cooperative development or operation of a field or
pool or a part of either, shall file a Request for Agency Action and a copy of such
agreement with the board for approval after notice and hearing.
STATEMENT OF CASE

At the administrative hearing and process below before the Board of Oil, Gas
and Mining, Petitioner/Appellant submitted substantial evidence and data that
supports a finding that the proposed injection well may cause damage to other
resources and cause formation fluid to enter the Colorado River. Notwithstanding this
evidence and requested reasonable monitoring conditions to be placed on the UIC
permit to prevent éuch pollution or damage, The Board of Oil, Gas and Mining erred
and abused its discretion when it failed to consider the evidence and when it approved
the UIC permit to WestWater without specific monitoring well conditions. The Board
of O1l, Gas and Mining is specifically mandated to ensure that injection wells are
completed, equipped, operated, and maintained in a manner that will prevent pollution
and damage to any USDW, or other resources and will confine injected fluids to the

interval approved. Utah Oil and Gas Conservation Rule R649-5-2(1). Failing to

consider and impose those conditions was an abuse of discretion.
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STATEMENT OF FACTS

On May 26, 2009, Westwater Farms, LLC (hereinafter “Westwater”) filed an
application for administrative approvalvby the Utah Division of Oil, Gas, and Mining
(hereinafter “Division”), as a Class II underground injection well for Harley Dome #1
SWD Well located in the NW1/4 NE1/4 of Section 10, Township 19 South, Range 25
East, S.L.M., Grand County, Utah (hereinafter “Well”). Administrative Record Index
(hereinafter “AR”) at 0017 — 0022. The location of the well is approximately five
miles from the Colorado River, which is a primary source of drinking water and a
deéignated critical habitat. Id.; see also, AR 0023 — 0024 ¢4 3. The Well is to be
utilized for the disposal of “produced” water generated from oil and gas production in
Uintah Basin, Paradox Basin, the San Rafael Swell, Book CIliff areas, and sources in
Piceance Basin in western Colorado. 1d.; see also, AR 0026 9 15, AR 0206 at pp.

34:18 - 35:1. “Produced water” is considered an industrial waste.

Approximately one year later, during the summer of 2010, Westwater amended
and augmented its application for the UIC before the Division. Following publication
of the notice of the augmented application, on August 27, 2010, September 3, 2010,
and September 7, 2010, the United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land
Management (hereinafter “BLM”); Appellant, Living Rivers (by and through John
Weisheit) and Bill Love, respectively, filed objections to Westwater’s application with
the Division. Administrative Record Index (hereinafter “AR”) at 0024 9 5, 0036,
0070, AR 0206 at pp. 25:2 — 30:11. Additionally, on September 15, 2010, the United

States Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (hereinafter “Fish &
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Wildlife”) filed a cautionary letter with the Division outlining specific possible
negative environmental impacts the injection well poses on the water quality in
Westwater Canyon and Upper Colorado River, including possible seepage of the
produced water into the Colorado River. AR at 0040 — 0041, AR 0206 at pp. 25:2 —

30:11.

Based on the protests, Westwater filed its Request for Agency Action and a
Motion to Convert Informal Adjudicative Proceeding to a formal proceeding before
the Utah Board of Oil, Gas and Mining (hereinafter “Board”).! AR at 0001 —0016. On
November 8§, 2010, the Division converted the proceeding from informal to formal
and a December 8, 2010, hearing before the Board was scheduled. AR at 0066, 0072

- 0076.

On November 24, 2010, Living Rivers filed its Motion to Continue Hearing on
Notice of Agency’s Action that was subsequently opposed by Westwater and
subsequently denied by the Board on December 2, 2010, for failure to demonstrate
“good cause.” AR 0077 — 0096. On December 7, 2010, Living Rivers, again
requested for continuance or alternatively requested certain conditions be attached and
incorporated to the issuance of the UIC permit for the Well, including installation of
three monitoring wells (east, southeast, and south) between the injection well and the
Colorado River prior to Westwater’s injection operations commencement. AR at

0117 -0120.
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At the December 8, 2010, hearing Appellant, Living Rivers, raised its
continuance motion and request for placement of conditions based on several concerns
and deficiencies in Westwater’s evidence supporting its appiication, including that the
injected fluid will migrate upwards against the dip of the Wingate to the southeast to
an outcrop of the Wingate located in canyons carved by the Colorado River near
Westwater Canyon, approximately 5.8 miles from the Well. AR 0117, AR 0206 at pp.
7:7 - 9:1. Additionally, Living Rivers, raised the issue that H2S gas could be
generated within the Wingate injection intervals in connection with the injection
operations, and that the H2S gas could migrate into and thereby adversely affect a
deposit of helium located in the Entrada to the northwest or migrate to the southeast to
the exposures of the Wingate in the Westwater Canyon area. AR 0206 at pp. 72:9 —
73:8. Living Rivers further suggested that as a condition to the UIC permit that
monitoring wells be placed between the injection well and the Colorado River. AR
0206 at pp. 196:24 — 197:25. The sarﬁe day, the Board denied Living River’s motion
for continuance and voted uhanimously that the petitioner had met its procedural
requirements for approval of the UIC Well and made no mention or analysis of the
public concerns raised by Living Rivers or requested conditions on the UIC permit.
AR 0206 at p. 198:22 — 198:25.  Subsequently, the proposed Findings of Fact,

Conclusions of Law, and Order was submitted by Westwater and after reviewing the

' The BLM and Fish and Wildlife subsequently withdrew their objections prior to the
December 8, 2010, hearing before the Board. AR 0038, 0040 - 0041.
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Living Rivers objections thereto, the Board entered Westwater’s proposed Findings of

Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order on January 13, 2011. AR 0121 —0159.

