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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Vernal Field Office
170 South 500 East
Vernal, Utah 84078
(435) 781-4400 Fax: (435) 781-4410
http://www.ut.bim.gov/utah/vernal

IN REPLY REFER TO:
8141
uT-082

January 13, 2004

Mr. Wilson G Martin

Utah Division of State History
300 Rio Grande Ave.

Salt Lake City, Utah 84101-1182

Dear Mr. Wilson: RE: Initiation of Section 106
DEIS:EOG Resources,
Chapita Wells-Stagecoach
Natural Gas Development.

Attached for Section 106 consultation, comment and coordination is a copy of “EOG Resources, inc. Chapita Wells-
Stagecoach Area Natural Gas Development Draft Environmental Impact Statement. EIS number: UTU-080-2005-
0010. This document is dated January, 2006. The Vernal Field Office requests written comments 45 days after the
Environmental Protection Agency publishes a Notice of Availability of this DEIS in the Federal Register.

Please see Page S-1 for a summary of the existing situation and proposed action. Existing wells as of March 1, 2004
was 325 gas producing wells. 627 wells are proposed under alternative —A-. 154 wells of the total are planned to be
twinned wells, where two wells will be drilled from one pad.

In Section 2.3, applicant-committed best management practices, subsection 2.3.2, Page 2-15 describes the actions
which would be taken prior to surface disturbance. This section includes class III (100%) inventories of the wells
pads, access roads, pipelines and other ancillary facilities as needed. Project specific Section 106 will be done for
each project which is the current practice.

If the applicant committed measures are followed the Vernal Field Office recommends a No Adverse Effect
determination for the DEIS area and actions as proposed.

If there are questions, concerns or problems please contact this office at your earliest possible convenience. Please
contact Blaine Phillips at 435-781-4438.



Sincerely,

Tim Faircloth
Assistant Field Manager for Renewable Resources
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To: Field Manager, Vernal Field Office, Bureau of Land Managentent, Verfatl, Utah
From: Utah Field Supervisor, Ecological Services, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, West
Valley City, Utah
Subject: EOG Resources Inc., Chapita Wells-Stagecoach Area Natural Gas Development

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), Number UTU-080-1310-00

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed your notice recetved on October 12,
2004 announcing your intent to prepare an EIS on the Chapita Wells/Stagecoach Project. The
purpose of the project is to develop a maximum of 627 natural gas wells. This project 1s
estimated to permanently disturb 1,060 acres. We are providing the following comments for
your consideration in your EIS.

Pursuant to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)(16 U.S.C. § 703), our responsibilities to
States under section 6 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 16 U.S.C. § 1535, in accordance
with the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) and the
Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. §§ 742a — 742)), we are identifying issues that should
be addressed relative to fish and wildlife resources for this project. In Section 1 of this letter we
identify issues that should be addressed in the NEPA compliance document. Section 2 of this
letter addresses your responsibilities under section 7 of the ESA of 1973, 16 U.S.C. § 1536.

Section 1. NEPA regulation 40 CFR § 1503.1(a)(1) states that the action agency shall obtain the
comments of any Federal agency which has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect
to any environmental impact involved. Appendix II of the NEPA Implementation Procedures (49
Fed. Reg. 49750, December 21, 1984), notes that the Service is an agency with special expertise
regarding effects from numerous environmental quality issues to endangered species and their
critical habitat and to other fish and wildlife resources in general. These issues include, but are
not limited to: air quality; water quality; waste disposal on land; noise; watershed protection and
soil conservation; water resources development and regulation; forest, range, and vegetative
resources; federal land management; and energy development activities. Our comments, in part,
are intended to meet our responsibility as an agency with special expertise.







Migratory Birds:

The EIS should specifically evaluate and plan mitigation for potential project impacts to
migratory birds. For example it should evaluate for such things as whether the project will
further fragment habitat for species that require large habitat patches, and whether habitat
enhancement efforts may minimize displacement impacts for some species. Habitat impacts for
species on the Service’s 2002 list of Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) should be evaluated
in project plans. The BCC List identifies those migratory and non-migratory avian species that,
without additional conservation actions, may be considered candidates for listing under the ESA.
In addition to those birds already identified in your letter, data from Breeding Bird Survey Routes
{(Jensen, Bonanza, and Willow Creek) in the vicinity of the project indicate the project area
should be evaluated for the following BCC species: broad-tail hummingbird, foggerhead shrike,
pinyon jay, black-throated gray warbler, Brewer’s sparrow, sage sparrow, Lewis’s woodpecker,
and gray vireo. To help meet responsibilities under Executive Order 13186 (Responsibilities of
Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds), the BLM should only permit activities outside
breeding seasons for migratory birds, avoid and minimize temporary and long-term habitat
losses, and require mitigation for unavoidable habitat losses.

The EIS should identify the amount, location, and timeframe of disturbance that could result
from the proposed action. Displacement of wildlife across a large area during seasonal times,
such as breeding, could prove a significant impact. If wildlife species are displaced, it is likely
that the area to which they are displaced 1s inhabited by other wildlife or disturbed by other
ongoing activities. Depending on the season; duration and location of activities; and species,
displacement could lead to nest abandonment, inter and intra-specific competition, reproductive
failure, and possible mortality. In addition, if there are other projects in the area, alternative sites
for displaced wildlife will be increasingly limited. Cumulative effects of other projects and
activities to wildlife and wildlife habitat should be taken into account in project plans.

Wetland and Riparian Areas:

The map accompanying the scoping notice did not include the White River. However, a portion
of the project area lies on both sides of the White River to an extent of approximately 4 river
miles, and approximately 7 miles upstream of designated critical habitat for the endangered
razorback sucker. The EIS should evaluate the potential for downstreamn effects from the project.
The document should include a watershed analysis in order to determine toxicity risk from
permanent facilities, including, but not limited to pipelines, well pads, tank batteries, and reserve
pits. Placement of well pads, roads, pipelines, tank batteries, and other infrastructure should
avoid ephemeral washes prone to flash flood events. To reduce the risk of contaminants or their
by-products reaching the White River, we recommend you implement the Utah Oil and Gas
Pipeline Crossing Guidance from BLM National Science and Technology Center.

Water depletions from any portion of the Upper Colorado River drainage basin above Lake
Powell are considered to jeopardize the four resident endangered fish species, and must be
evaluated with regard to the criteria described in the Upper Coleorado River Endangered Fish
Recovery Program. The EIS should account for the amount and sources of all water use
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associated with the project; depletions should be specified and reported to the this office for
formal section 7 consultation.

Because the project contains wetlands and/or riparian areas, we recommend measures be taken to
avoid any wetland losses in accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Executive
Order 11990 (wetland protection) and Executive Order 11988 (floodplain management) as well
as the goal of “no net loss of wetlands,” Riparian areas are the single most productive wildlife
habitat type in North America. Riparian vegetation plays an important role in protecting streams,
reducing erosion and sedimentation as well as improving water quality, maintaining the water
table, controlling flooding, and providing shade and cover. In view of their importance and
relative scarcity, impacts to riparian areas should be avoided.

Invasive species and reclamation:

As with all projects that will create surface disturbance, there is potential for introduction and
spread of invasive species. All possible measures should be taken to prevent the introduction or
further proliferation of noxjous species. We recommend that an inventory for invasive plant
species be completed prior to construction. Detailed inventory and mapping of invasive species
in and near the soil disturbance sites could identify potential problems. This project should be
evaluated with regard to the potential for increased spread of invasive species. We recommend
incorporating Measures to Prevent the Spread of Noxious and Invasive Weeds During
Construction Activities (Siegel and Donaldson, 2003) to prevent introduction or spread of
noxious weeds during ROW and well pad construction (Pages 4-102 and 4-103). Revegetation
seed mixes should, to the extent practicable, contain native plants or non-natives that will not
naturalize. Monitoring and control efforts should be implemented following construction.

Reclamation and mitigation efforts should be monitored. Monitoring protocols should include
measurable performance criteria. The criteria should be met within time frames appropriate to
sensitive periods in the life histories of species of concern or recovery rates of site-specific
vegetation and so1l types. Protocols should establish 'triggers’ or thresholds that require remedial
action.

Cumulative Impacts:

Cumulative impacts are those which result from the incremental impact of the action when added
to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency or
person undertakes such actions. Therefore, at a minimum, the EIS should analyze effects from
the additional production/development associated with this project. The cumulative effects to
fish and wildlife resources and their habitats from this and other projects in the area should be
fully considered.



Section 2. Federal agencies have specific additional responsibilities under Section 7 of the ESA.
To help you fulfill these responsibilities, we are providing an updated list of threatened (T) and

endangered (E) species that may occur within the area of influence of your proposed action.

Common Name Scientific Name Status
UINTAH COUNTY

Clay Reed-mustard Schoenocrambe argillacea T
Graham Beardtongue Penstemon grahamii C
Horseshoe Milkvetch Astragalus equisolensis C
Shrubby Reed-mustard Schoenocrambe suffrutescens E
Uinta Basin Hookless Cactus Sclerocactus glaucus T
Ute Ladies'-tresses Spiranthes diluvialis T
White River Beardtongue Penstemon scariosus var. albifluvis C
Bonytail*'® Gila elegans E
Colorado Pikeminnow™'® Ptychocheilus lucius E
Humpback Chub™'? Gila cypha E
Razorback Sucker™'? Xyrauchen texanus E
Bald E-ag]e3 Haliaeetus leucocephalus T
Mexican Spotted Owl Strix occidentalis lucida T
Westermn Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coceyzus americanus occidentalis C
Black-footed Ferret® Mustela nigripes E
Canada Lynx Lynx canadensis T

’ Wintering populations {only five knowa nesting pairs in Utah).

* Critical habitat designated in this county.

® Historical range.

"Water depletions from any portion of the accupied drainage basin are considered to adversely affect or
adversely modify the critical habitai of the endangered fish species, and must be evaluvated with regard to the
critenia described in the pertinent fish recovery programs.

The proposed action should be reviewed and a determination made if the action will affect any
listed species or their critical habitat. If it is determined by the Federal agency, with the written
concurrence of the Service, that the action is not likely to adversely affect listed species or critical
habitat, the consultation process is complete, and no further action is necessary.