On February 1, 2011, Living Rivers filed a Request for Rehearing and
Modification of Existing Order, And in the Alternative, Request for a Stay of the
Order Issued on January 13, 2011 (hereinafter “Motion for Rehearing”). AR 0160 —
0171. In its Motion for Rehearing, Living Rivers, states that it has sought and
obtained an expert witness, Kip Solomon, who “[hlas indicated that there are
additional questions that need to be examined before the public safety and welfare for
the citizens of Grand County and the State of Utah can be properly protected” and
supports fhe proposed monitoring wells conditions to be placed on the permit. AR
0161. Westwater and the Division filed oppoéitional memoranda to Living River’s
- Motion for Rehearing arguing, in part, that Living Rivers did not provide a proper
basis for rehearing and/or was deficient on February 17, 2011 and February 22, 2011,
respectively. AR 0174 — 0189. On February 22, 2011, Living Rivers filed a
Supplement to its Motion for Rehearing, providing Professor Kip Solomon’s,
Chairman of the Department of Geology, University of Utah, expert report that
expresses his research, investigation and concerns that the build-up of fluid pressure
as a result of an injection of produced water at the Well could reverse the regional
hydraulic gradient and cause existing Wingate Formation water to discharge into the
Colorado River and supported monitoring well conditions to be placed on the UIC
permit. AR 0195 — 0205, The Board denied the Motion for Rehearing the same day,
February 22, 2011, on the grounds that Living Rivers failed to comply with the
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Board’s rehearing rule and failed to show good cause supporting a rehearing. AR 0190
- 0194.
SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

Appellant Living Rivers, believes that the Board of Oil, Gas and Mining
abused its discretion when it approved the UIC permit to WestWater without specific
monitoring well conditions in light of the whole record and request for rehearing
demonstrating substantial evidence and data that supports a finding that the proposed
injection well may cause formation fluid to enter the Colorado River. The Board of
Oil, Gas and Mining is specifically mandated to ensure that injection wells are
completed, equipped, operated, and maintained in a manner that will prevent pollution
and damage to any USDW, or other resources and will confine injected fluids to the
interval approved. Utah Oil and Gas Conservation Rule R649-5-2(1). Failing to
consider and impose those conditions was an abuse of discretion. Accordingly, Living
Rivers respectfully request this court to set aside the Board of Oil, Gas and Mining
order issuing the UIC permit to Westwater without Living River’s requested
monitoring conditions and order the Board of Oil, Gas, Mining to exercise its
discretion as required by law to properly and fully hear and evaluate evidence and data
supporting a finding that the proposed injection well may cause formation fluid to

enter the Colorado River or other damage to other resources.
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ARGUMENT
L. THE UTAH BOARD OF OIL, GAS, AND MINING FAILED TO
IMPOSE CERTAIN CONDITIONS TO WESTWATER’S UIC PERMIT

WHEN EVIDENCE OF A SIGNIFICANT RISK TO THE HEALTH OF
PERSONS WAS AT ISSUE.

In 1982, pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 147.2251, the program for Class II injection
wells in the State of Utah, “[i]s the program administered by the Utah Department of
Natural Resources, Division of Oil, Gas, and Mining, approved by EPA pursuant to
section 1425 of the SDWA.” 40 C.F.R. § 147.2251. The requirements for the Class
IT wells are governed by applicable federal regulations, Utah Code Annotated, 1953,
section 40-6-1 through 40-6-19, as amended, and the Utah Oil and Gas Conservation
General Rules R649-5-1 through R649-5-7. Id.: see also, Pud No. 1 v. Wash. Dep't of
Ecology, 511 U.S. 700, 712 (1994)(stating that state law may place restrictions or
limitations in compliance with applicable federal regulations).

For all Class II injection wells, they must be constructed to be separated from
any underground sources of drinking water by a confining zone that is free of known
open faults or fractures and to ensure that “[w]ell injection will not result in the
movement of fluids into an underground source of drinking water [USDW] so as to
create a significant risk to the health of persons.” 40 C.F.R. 146.22. Utah regulations
specifically require that, “[i|njection wells shall be completed, equipped, operated, and
maintained in a manner that will prevent pollution and damage to any USDW, or
other resources and will confine injected fluids to the interval approved.” Utah Oil
and Gas Conservation Rule R649-5-2(1)(emphasis added). To ensure the integrity of
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the well and to eliminate, prevent, or reduce the possible pollution or contamination,

other test procedures or devices may be required by the division. Utah Oil and Gas

Conservation Rule R649-5-5(3.3).

A.  THE UTAH BOARD OF OIL, GAS AND MINING DECISION
GRANTING THE UIC PERMIT AND DENYING MOTION FOR
REHEARING WITHOUT PROPOSED MONITORING CONDITIONS
WAS AN ABUSE OF DISCRETION IN LIGHT OF THE WHOLE
RECORD DEMONSTRATING SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE AND
DATA THAT SUPPORTS A FINDING THAT THE PROPOSED
INJECTION WELL MAY INITIATE FRACTURES THROUGH THE
OVERLYING STRATA OR ENABLE THE INJECTED FLUID OR
FORMATION FLUID TO ENTER THE COLORADO RIVER
On December 7, 2010, Living Rivers, presented several concerns and issues

related to WestWater’s proposed UIC permit operations. One of the concerns raised

on December 7, 2010, was that “[t]he bedding planes to the south are fractured by the

Uncompahgre Uplift creating the possibility that a pressurized aquifer (360 psi) could

seep through these fractures and enter the Colorado River.” AR 0119. “[Tlhe canyon

cutting off the Colorado River has removed considerable amounts of overburden and
it 1s reasonable to assume that the waste water would migrate toward the Colorado

River, since the density pressure at the gorge is lower than the overburden pressures to

the north.” AR 0119. Additionally, Living Rivers raised the issues that “sandstones

with high tansmissivity also occur above Westwater Ranger Station, and actually have

a closer proximity to the injection well than Westwater Canyon[,]” as well as “[s]ome

of these porous sandstones extend below the surface of the Colorado River and,
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consequently, any seep below the level of the river’s surface” that may occur would
likely not be observed. AR 0119 —0120.

Although the Board of Qil, Gas and Mining recognized at the hearing that it’s
main concern at the hearing for approving the permit application was “[t]hat they
don’t have the environmental contamination and the leaching issue” assuming that the
state of art facility is non-existent or doesn’t work, the Board did not consider or
evaluate the concerns of seepage, migration of formation waters, or that the injection
operations may initiate fractures through the overlying strata either at the hearing or in
Living River’s request for rehearing. AR 0206 at pp. 38:15 — 38:22, 43:9 — 43:14.
Furthermore, even in light of tesﬁmony from Mr. Stewart, WestWater’s expert, that
three monitoring wells as a condition would not be a problem, the Board still did not
consider them as a pertinent safety precaution. AR 0206 at p. 88:1 — 88:16.‘

Rather, evidence presented was based on “modeling” that the injection fluid
was compatible with the formation water if an appropriate and effective “sequestering
agent” was generated at some time in the future. AR 0206, pp. 46:6 — 47:6, 47:24 —
48:2. Living Rivers raised the concern that “modeling” was inappropriate evidence
and lacked foundation to prove compatibility. AR 0206 at pp. 50:11 — 50.21, 51:21 —
51:25. Additionally, the only evidence presented in contravention to the possibility of
fractures was that “frac flow back water” was not to be injected. AR 0206 at p. 59:4 —
59:13. Additionally, the only evidence presented to confirm and monitor that there are

no seeps was based on a casual inspection from Paul Stone associated with

WestWater, and two BLM rangers. AR 0206 at pp. 78:24 — 82:6.
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David L. Allin, a petroleum geologist, whom Living Rivers objected to as a
hydrology expert based on his lack of education and expertise in the operations of the
injection well proffered blanket testimony that the injected produced water would not
migrate or travel to contaminate the Colorado River, but no analysis to formation
water mugration. AR 0206 at pp. 99:7 — 103:3, 103:4 — 175:2. WestWater did not
provide any expert testimony from a certified hydrologist. /d. Rathér the Board on its
own initiative qualified Mr. Allin as an expert in hydrology on the grounds that “
there’s very little difference at the end” because you first have to become a geologist.
AR 0206 p. 104:17 - 106:17.

Moreover, on February 22, 2011, Living Rivers, submitted an expert report of
D. Kip Solomon, Ph.D., PG, setting forth his conclusions and recommendations to
ensure the prevention of pollution or contamination of other resources, including the
Colorado River, by the utilization of the injection well by WestWater. AR 0199 —
0205. In his review and analysis, Dr. Solomon finds that “[t]he slope of the simulated
potentiometric surface is towards the [Colorado] river for most of the cross section as
a result of the injection” and “[w]hen the higher hydraulic diffusivity value is utilized .
. . the existing Wingate Formation fluid would begin discharging into the Colorado
River.” AR 0202. This supported and illustrates his concern “that the buildup of fluid
pressure as a result of an injection could reverse the regional hydraulic gradient and
cause existing Wingate Formation water to discharge into the Colorado River.” AR
0202. This propagation of fluid pressure may reverse what currently appears to be
northward moving regional groundwater flow. Id. Dr. Solomon then offers
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Colorado River from Wingate Formation Water discharging into the Colorado Rover
as a result of the injection operation. AR 0202 — 0203,

The Board of Oil, Gas and Mining summarily and without any consideration of
the proposed expert testimony, issued its opinion denying Motion for Rehearing in an
-abuse of discretion. Where evidence is presented to the contrary, the Board abused
its discretion by failing to consider and evaluate the potential, significant risks to the
health of persons and to the Colorado River. Utah Oil and Gas Conservation Rule
R649-5-2(1)(“[i]njection wells shall be completed, equipped, operated, and
maintained in a manner that will prevent pollution and damage to any USDW, or
other resources and will confine injected fluids to the interval approved.” emphasis
added).

CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, Appellant Living Rivers, believes that the Board of
Oil, Gas and Mining abused its discretion when it approved the UIC permit to
WestWater withobutus;;l)eciﬁc’ rﬁéﬁiﬁoﬁng well conditions in light of the whole record
and request for rehearing demonstrating substantial evidence and data that supports a
finding that the proposed injection well may cause formation fluid to enter the
Colorado River. The Board of Oil, Gas and Mining is specifically mandated to ensure
that injection wells are completed, equipped, operated, and maintained in a manner
that will prevent pollution and damage to any USDW, or other resources and will
confine injected fluids to the interval approved. Utah Oil and Gas Conservation Rule

R649-5-2(1). Failing to consider and impose those conditions was an abuse of
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discretion. Accordingly, Living Rivers respectfully request this court to set aside the
Board of O1l, Gas and Mining order issuing the UIC permit to Westwater without
Living River’s requested monitoring conditions and order the Board of Oil, Gas,
Mining to exercise its discretion as required by law to properly and fully hear and
evaluate evidence and data supporting a finding that the proposed injection well may
cause formation fluid to enter the Colorado River or other damage to other resources.

Respectfully submitted this 14th day of June 2011.

Patrick A. Shea
Patrick A. Shea, P.C.

!3 ) s
Q&%

SAENE , - Jacque M. Ramos
J. Ramos Law Firm P.L.L.C
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I

I hereby certify that on this 14th day of June 2011, I caused true and correct
copies of the BRIEF OF APPELLANT to be mailed via first class mail postage
prepaid to the following:

Steven F. Alder

Michael S. Johnson

Frederic J. Donaldson

Assistant Attorney General

1594 W. N. Temple Ste 300
P.O. Box140855

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-0855

Thomas W. Clawson

Van Cott, Bagley, Cornwall & McCarthy
36 South State Street, Suite 1900

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Mid —America Pipeline Company
PO Box 3102
Tulsa, OK 74101

Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Admin
675 E 500 S, Ste 500
Salt Lake City, Utah 84102

Petro Resrc Corp
777 Post Oak Boulevard, Ste 910
Houston, TX 77056

RMOC Holdings LLC
518 17" St., Ste 1105
Denver, CO 80202

Shiprock Helium LL.C
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PO Box 51166
Amarillo, TX 79159

RETAMCO Operating Inc
Attn: Joe Blennon

PO Box 790

Red Lodge, MT 59068-0790

Board of Oil, Gas and Mining

Attn: Julie Carter :
BX 5801 1594 W. North Temple, Ste. 1210
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114
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CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you, Mr. Shea.

Is there anyone else present who would 1like to
address the Board regarding this matter? Seeing no one.