Formal consultation {50 CFR 402.14) 1s required if the Federal agency determines that an action
is "likely to adversely affect” a listed species or will result in jeopardy or adverse modification of
critical habitat (50 CFR 402.02). Federal agencies should also confer with the Service on any
action which is Jikely to jeopardize the continued existence of any proposed species or result in
the destruction or adverse medification of proposed critical habitat (50 CFR 402.10). A written
request for formal consultation or conference should be submitted to the Service with a
completed biological assessment and any other relevant information (50 CFR 402.12).




Candidate species have no legal protection under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Candidate
species are those species for which we have on file sufficient information to support issuance of a
proposed rule to list under the ESA. Identification of candidate species can assist environmental
planning efforts by providing advance notice of potential listings, allowing resource managers 1o
alieviate threats and, thereby, possibly remove the need to list species as endangered or
threatened. Even if we subsequently list this candidate species, the early notice provided here
could result in fewer restrictions on activities by prompting candidate conservaiion measures to
alleviate threats to this species.

Only a Federal agency can enter into formal Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 7
consultation with the Service. A Federal agency may designate a non-Federal representative to
conduct informal consultation or prepare a biological assessment by giving written notice to the
Service of such a designation. The ultimate responsibility for compliance with ESA section 7,
however, remains with the Federal agency.

Your attention 1s also directed to section 7(d) of the ESA, as amended, which underscores the
requirement that the Federal agency or the applicant shall not make any irreversible or
irretrievable commitment of resources during the consultation period which, 1n effect, would
deny the formulation or implementation of reasonable and prudent altematives regarding their
actions on any endangered or threatened species.

Please note that the peregrine falcon which occurs in all counties of Utah was removed from the
federal list of endangered and threatened species per Final Rule of August 25, 1999 (64 FR
46542). Protection is still provided for this species under authonty of the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act (16 U.S.C. § 703-712) which makes 1t unlawful to take, kill, or possess migratory birds, their
parts, nests, or eggs. When taking of migratory birds is determined by the applicant to be the
only alternative, application for federal and state permits must be made through the appropriate
authorities. For take of raptors, their nests, or eggs, Migratory Bird Permits must be obtained
through the Service's Migratory Bird Permit Office in Denver at (303) 236-8171.

We recommend use of the Utah Field Office Guidelines for Raptor Protection from Human and
Land Use Disturbances which were developed in part to provide consistent application of raptor
protection measures statewide and provide full compliance with environmental laws regarding
raptor protection. Raptor surveys and mitigation measures are provided in the Raptor Guidelines
as recommendations to ensure that proposed projects will avoid adverse impacts to raptors,
including the peregrine falcon.

The following is a list of species that may occur within the project area and are managed under
Conservation Agreements/Strategies. Conservation Agreements are voluntary cooperative plans
among resource agencies that identify threats to a species and implement conservation measures
to pro-actively conserve and protect species in decline. Threats that warrant a species listing as a
sensitive species by state and federal agencies and as threatened or endangered under the ESA
should be significantly reduced or eliminated through implementation of the Conservation
Agreement. Project plans should be designed to meet the goals and objectives of these
Conservation Agreements.




Common Name Scientific Name

UINTAH COUNTY
Colorado River Cutthroat Trout Oncorhynchus clarki pleuriticus

[f we can be of further assistance, or if you have any questions, please feel free to contact Diana
Whittington of our office at (801) 975-3330 extension 128.

Sincere

Henry R. Maddux
Utah Field Supervisor

ce: UDWR - SLC
BLM - SO (attn: Ron Bolander) and Vernal FO
BIA - Environmental Protection Specialist (Attn: Kim Fritz), Uintah & Ouray Agency,
P.O. Box 130, Ft. Duchesne, UT 84026
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United States Department of the.lnterior k-'

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Vemal Field Office —:.\\
170 South 500 East TAKE PRIDE"
Vernal, UT 84078 INAMERICA

(435) 781-4400 Fax: (435) 7814410

IN REPLY REFER TO: -
1792 REVIEWERS | INFHIAL
UT-080 Botany
Wildlife
[ Renewables [ /;)/_ /—’j
OTHERS /
R =)
December 29, 2004
viemorandum _
To: Utah Field Supervisor, Utah Field Office, Fish & Wildlife Service,
Salt Lake City, Utah
Fromu Field Manager, Vernal Field Office, Bureav of Land Management .
Subject: Initiation of Consultation and Request for List of Species Associated with EnCana’s and

EOG Resources’ Energy Development Projects

The BLM has received two energy development propesals from the subject energy companies; the purpese
aof both propesals being to fully realize the companies® existing leases in the Uintah Basin. Specifically,
these proposals are: 1) EnCana Oil & Gas {USA) — North Chapita Natwral Gas Well Development
Project. and 2) EQG Resources, Inc. - Chapita Wells/Stagecoach Area Gas Development Project.
Curremiy both of these proposals are undergoing environmental analysis to consider the proposals and
reasonable alternatives. Enclosed are project descriptions and maps for both proposals.

In accordance with the provisions of the Endangered Species Act, BLM is initiating consultation on both
projects, We have reviewed the project areas relative to our records and have determined a likely list of
species specific lo the project areas, a copy of this list is also enclosed. This Office is requesting
concurrence on this list of species,

Should you have any questions on the NEPA aspects of these projects, please contact Jean Nitschke-
Sinclear (435-781-4437); relative to the consalting/conferring aspects, please contact either Tim Faircloth
(435-781-4465, wildlife) or Robert Specht (435-781-4436, plants).

Thank you for your assistance.

P A 2 /
g, PP~
I Frard Plangr
V¢ Heba V
Enclosures - 3 .
EOG Project Description & Project Map

EnCana Project Description & Project Map
List of Species

Cc:  State Director, U-833 :
Central Files, Reading, Adm. Record - EnCana & BOG
INit-Sin:jns: 12/27/04\NEPA . EOG . F WS Initiation. List



EQOG Field Development - Threatened, Endangered and Candidate Plant Species Habitat

Evaluation
SPECIES STATUS HABITAT POTENTIAL for and/or
OCCURRENCE
Astragalus equisolensis Candidate | Duchesne River Formation None — Uinta Formation. No
horseshoe milkvetch sols in sagebmsh,_shadscale, suitable habitat. Formations and
horse brush anc_i .mIXCd desert associated soils do not occur in the
sﬂhrub commuunities. 4790-518% analysis area.
Penstemon grahamii Candidate | Evacuation Creek and Lower None — Uinta Formation. No
Graham beardtongue Parachute Member of the Green | suitable habitat. Formations and
River Formation. Shaley knolls | associated soils do not occur in the
in sparsely vegetated desert analysis area,
shrub and pinyon-juniper
communities. 4600-6700 fi
Penstemon scariosus var. albifluvis | Candidate | Evacuation Creek and Lower None — Uinta Formation. No
White River penstemon Parachute Creek Member of the = suitable habitat. Formations and
Green River Formation on associated soils do not occur in the
sparsely vegetated shale slopes | analysis area.
in mixed desert shrub and
pinyon-juniper communities.
5000-6000 fi
Schoencrambe argitlacea Threatened | Book Cliffs on the contact zone | None — Uinta Formation, No
Clay thelopody between the upper Uinta and suitable habitat. Formations and
lower Green River shale associated soils do not occur in the
formations in mixed desest analysis area.
shrub of Indian ricegrass and
pygmny sapebrush. 5000-5650 ft.
Schoencrambe suffrutescens Endangered | Evacuation Creek and lower None - Uinta Formation. No
Shrubby reed-mustard Parachute Creek Members of suitable habitat. Formations and
the Green River Formation on associated soils do not occur in the
calcareous shales in pygmy analysis area.
sagebrush, mountain
mahogany, juniper and mixed
desert shrub communities.
5400-6000 fi.
Sclerocactus glaucus (Sclerccactus | Threatened | Uintah and Green River POTENTIAL HABITAT
brevispinus) Uinta Basin hookless Formations. Gravelly hills and Within Uintah Formation, Known
cactus terraces on Quaternary and populations accur within the
tertiary alluvium soils in cold project area boundary.
desert shrub communities.
4700-6000 £,
Spiranthes diluvialis Threatened | Streams, bogs and open None - No suitable habitat,

Ute lady’s tresses

seepages in cottonwood, salt
cedar, willow and pinyon-
Juniper communities on the
south and cast slope of the
Uintah Range and its
tributaries, and the Green River
from Browns Park to Split
Mountain. Potentially in the
upper reaches of streams in the
| Book Cliffs. 4400-6810ft.

|

Propesed projects are not within
associated riparian areas.




12/04
Threatened and Endangered Animal Species
Potentially Affected by EOG Resources, inc.
Proposed Field Development
Potential for Occurrence Within the
Proposed Project Area and Cumulative
Species | Status Habitat Association | Effects Area
Humpback chub | FE | Endemic 10 the Colormdo River system within | Moderate  While the project deseription does nol add ress j
Cila cypha deep, swift-ranning rfvers, with canyon shaded | drilling in 100-year flondplains it appears on project design
CAVIOAmENES. maps that many wells could be in the floodplains. It (s
unclear at this time where EQG will acquire water for the
project.

Bonyail FE | Endemic to the Colorado River system, Moderate. While the projoct deseription does not address

Gila elegans restricted 10 the Green River. They use main dnilling in 100-year floodplains it appiars on project design
channels of large dvers and favor swift currents. | maps that many wells could be in the Roodplains. It is
unclear at this time where EOG will acquire water for the
project.
Colordo FE | Endemic to the Colarado River system. Uses Moderate. While the project description does not address
pikeminnow large swifi rivers. drilling in 100-ycar floodplains il appears on project design

Prvchocherlus maps that many wells coutd be in the floodplams. s

fncius unclear at this time where EOG will acquire waler for the
L project.

Razorback FE |Endemic to large nvers of the Colorado River | Moderate, While the project description does not address
suicker syslem. drilling in 100-year floodplains it appears on project design
Xyrauchen maps that many wells could be i the floodplains. It is
texanuy unclear at this ume where EOG will acquire waler for the

project,

Bald eagle FT  |In Utah, breeding occurrences are limited to Moderate. Bald eagles in northeastern Utah ase
Huligeeties five locations withan four counties {Carbon, opportunisiic angd will hunt oo desert uplands and
lencovephalus Daggen, Grand, and Salt Lake counties), scavenge for road kills miles from waler yet reluming to

Winter habitat typically includes areas of open | roost in cottonwoods aloag the Green River
watcr, adegusic food sources, and sufficiont
L diumal perches and night roosts. 2
Weslem yeltow- | FC | Riparian obligale and usually occurs in large | Moderate. EOG leuses inslude portions of the While

|

billed cuckos
Coceyzus
americanns

orcidemalis

tracts of coionwood'willow habitats.
However, this species also has been
documented in lowland deciduous woodlands,
alder thickets, deseried farmlands, and
orchards. Breeding season: late June through

July.