MR. JENSEN: Given that they've get a hearing on
tonight, why don't we take ten minutes and then caucus
and see whether we're inclined to reach a decision or
take it under advisement.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Okay. Let's take a
ten-minute break.

And Mr. Clawson, I believe you have the next
matter, also.

MR. CLAWSON: It should be very short.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: It's just a report.

MR. CLAWSON: But I have to tell you about
something, too. But it will be very short, about five,
ten minutes.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Then we will be hearing the
Wolverine matter after that. So let's take a ten-minute
break.

(A break was taken from 4:24 p.m. to 4:35 p.m.)
CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Let's go back on the record.
Regarding thé Westwater Farms request, the Board

feels unanimously that the petitioner has met its
requirements for approval of the UIC well, The injection

pressure should be set at 360 psi, subject to monitoring.
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And in accordance with Board rules, if any
parties would like the decision by the Board
reconsidered, they have 20 days in which te do so.

So Mr. Clawson, would you please prepare the
Order?

MR. CLAWSCN: I'd be glad to, Mr. Chairman.

The rules provide that I should have the Order
prepared within five business days after this hearing.
And I think it's pretty obvious I've got kind of a lot to
do. So I'd appreciate if there would be a little bit
more time for that.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Mr. Shea would probably be
agreeable to you taking 20 days.

MR. SHEA: I'd be happy with that.

MR. JOHNSON: The 20 days runs from the written,
signed Order.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: That's 20 days from the
signed Order, Mr. Shea.

MR. SHEA: Yes, I understand that. And if Mr.
Clawson would like my help, I'm more than happy to...

MR. CLAWSON: Sure.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you very much.

MR. SHEA: In that time period, 1s the
administrative record open?

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: No. The record is closed.
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The record is closed.

If you would like our decision on the Order

~reconsidered, you'll have 20 days from the date it's

signed to have that reconsidered.
MR. SHEA: I understand.
CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank vyou.

(The matter was concluded at 4:38 p.m.)
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FILED

JAN 13 2011
BEFORE THE BOARD OF OIL, GAS AND MINING  SECRETARY, BOARD OF
¥ Ot OIL, GAS & MiNG
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
STATE OF UTAH
IN THE MATTER OF THE ) v
APPLICATION OF WESTWATER ) FINDINGS OF FACT,
FARMS, LLC FOR ADMINISTRATIVE ) CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND
APPROVAL OF THE HARLEY DOME ) ORDER
1SWD WELL LOCATED INSECTION )
10, TOWNSHIP 19 SOUTH, RANGE 25 } Decket No. 2010-029
EAST, SLM., GRAND COUNTY, ) Canse No. UEC-358.1
UTAH, A5 A CLASS I INJECTION )
WELX, )i

"This Canse came on regularly for hearing before the Utah Board of Oll, Ges, and
Mining (the “Board™) on Wednesday, December 8, 20110, af the hour of $:00 am. fn the Auditorimm
of the Department of Nafural Resources, 1594 West North Temple, Salt Lake City, Uiah. The
following Roard members were present and participated at the hearing: Douglas E. Jofmson,
Chaitman, Samuel €. Quigley,’Jake Y. Haromty, Roland J. Gill, Jr,, Kelly L. Payne, and James ;I‘A
Jensen. John R. Baza, Director, and Ji ohx; Rogets, Associate Director~Otf and Gas, were prcmt for
the Utah Division of Oif, Gas and Miniug (the “Division”). The Board was represented by Michael
8. Johnson, Assistant Atiorney General. '

The petitioner, Westwater Farms, LLC, was represented by Thomas W, Clawson of
Van Cott, Bagley, Comwall & McCarthy, and David R. Stewart, Environmental Engineer, and
David L. Allin, Geologist, testified oo behalf of the petitioner,

The Division was represented by Emily Lewis, Assistant Attomey Genetal, and

Christopher J. Kierst, URC Pertniiting Spectalist, and Brad Hill, Permiiting Manager and Geologist,
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testified on behalf of the Division. The Division filed ifs Staff Memarandum to the Board on
November §, 2010.

Respondent Living Rivers was represented by Patrick A. Shea and Jacque M.
Ramos. On November 24, 2010, along with a Notice of Appearancs, Living Rivers filed 2 Mation
1o Continne Hearing on Notics of Agency’s Action. By Order dated December 2, 2010, the Board
denied Living River’s motion. By letter dated December 7, 2010, and by motion made at the
December §, 2010 hearing, Living Rivers again requested that fhe hearing be continned, or in the
alternative, that certain conditions be attached and incorporated into the UIC pafmft for the Subject
Well (as defined hersi) (“Living River's Second Motion to Confime™).

| No other persons os parties appeared af or participated in the hearing.

The Board, having fully considered the testivony adduced and the exhibits received
into evidence at the December 8, 2010 hearing, being filly advissd, and good canse appearing.
hereby makes the following findings of fact, conclusions of law, and order:

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Westwater Farms, LL.C (“Westwater”) originally filed ifs application for
administrative approval of the Harley Dome #] SWD Well located in the NWYNEY of Section 10,
Towaship 19 South, Range 25 East, S.LM., Grand Cmmty Utah (the “Subject Well” and “Subject
Lands? respéctively) as a Class I undergronnd injection well for the dispnsai of produced water on
May 26, 2009. Westwater pravided a copy of the application fo all operators, owners, and surface
ownets within & ooe-half mile radins of the Subject Well as required by Rule R649-5-2(12), Utsh
Administrative Code (<U.A.C”).

2, Westwater's orig;i;iaal application was amended and augmented with

supplemental information filed with the Division diring the summer af 2010 {together with the
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criginal application, the “Application™). On Angust 23, 2010 and pursuant to Rule 649-5-3(2)

U.A.C., the Division published notice of the Application in the Salt Lake Tribunic, Deseret News
newspapers. of general circulation in Saft Lake City and Salt Lake County. Notics also was
published on the website ntahlegals com. Tnaddition, on August 26, 2010, the Division published

notice of the Applicafion it the Moab Tines-Independent, 2 newspaper of general oirculation in

Emery, Graod; and San Jean Conaties!

3. Following publication of the notice of the Application, the Division received
a Jéiter dated Angust 27, 2010, fram the United States Departimient of the Interiar, Burcau of Land
Managenient {(*“BLN) vhjecting to the Application, and anather undated letter (received by the
Division on September 7, 2010) from Bill Love, an individual, also oil)jc‘cﬁng’m the Application.
The Division also received an ‘objection to the Application by email dated September 3, 2010, from
Jotm Weisheit on behalf of Living Rivers. The Division also recewed an adviscry letter dated
September 15, 2010, which included a request for water analysis and menitering program, from the
Unifed States Depariment of the Inferior, Fish and Widlife Service (FWS™), The BLM withdrew
 its objection by letter dated Sepieiber 30; 2010,

4. Baseéd on the protests filed i this Cavse and pursuant fo Rile Ro49-5-3(4),
U.A.C., Westwater filed its Request for Agency Action (the “Request”) and a Motion fo Convert
Tformal Adjudicative Procesding in accordante with Rule R649-10-1(2), UAC. The stated
purpose of the Request was fo set the matier £or hearing by the Board at the Board’ s regularly
scheduled hearing on December §, 2010. By Order dated November 8, 2010; the Division
converted the proceeding to s formal proceeding.

5. Notices of the time, place, and purposes of the Board’s regularly scheduled

December 8, 2010 bearing were mailed to all interested parﬂes by first-clasy mail, postage prepaid,
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and were duly published in the Salt Lake Tribune, Deseret Morning News. and the Mcaé; Times
Independent pursuact fo the requirements of Rule R641-106-106, 0.AC. Copies of the Reguest
waze mailed or emailed by Westwater to all interesied parties, including Living Rivers, Bill Love,
and the FWS, purstmnt to Rude R641-104-135, UA.C.

6. Westwateris a Ulah limited liability company in good standing, having its
principal place of business in Cisco, Utah. Westwater is gualified {o do and fs doing business in
Utah,

7. Westwater owns fee simple title to the lands npon which the Subject Well is
located. ‘Westwater owns all of the Subject Lands except a triangilar-shaped parcel located in the
sontheast corner of sabject Section 10, which is owned by Mid-America Pipelfine Company, as
depicted on Bxhibit 3, which was infroduced and admiited at fhe hearing.

8. Besides Westwater, the smrface owners within a one-half mile radius of the
Subject Well include the United States of America, State of Utah, and Mid-America Pipeline
Compary. Grand County and the Federal Highway Administration own the susface rights, based o
rights-of-way or easements, 1o old Fighway 6 & 50 and Interstate 70, .respecﬁveiy; The subject
federal public larids are administered by the BLM, and the Utah State Tands ars administered by the
Uteh School and Institutional Trust Lands Adwinistration (“SITLA™.

g, Portiens of the off and gas minerals in the lands embraced within the Subject
Lands and within 2 one-helf mile radius of the Subject Well are subject fo United States of America
Ol and Gas Leases Nos. UTU-70176 and UTU-82619, and Utsh State Mineral Lease No. ML-
49255, The other ofl and gas minerals are unleased, As of September 9, 2010, Shiprock: Helium,
LLE owned the leasehold rights under UTU-70178, and Peiro Resource Corp. owned the ]ea;chold

rights mder UTU-82619. Retamco Operating, Inc. owns the leasehold rights under MIL-45255,
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The federal oil and gas leases arc administered by the BLM and the Utsh State minerals are
administered by SITLA. '

16.  The Application for Permit to Drill (“APD™) for the Subject Well
was filed with the Division on June 1, 2009, aid the APD was approved by the Division on
December 1, 2005. The Subject Well was spud on May 13, 2010, and completed as an
injection well.on July 13, 2010.

11,  ‘Westwater will operate the Subject Well and the proposed injection
operations.

12, The formation t¢ be approved by the Bodrd for water injection
disposal aperations is the Wingate Sandstone Formation {“Wingate™. Tn the vicinity of the
Subject Lands, tize Wingate is'an acolian sandstone deposit approximately 337 fest thick.
The Wingate is 5 porous reservoir and is capable of accepting the volume of prodiced
watér proposed fo be injected by Westwater.

13.  The entire sirafigraphic inferval of the Wingate hetween 1,342 feet
10 1,679 feet is proposed to be used for injection putposes accessed through casing
perforations made in the Subject Well Gétwedn 1,344 foet to 1,631 fest. Those intervals
are mechanically Isolated from the formations above and below the Wingate.

¥4,  The Kayeots Formation (“Kayenta™); which directly overlies the
Wingate, will act as the hydrologie boundary {confining layer} above the Injection
intervals, and the Chinle Formation (*Chinle™), which underlies the Wingate, will act as
the hydrologic boundary below ﬁe injection injervals. The Kayenta is approximately
199 feet thick in the vicinity of thé Subject Well and is a resistant, impervious formation

composed of imerbedded shale and sandstone layers with high clay confent. Water

~
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salinity samples taken from the Subject Well show that the Kayerta acts as & hydrologic
barrier between the Wingate and the Entradz Sandstone Formation, which directly
overlies the Kayenta. The Chinle is approximaisly 138 fest thick at the nearest control
point in & phigged and abandoned oil and gas test well located 1.1 miles to the northrwest
of the Subject Well. The Chinle is a coastal plain shale deposif which demonstrates
practically no permeability due to its high vlay content. Both the Kayenta and Chinle are
competent hydrologie barriers, and therefore, comprise npper and lower hydrologie seals
to the aguifer in the Wingate.

15,  The Wingate is not currently, nor is it ever expected fo b, an
undergronnd source of drnking water (“USDW”). The Cedar Mountain, Mortison,
Summetville, Entrada, Kayenta, and Chinle Formations in the vicmity of the Subject
Wetl also are not USDW.

16.  The following wells have beett drilled and/or completed within a one-half
mile radius of the Subject Well: |

a. Elizondo Water Well situated in the NWWNEY; of Section 10, Township

19 South, Range 25 Bast. The well did not penetrate the Wingate and was pIngged and
abandoned in June 1965, ‘
b.  Lansdale Government #5 Well situated in the NEYANW of Section 10,
Township 19 South, Range 25 Bast. The well did not penetrate the Wingate and was
plugged and abandoned in March 1968.