River.

]

FE = Fedsraily lisled as endangered, FT = Federally listed as threalened, FC = Federal candidate




United States Department of the Interior

&
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT —\N

Vernal Field Office
170 South 500 East TAKE PRIDE®
Vernal, UT 84078 INAMERICA

(435) 781-4400 Fax: (435) 781-4410

IN REPLY REFER TO:
8160
UT-0802

January 11, 2006

Name
Address

RE: Chapita Wells-Stagecoach Natural Gas Development EIS.
Dear :

We are seeking your Tribe’s comments, concerns or recommendation regarding the
following federal action by the Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management
(BLM).

The purpose of this letter is to introduce you to the proposed action for the EOG Chapita
Wells-Stagecoach Area Natural Gas Development Project draft environmental impact
statement (CWSA). The project area is located in the Coyote Basin/White River areas of
Uintah County, Utah. It is situated in T.8S.,R.22E.; T.9S.,R.22E.; T.9S.,R.23E and
T.10S.,R.23E. This is an area of about 31872 acres in extent. The lands are administered
by the United States, the State of Utah, Northern Ute Indian Tribe and Private Parties.

As of March 1, 2004 the CWSA contained 325 gas producing wells, 121 miles of roads
and 115 miles of pipeline. EOG proposes to drill a total of up to 627 new gas wells. Of
this number 473 will be new wells and 154 are expected to be twins drilled on existing
locations. Spacing will be forty acre within the project area. The well pads would vary
between two to three acres in size. The average size would be 2.5 acres (i.e. 310 X 350
Feet). A twinned well may require an additional 0.5 acres for the two wells. The reserve
pit is estimated to be about 0.258 acres with average dimensions of 150 X 75 feet.

Access to the 627 wells would result in the construction of about 99.5 miles of new roads.
The running surface is estimated at 18 feet with a disturbed area of 30 feet.

Pipelines would be steel gathering lines with three to four inch outside diameter (OD).
These would be installed on the surface to provide transportation of the produced gas. It
is estimated that about 104.5 miles of surface pipelines would be constructed. About 50%
of the proposed pipelines would be installed parallel to existing and proposed access



roads. Total surface disturbance is estimated to be 101 acres. A corridor of about eight
feet would be needed to install the pipelines.

The DEIS outlines applicant committed best management practices. These include
cultural resources, paleontological resources, threatened, endangered, and other sensitive
species, raptors, erosion control and visual resources, noise and protection of the White
River’s 100 year flood plains.

A Class III (100%) inventory will be done for all ground disturbing actions on a project
by project basis. This includes well pads, access roads, pipelines, compressor stations etc.
Consultation will be done Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966 as amended. Human remains will be respectfully processed according to the Native
American Graves and Repatriation Act.

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 as amended, the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act, American Indian Religious Freedoms Act, the Archaeological
Resources Protection Act, Executive Order 13007, and the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act, the Vernal Field Office of the BLM respectfully inquires as to if there
are any comments, special concerns that you and your tribe may have about the
protection of properties and places of traditional cultural or religious importance within
the project area. If you have any questions, comments or concerns about the proposed
project we would be pleased to discuss them with you. Please advise us whether there are
individuals, such as traditional cultural leaders or religious practitioners, which should be
contacted in regard to these matters. We also would like to know if you have any other
general comments or concerns regarding the proposed project as outlined in this letter.

The potential for inadvertently discovering human remains and/or funerary objects during
the implementation of the project outlined in this letter is limited. Previous inventories
and discussions with Northern Ute traditional leaders have indicated a low potential for
human remains in the areas to be disturbed by energy development. However, if such a
discovery is made we will notify you within three days of the discovery, as per the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act.

The purpose of the proposed action is to facilitate further energy development in an
environmentally sensitive manner in the Uinta Basin of North Eastern Utah for the
benefit of the peoples of the United States.

If you are aware of any impacts this project may have on specific places of traditional
cultural or religious importance to your tribe and community, or have comments or
concerns about the proposed project, please contact William Stringer, Field Office
Manager at (435) 781-4400. If you are aware of places of traditional cultural or religious
importance that may be impacted by the proposed project, we would be pleased to
discuss them with you in person. For any concerns regarding cultural resources please
contact archaeologist Blaine Phillips at (435) 781-4438. We would appreciate hearing
from you within 45 days of receipt of this letter so any information, comments or



concerns you may wish to bring to our attention can be addressed promptly. Please let
me know if you wish additional time so that we may adjust our schedules accordingly.

We look forward to working with you to assure your concerns about places of traditional

or religious importance are identified, considered, and protected during project planning
and implementation.

Sincerely,

William Stringer
Vernal Field Manager

Enclosure(s)

CC:



United States Department of the Interior M;

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Vernal Field Office é‘h

170 South 500 East TAKE PRIDE"

Vernal, UT 84078 INAMERICA
{4351 7814400 Fax: {435) 781-4410
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SUPERVISORS INITIAL
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IN REPLY REFER TO: N 2%
1680 e [
(UT~082) enewables 7 sl |I
January 17, 2006
Memorandum
To: Utah Field Supervisor, Ecological Services, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service,
Salt Lake City Utah
From: Field Manager
Subject: Review and initiation of Informal Consultation for the EOG Resources

Inc. Chapita Wells-Stagecoach Area Natural Gas Development Draft
Environmental Impact Statement UT-080-2005-0010

Enclosed is a printed copy and CD copy of the draft EOG Resources Inc. Chapita Wells-
Stagecoach Area Natural Gas Development Draft Environmental Impact Statement, for
your review and comments. Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of
1973, and in conformance with 50 CFR 402.12, the Vemnal Field Office is initiating
informal consultation with the Service for this project, to minimize the effects to the
threatened, endangered and candidate species the BLM has determined in Table 1 are
within project area, or have impacts due to the natural gas development activities outside
the project area.

| Table 1: TEC Species in the EOG Project Area
Common Namme Scientific Name Status
Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Threatened
Black-footed ferret Mustela nigripes Endangered
Colorado Pikeminnow Ptychocheilus fucius Endangered
Humpback Chub Gila cypha Endangered
Bonytail Gila elegans Endangered
Razorback Sucker Xyrauchen texanus Endangered
Uinta Basin hookless cactus | Sclerocactus glaucus Threatened
Ute lady’s tresses Spiranthes diluvialis Threatened
Western Yellow-billed Coceyzus americanus Candidate
Cuckoo occidentalis




- @
; @

Should you have questions, or require additional information, please contact Tim Faircloth,
Acting AFM Resources, at 435-781-4465.

Thank you for your assistance.

Enclosures: EOG EIS Disk and copy

Cc: State Director (U-933) w/att

Bec: Central Files
Reading
EQG Project File



?Jn PR i1k A RS

o i v A

=il

N OIS W Se

e S RS R TR a_z«cmOn:u
- ugeas |y
/7 72l =
tn
mT % % 8o5.) % HEIE0 maL —
(paviy SUIERIOMIT) o=
1 potojisay M
! uEsjagus)
| R o
. m{. v B4 PRHILED w
Q% ..w«v| g | affiisod o
|
" = ) 3 Ln
M0 GUEN MMM B 3 _,_..._._ 0 11814 UOJIEULO)U) Balisp 104 »
_.t_p...nm aA0 HON “AIUQ IfeN opsawog) 0
._.n__momm sJ_S_a a3I4LLHID. pA

n30IAIDG [BISOd 'S

b ] 4.\ Er;v ~J
-7 754 \ \m\ o
0 jusc [t
mw W .‘_”..,.. abizisod rejoy a
=
SN e ———— o=
“r:_?: § JUBWEIopUE)
" [ ]
laH m i ._\ o
HIBLIGT | =
hu i m Ga) pEgiLen {um]
- &=
efimsoy
0=
[Fal
n
o
=
=
mn
V7]

031120965204 100y WneY oSS t00z Amruged ‘| | gE wio4 sd
% ELDT 9559 hO0O O2FT 500L B b
o bz B 3
seA 0 (854 RIpG) LAoAleq PeropIseY b
G000 W paunsul O3
@SIPURYLSI 10y Jdis0ey winey paseisibey [
lewssaad¥3 [ IEW PeueD
odfy eoiklag ‘¢ LISP8 LN ‘Bsoy aym

- -

oW U
%\)

oN[Q  Moleq ssaippe §>=8% &y 1
SOA [ L} WeN ey uaseyp ssaxipe Aeaep §|

S
(oump parue ) 5% ‘g

7TPY R

Aealpg Jo eed 0

9a552PRY [J
wisby ]

amneubis v

AHIAITIA NO NOLLOIS SIHL 313 TdWN0D

960L x0g Od
[RUN07 210 esapy o1y pn
uosiadounoy

101 PASSAIPPY SO °L

‘sjiuued eoeds |1 JUOl 8y} Lo JO
‘a0a|d|ieW By} JO M0BQ BY} O} P/ED SIU) Y2BUY B
NOA O] DIED 8L} LINJRI UBD &M JEYL 08
BS19A2) 8Y) UD SSBIDPE pPUB BwWeu InoA Julld m
‘pansep $) ABAleQ PRIOUISIH 4t wiay
2191100 0Sly g PUB ‘2 ‘| SWeY S1RIEn0