¢.  Lansdale Government #10-31-A Well sitnated int the NEASW of Section
10, Township 19 South, Range 25 Bast. The well did not penctrate the Wingate 2nd was

plugged and abandoned in August 1975.
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17. Weshwater’s evidence demonstrated that (i) there are no geologic
structures near the Subject Well that will allow the injected fluids to migrate to an
USDW; (i) the Wingate is competent to contain the injected fluids and prevent migration
to aixy USDW, and that it will reniain competent under the injection pressures and
operations; (iii} the proposed injection well and pressures will not initiate or cause
fractires in the Wingate orthe confining intervals that would allow the injected fluids or
formation fluids o entér a fresh water aquifer or USDW; and (iv) there are no wells
within a halfmile tadius of the Subject Well that would provide & conduit that would
allow the injected or formation fuids to migraie up or down a wellbore and enfer
improper iutervals, such as a fresh water aquifer.

18, There areno fresh water aquifers within 2 haf-mile radins of the Subject
Wwell.

19, The water to be injected into the Subjeot Well will come from oil and pas
producing wells in the Uintah Basin, Paradox Basin, the San Ratael Swell and Book Cliff ateas,
including the Groater Cisco Field in Utal, and sources in the Piceatos Basia in western Colorad.
There is a need for produced water disposal faciffties for these prodicing basins.

| 20.  The produced water io be injected into the Subject Well will be tested and
tteated before it is injected to be certain that it is comipatible with the formation water in the

21.  Westwater will inject approximately 6,500 batrels of produced water per day
into the Subject Wéﬂ at an average injection pressure of 330 pounds per square inch (“psi”™y with 4

maximum mjection pressure of 360 psi. The maximum pressure is based on the results of step-rate
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injection: tests ran in the Subject Well on July 13, 2010 following insiallation of the final injectiont
mechanical equipment,

22, ‘The Wingate inthe vioinity of the Subject Well is part of & strucfural
anticline that plunges to the northwest cteating northerly structural dips at the position of the Subject
Well. Respondent Living Rivers expressed its concerns that the injected fiuids will migrate
upwards against the dip of the Wingate to the soufheast to an outcrop of the Wingaie located in the
castyons carved by the Colorado River near Westwater Canyon, approximately 5.8 miles from the
Subject Well. The surfice expostires of the Wingate in the Westwater Canyon ared a1 -
approximately 800 feet higher in elevation than the top of the Wingaie in the Subject Well.
Westwater’s evidence demonsirated that it s unlikely that either the injected fluids or formation
fivids will reach the exposures of the Wingate in fhe Westwater Canyon area bectuse of the Jateral
and vertical separation between the Subject Well and the outerops, as well as the details of the local
and regional geologic sefiing and the nainre of the injection operéﬁcns.

23.  Living Rivers alsu expressed its concems that 128 gas conld be generated
within the Wingate injection intervals in conmection with fhe injection oparations, and that the FS
gas could migrate into and thereby adversely affect a deposit of helinm located in the Entrada to the
northwest or migrate fo the sontheast to the exposures of the Wingafe in the Westwater Canyon
aren. Westwater's evidouce demonstrated that its operations will remove organic matter from the
produced water and freat the water with biocide and sequestering agents before it is injected into the
Subject Well to prevent the formation of H28 gas in the Wingate reservoir, and that it will fest the
water in the Wingate to be cerfain that no H2S pas is betng generated in the reservoir.

24.  The bond posted with the Division by Westwater is adequate for the

purposes of the Subject Well,
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25, The Division expressed #s support for Westwater's Reqguest at the bearing.

26.  The Subject Well is suitable for approval as a Class I injection well and the
proposed injection operations are suitable far approval as produced water disposal operations. The
Subject Well and proposed operations will confine the injection fluids to the injecfion mtervals znd
will prevent poflution and damage to any USDW or other resources.

27.  The Board voted unanimousty to approve Westwater’s Application and
Request for Apency Action.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW ‘

1. Dueand regular notice of the time, place, and purposes of the Board's
}ggmarty scheduled December 8, 2010 hearing was given to all imterested parties in the form and
manner and within the fime required by law and the rules and regulations of the Board. Dieand
regular notice of the filing of the Request was given to all infetested parties i the form and masner
required by law and the rules and réé;ﬂ:ﬁicns of the Board.

2. TheBoard has exclusive jurisdiction of the parties and subject matter of this
Request for Agency Action, and has the power and authority to mnake and issue the order herein set
forth pursuant to Section 40-6-3(5)(a) of the Utsh Codé Abnolted aud Riles R645-5-1 and R649-
5-3(4), D.ALC. \

3. Good cause appoars to anthorize underground water disposal operations for
produced water utilizing the Subject Welt 2 proposed.

4. Westwater's Application micets afl applicable statutory and administraive
requirements for the approval of the Subject Well as a Class H injection wail.

5. Westwitier has sustained fis burdes of proof, demonsirated pood cause, and:

safisfied all lngal yeqnirements for pranting Westwater’s Request for Agency Action.
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6.  Approviogthe Subject Well as a Class If injection well, and approving the
proposed injection operations, as infrochced and adduced at the Decernber 8, 2010 hearing in this
Canse, is reasonsble and in the public inferest, and will prevent waste and wilt protect the
correlative rights of all owners,

ORDER

Based upon Westwater’s Request Tor Agency Action, the festimony and evidence
submitted and entered at the December 8, 2010 hearing, and the findings of fact and conclusions of
lew as stated above, it is therefore ordered that

. The Applicaﬁon of Westwater Farms, L1LC for approval of the Harley Dome
#1 Well a5 a Class It UIC injoction well is approved and Westwater Farras, LEC"s Roquest for
Agency Action Is granted.

2. The undoreround injoction of produced water fiko fhe Wingate Smdstone
Formation beneath the Subject Lands for produced water disposal parposes is hereby authorfzed.

3. The injection pressurs in the Hardey Dome #1 Well may reach, bat not
s;meed, 360 pounds per square inch.

4. LivingRiver's Second Motion fo Continue is denfed.

5. Pursuant o U.A C. Rule R641 and Utah Code Ann, §§ 63G-4-204 to -208,
the Board has considered and decided this mater zs a formal adjudication.