0 JINED ‘H30

OFS1-H-Z0-985201 1dieoats wmey ofsewcq) ¥002 Areruged ‘| | g uLod Sd
: woy seysumif)
\wmmww 377 956¢ hOOO 0291 500L  “esmess
536 [ {84 RAXT) LADARQ POILISAH y
AOS O Iew peinsu O
BS|DUBLLEY Joy jdesey EB@K\E paseisified [
e ssachg O W PRieD (]
bUA 8OIAIS B 65098 ZV ‘1A0WISIONA
£71 x0d Od
[ounoy [equ ] IoH
ueuwIBEyD
ON[J  MOISqg Ssaippe Aenep Joio 'SIA # 100 DESTOIPEY SROIN L
sep ] Lb E:Eéuﬁwzn%m@za%w_ 'q
- ﬂ NV )J}J d. 5 ‘spwiad aoeds ) juoy eyl uo Jo
_&5 L mr _ ‘eoaidjiew ey] 1o ¥ovq ey 01 PIBY SIU) YoBRLY m
KsAleQ o 3320 D fawey umEmm E panepay-¢f NOA O} PIRD BUL LINJAS UBA OM JRLL 08
BESSAUPDY [ JJﬂ) \J 9SIBASI B} UO $SBIPDE PUR GLIBU JNOA JUld m
waby 1Lﬁ j vx "paiisep s AaABQ PELISaY Ji b wey|
b aumnBey aadiuey oSy "g pue 'z ‘| swe) ewidwo; m

AHIAITIQ NO NOILO3S SIHL J1FTdINCD

aohhumw SIHL 313 TIWNO0 :HIANIS




0G0 GRG0 djecey wnay spselwogq 002 Aenided ‘| | QF Lo Sd

r S )
300 Minr 0hgE 0B W\u%w OETT 9558 h0OOO 029T 500 oy
OSSOSO ... . ) s8A O fead RXg) LABAISQ POIDIASEY .2
Opy Xi
e Srm— %me“\ lﬂ_ ‘QOD[]  WPApensi
27 ﬂmﬁﬁﬁ\h‘ Va7 n.@ D) CRPUSRON oy oSy NS Y pOLEISIORY ]
, oy =g | ﬁ_....H_u_ e wmmr.axm nWILﬁ.E Uoc_tbO\Q
BojAIRS 'C
L8 §|smvetmsogma Lﬂ.ﬁ/ < PIST® AM ODfEusEA 1
Hnm_..ﬁc....: oW eRiepIE) _ﬂum ‘_.___ ) | 8¢6 x0d Od
= DALY, 7 8 _ IDUNOY) $SSUISNY SUOYSOYS WIDISE
aay m,N:J_w\ (Paynbay usiegopi) _ mm. I h 2 .w_ H U m £ Lm L m
el Be \diE3aL) wWitay m - COw‘—Unﬁ:.mﬂU
v &
0P L 80| BRIUBD (=) N QO agwﬂmﬁﬁ.c/m AONISE faug. mm:. h 101 pessaIppY SOy ‘L
Q% nT £ SoA (] 41 W Wy mﬁaﬁugo@&&:mv 8 a ——
¢ | slumsoy VTV REL ‘Spuiad |a0eds }| Juol ayj uo o
= W . T ] ‘aoaudiiew 8y} Jo Woreq oyl 0 PMBD SIY) YoENY W
5 § _ On  Meniegioemqg o {owey .umEE; At poapoey g ‘nOA 03 PUED BYY UINJE) UBD oM JBL] 0S
. 4 o ICEAPPY [J  HL N T T NUUD BSJ0A3) BY) UO §SOIPPE PUB 8WEU JN0A JUUd |
- weby [ w Q).é& ‘passep | Aeals( pelopsay ji v wey
&E!ou Zoueinsuj op .&co auﬂnanﬂnqﬂ_ w_.m__ simeubig v owo_anu OSly 'E pue ‘g ‘| swey eyedwos m
o AHIAITIANO NOILO3S SiHL 213 1dw02 | NOILD3S SIHL LT TNGIEHIANS

1dI13034 "W am_m_.rmw

OYOL-WNZ0-5E920} 1Hpoal Linley sAsewog ¥002 Areruged '| | g€ Wio4 Sd
veTT 9559 HODD 02wt sOggr o %=
NN BRI "2
B T 8 h\\N ._w_,_ s2A D (o RAX3) LSAISQ POIOMISSH ¢
Q\ o1 wss| O ‘TO00 W pensy [
[g]
- i o8|puUBLSISH J0) 11908 WwmsY paspisibay [
554 §|wsiewmeimn Irew mﬁ%m\_lm_ e poyioD g3
Ebﬁcmf Juswisibpus) ﬂ BdAL eolnes g ‘EZ olqand B1Z
@34 BALS, |53/
L b w”ﬂu“m_ UJ__n,_ m aal(] srenbg joideD SE1
—— = 00 ihose) wmdy = o[qand €17
, Qw Nh 25.4 pRYILED w IQUIAAOD)
{7 % E \b & | #0msod o ON [  moweq ssappe Aeausp Jejua ‘G3AH 101 POSTRIPDY SR L
LUDY WSNP SSRIDPE AISASP S| (]
N ¢ , % A0 el T omw 9 . IBY T -spuued eoeds § JUoy B} UG 10
LS S N O AR . . . &Qm Lf _No_ N\L 1 5,. # ‘@301d)BW BU} JO 50BG By} O P/ SIU) YOENY m
1LY SOSN MMM 1B IFTEM O HSIA UOHEULIOJUL AlBALSP 104 N faanypQ jo ei9q - (LB peiig ) ha ponieoe} "NOA O} PIBD U LIMBI UBD BM JBU} OF
: A
(pspiaid afiesancy sausinsul oN ‘Aug ifey afissiiog) B — M 5\5)@ WWJ) max s g gt - o
! .—-ﬂ_mnu% E....—_ﬂ_a QN~E—PEWQ aimeubis v 218|dWoo OSjy '§ PUB 'z ‘| SWay #19|dwos |