5, This Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order (“Order”) is based
exclusively on evidence of record in the adjudicative procseding or on facts officially noted, and

constitutes the signed written arder siafing the Board's desision and the reasons for the decision, all

as required by the Utah Administrative Proceduces Act, Utah Code Amm. § 63G-4-208 and U.AC.
Rule R641-109.
112
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6.  Notics 1 Rishitto Seek Fudicial Revidw by:the Uit Supremé Court or

Reguest Board Reconsiderstion; The Board hereby notifies a1l parties in interest that they have the

right to seek judicial review of this final Board Order in this formal adjudication by filing a timely
appeal with the Utah Supreme Conrt within 36 days after the date that this Order is issued. Utah
Code Ann. §§ 63G-4401(3)(a) and -403. As an altemative to secking irmmediate judicial review,
and notas 2 prerequisite 1o sesking judicial review, the Board also hereby notifiss parfies that they
may eleet t tequest that the Board reconsider this Order, which constitutes 2 final agency action of
the Board. Utal: Code Aun. § 63G-4-302. The Utah Administrative Procedures Act provides:
T (1)(a) Within 20 days afier the date that an order is issned for which

review by the agency or by a superior agency under Seefion63G-4-

301 is unavailable, and 1 the order would otherwise constifude final

agency action, any party may {ile a writien réquést for

recopsideration with the: agency, s(atmt, g the specific grounds upon

which relief is requested.

(b} Unless otherwise priovided by statute, the filing of the request is
not a prerequisite for seeking judicial review of the order. 4

{2) The request for reconsideration shall be filed with the agency and
one copy shail be sent by mail to each party by the person mzking
the request.

(3)=a) The agency head, or 4 persom dasiggatsd for that purpose,
shall issoe a written order granting the request or deaying the request.

(b} If the agency head or the person designated for that purpose does
not issoe an order within 20 days after the filing of the request, the
request for reconsiderafion shall be cobsidered to be dended.
4. The Board also hereby notifies the parties that Utah Adminisirative Code Rule R641-110-100,
which is part of & group of Board rules entitléd, “Rehearing and Modification of Existing Crders,”
states:
Any person affected by a final order or decision of the Board

may file a petition for rehearing, Unless otherwise pmwded, .
a petition for rehearing mast be filed no later than the 19"

11
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day of the maonth following the date of signing of the final
order or decision for which the rebearing is sought. A copy
of such petition will be served or each ofher party to the
procesding no lster fhan the 15™ day of that month,
Jd. See Utah Administrative Code R641-110-200 for the required contents of a petition for
rehearing. If there is any conflit between fhe doadling in Utah Code Atm § 636-4-302 and the
deadiine in Utah Administrative Code R641-110-100 for movisig fo mﬁzarﬂ:is matter, the Board
hereby rules that the later of the two deadfines shall be avaflable o any party moving 1o rehear this
mmatter. 1 the Boand later denies 2 timsly petition for rehearing, the party may stil scek ndicial
review of the Order by perfecting a timely appeal with the Utalh Supreme Court witkin 10 days
thereafier. -
7. The Board retains continuing jurisdiction over afl the parties and over the
timely appeal to seck judicial review of this Order by the Utah Supreme Court.
. 8. Far all purposes, the éhahman’ssignaﬁn‘conafaxsdcopy of this Order
shall be dectaed the equivalent of a signed ariginal.
DATED this_13__ day of January, 2011

STATEOFUTAH
BOARD OF OIL, GAS AND MINING

Qﬁfyﬁf‘

y
Diouglas E. Johnson, Chairman

4819-1630-6952, v |
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Thereby certify that T cansed a frué and correct copy of the foregoing FINDINGS OF
FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER for Docket No. 201‘0—029, Cause No. UIC-
358.1 to be mailed with postage prepaid, fhis 18th day of January, 2011, to the following:

Thomas W. Clawson

Van Cott, Bagley, Comwall & McCarthy
36 South State Street, Suite 1900

Salt Lake City, UT 84111

‘Westwater Farms, LLC
/o Tom Warhes

PO Box 23358
Silverthorne, CO 80498

Michael 5. Johnson

Asgistant Attomeys General

Utah Board of Oil, Gas & Mining
1594 West North Temple, Suite 300
Sait Lake City, UT 84116

[Via Email]

Steven F, Alder

Fred Donaldson

Assistant Aftorneys General

Utah Pivision of Oil, Gas & Mining
1554 West North Temple, Suite 300
Salt Take City, UT 84116

[¥ia Email]

Graud County

Road Departroent

125 Hast Center
-Moab, UT 84532

United States Bureau of Land Management

Moab Field Oiffice
82 East Dogwood
Moab, UT 84532

Federal Highway Administration
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847

Mid-America Pipeline Company
PO Box 4324
Houston, TX 77210

Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands
Administration |

675 East 500 South, Suite 500

Salt Lake City, UT 84102-2818

Petro Resro Corp.
777 Post Ozl Blvd, Suite 910
Houston, TX 77056

RMOC Holdings, LLC

921 East Belleview Avenne
Littleton, CO 80121
[Undeliverable]

Shiprock Helium, LLC
P.O. Box 51166
Amarillo, TX 79159

Retameo Operating, Inc.
Atn: Joe Glennon

P.0O. Box 750¢

Red Lodgs, MT 59068-0790

Living Rivers
John Weisheit
PO Box 466
Moab, UT 84532

Bill Love
2871 Bast Bench Road
Moah, UT 84532
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Undted States Fish and Wildlife Service
Attn: Larry Crist

Utah Field Office

2369 West Orton Cirele, Suite 50

West Valley City, UT 84119

Patrick A. Shea

Attorgey for Living Rivers
213 Souih States 8t, Buite 200
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

14

Jncque M. Ramos

I. Rames Law Firm

2709 South Chadwick St.
Salt Lake City, Utal 84106
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF OIL, GAS AND MINING F | L E D
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

STATE OF UTAH FEB 222811 |
000 SECRETARY, BOARD OF
—-o00o0-~ OlL, GAS & MINING
IN THE MATTER OF THE :

APPLICATION OF WESTWATER

FARMS, LLC FOR ADMINISTRATIVE
APPROVAL OF THE HARLEY DOME 1
SWD WELL LOCATED IN SECTION 10,
TOWNSHIP 19 SOUTH, RANGE 25
EAST, SLM, GRAND COUNTY, UTAH,
AS A CLASS II INJECTION WELL.

ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR
REHEARING

23

Docket No. 2010-029
Cause No. UIC-358.1

- —=—00000---

An evidéntiéry hearing was held on December 8, 2010, and on January 13, 2011, the
Board issued its Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order in the above-capﬁoned matter.
On February 1, 2011, Respondent Living Rivers filed a Request for Rehearing and Modification
of Existing Order, And in the Alternative, Request for a Stay of the Order Issued on January 13,
2011 (“Motion for Rehearing”). On February 17, 2011, Petitioner Westwater Farms, LLC filed a
Memorandum in Opposition to Living Rivers’ Request for Rehearing and Modification of
Existing Order, And in the Alternative, Request for a Stay of the Order Issued on January 13,
2011 (“Opposition Memorandum”). On February 22, 2011, the Division of Oil, Gas and Mining
filed a Memorandum in Opposition to Living Rivers’ Request for Rehearing and Modification of
Existing Order, And in the Alternative, Request for a Stay of the Order Issued on January 13,
2011 (*Division’s Memorandum™).

NOW THEREFORE, the Board, having considered the above-listed briefs, and good
cause appearing, hereby denies the Motion for Rehearing,.

Utah Admin. Code R641-110-200 states:

A petition for rehearing will set forth speciﬁcally the particulars in which it is
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claimed the Board's order or decision is unlawful, unreasonable, or unfair. If the

petition is based upon a claim that the Board failed to consider certain evidence, it

will include an abstract of that evidence. If the petition is based upon newly

discovered evidence, then the petition will be accompanied by an affidavit setting

forth the nature and extent of such evidence, its _relevancy to the issues involved,

and a statement that the party could not, with reasonable diligence, have

discovered the evidence prior to the hearing,

In its Motion for Rehearing, Living Rivers states that it has now sought and obtained an
expert witness who has opined in preliminary discussions with Living Rivers that additional
questions should be examined by this Board. Motion for Rehearing at 2, 3. Because Living
Rivers’ Motion for Rehearing is based upon newly discovered evidence, the Board’s rehearing
fule requires that Living Rivers file an accompanying affidavit setting forth the nature and extent
of the new evidence, its relevancy to the issues involved, and a statement that Living Rivers
could not, with reasonable diligence, have discovered the evidence prior to the hearing. Living
Rivers has not submitted the required affidavit or otherwise addressed why the expert testimony
it now wishes to present could not have been presented at the December 8, 2010 hearing in this
matter. For this and other reasons noted in the Opposition Memorandum and Division’s
Memorandum, the Board finds that Living Rivers has not complied with the Board’s rehearing
rule or shown good cause for the Board to grant the Motion for Rehearing.

Living Rivers has requested that in the event the Board denies its request for a new
hearing, that the Board stay its decision for a period of at least thirty days to permit Living
Rivers to app'e'al‘ the Board’s decision to the Utah Supreme Court. The Motion for Rehearing
does not address why a stay of the Board’s order is necessary (other than to permit Living Rivers

thirty days to prepare its appeal). As noted in the Board’s January 13, 2011 Order in paragraph 6

on page 12, the Board’s denial of Living Rivers Motion for Rehearing starts a new thirty-day

2
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period within which Living Rivers may appeal the Board's decision to the Supremc Coutt. For
these reasons, the Board denies Living Rivers™ request for a stay of its decision.

For the reasons discussed above. the Motion for Rehearing is denicd.

‘The Chairman’s signature on a facsimile copy of this Order shall be deemed the
equivalent of a signed original for all purposss.

Issued this ZZ day of February. 2011

UTAH BOA RD OF OIL, Gas & MINING
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

_ I hereby certify that I caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing ORDER
DENYING MOTION FOR REHEARING to be mailed with postage prepaid, this 22, day of

February, 2011, to the following:

Thomas W. Clawson

Van Cott, Bagley, Cornwall & McCarthy
36 South State Street, Suite 1900

Salt Lake City, UT 84111

Westwater Farms, LLC
¢/; Tom Warnes

PO Box 23358
Silverthorne, CO 80498

Michael S. Johnson

Assistant Attorneys General

Utah Board of Oil, Gas & Mining
1594 West North Temple, Suite 300
Salt Lake City, UT 84116

Steven F. Alder

Fred Donaldson

Assistant Attorneys General

Utah Division of Qil, Gas & Mining
1594 West North Temple, Suite 300
Salt Lake City, UT 84116

Grand County
Road Department
125 East Center
Moab, UT 84532

United States Bureau of Land Management
Moab Field Office

82 East Dogwood

Moab, UT 84532

Federal Highway _Adminiétratibn
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847

Mid-America Pipeline Company
PO Box 4324
Houston, TX 77210

Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands
Administration

675 East 500 South, Suite 500

Salt Lake City, UT 84102-2818

Petro Resrc Corp.
777 Post Oak Bivd, Suite 910
Houston, TX 77056

RMOC Holdings, LL.C
921 East Belleview Avenue

Littleton, CO 80121

[Undeliverable]

Shiprock Helium, LLC
P.O.Box 51166
Amarillo, TX 79159

Retamco Operating, Inc.
Attn: Joe Glennon

P.O. Box 790

Red Lodge, MT 59068-0790

Living Rivers
John Weisheit
PO Box 466
Moab, UT 84532

Bill Love _
2871 East Bench Road
Moab, UT 84532
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United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Attn: Larry Crist

Utah Field Office

2369 West Orton Circle, Suite 50

West Valley City, UT 84119

- Patrick A. Shea

Attorney for Living Rivers
215 South State St. Suite 200
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Jacque M. Ramos
J.Ramos Law Firm
2709 South Chadwick St.
Salt Lake City, Utah 84106
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