,ﬂu AIBS |Be1SDd 'S 1 3 .
IMSS lesed S Y AHIAITIA NO NOLLOFS SIHL 3LTTAN0D NOILOFS SIHL 3131dWODTHIANIS




ZOUZ B O8E Iod 59

Meuend

R v*n:N OIS, Ao |
2“ E@: !
L)) YREHLB o
=7 \w u“ 1=
w
mw~m G | se=u 9 sbmeog jEor »
o]
Sond
o o
o
Q% .m B9 R ot
=
Q%. = | eBmsod o=
[Sg]
[¥p]
o
T
wl_

"o 0 e o0
imz om_"__,._.mm
oIAIaS (B1S0d ‘SN *

MITILEED

gy ¢ alirEod @it

H muespus|
DSY WImeY

\lﬂ»!ﬁulll 694 pOULIEY

¢ | affEsoy

gn& mn!@._nu aaueInsyl uz Ao a&- u..BwEon_

9TT 9559 hOOD 029T shn¢

=

1413334y 5_ Dm_u._bmmo

D9 L -N-20-565001

djecey uxeY dnseluo]

#0082 Areruged '| | QE wd

ESSE——— &» g-_
% LOTT 9559 hOOOD DeeT SO0 i
s\ O oo B (Asenileg peoIseY 'y
OO0 Wew pansul O
OSPUBLIBI 40 Kdjeoay Wiy B peseisiBor [
RN sseudi [] B Poyed R »

odf] soIneg '€ LE118 OO oroeud]

LEL X049 Od

[1ounoy) [equU, 31} HeYIN0g

uostadney)
oN] Moleq mm@._n._v.m Aaayep sowe 'S3A

Sa4 [ .44 U Eﬁ_.cmaeu sseuppe Aieaap m a

(0} pestUDPY Sy )

T

Epg nsac& 3
asssaippy O r

weby [

‘spuusd aseds )| oy eyl Uo Jo

‘AOA.0} PIED By} WINJAJ UBS oM JBL) OS
OSIEABI ] UO SSEUDPE puE aLwsey ok Ul w
“pedsep S} AIGAISQ PIIOLISOH I ¢ LUS)|

egidwea asjy "¢ pue ‘2 | swey ajeidwo) m

NOILDTS SIHL Emi&ao ‘HIAANIS

‘s08|dIIBI LY} JO HOEQ Ul O} PIed SIYY LoBHY m |

1206501 wiecay Wwmek oiseluo] ¥00Z Aleruged '| | Q€ uLo4 8d
e :
\\% THTT 95589 h00OO0 029T 500 e 0
oA O {se4 mvg) JlaARg pRoWSaY b
aoo@g  lewpansul
esipUBLOIEI A0} tie0aY Lunsy g palsisibay [}
e ssuda [ Iew PouReD [R ¢
adf] emAsg g CESLS NN m_ocdﬁmm
08S xog Q4
O[gang eig[n glueg
ownAon
ON[]  #MOlad ssoippB AlaAIep 103ug "S3A J)

58, ﬁ: £ 1 Way woy Jusip Qﬂoumag__m.u 5 Qg

0} pessalppy e[oily |

goaﬁoﬁao Nﬂgmz Ut Q

)
=g Bl

AHIAITIT NO NOILOFS SIHL FLF N0

*s)wied aoeds §F UOI BY) LO JO

"80B|dIBL B} JO 3OBY 8y} O} PIET SI} UOENY M

"NOA 0] PJBD BU} LINA) UBD oM JBL) OS
250424 AU} U0 SS2IPPE pUR aWeu Nol jJulld m

‘paisap s Alan)ag PRIoMISeY ) ¢ Wwel|
eleidwod eS|y g pug 'z ‘| swey syediven m

NOILDES SIHL 31T TINOZ HIANTS




O¥SL-N-20-565201 dieoey WiMey aNssiog 007 Arenice *| | QE U104 Sd

R i 90T 9559 ho0O0 0291 SO0L vy mpun)
~oqQUINN SOy 2
ON X0g Ocd 40 A0 (oo Bipxg) LABA|iBQ PaIOISEY b
~J ‘aos 0O 2N paIns] ]
M asipUBHalsiy 10} Jdjecay winie [f peseisifey O
n BN ssaIthd [ (e Pelkes £
add) eoueg ¢ ‘
e pE0FS LN Yedeqr
nJ __ $019 x0g Od
S |
aioyy SUT | panben wowessopz) HOTEALRSIY 2INYSOD U} JO $3GLLL PA3IBIIPAUO)
WIBLLIRO0, e 98 eoey wney m ’ GOthE._.NﬂO
@ N 68) peyag m oz\m\ LMO[EG SSaID, e ame aann _ 0} POSSOIPPY SIORY ‘L
Q% 5| otusay SO [ &) LW Woy waiayp ssaippe AsAlep si 'd
[n2] = ﬂ\ﬁ 77 T A — ‘syuuad eoeds )l Juoy ey} Lo 1o
m (5} ) £ A Fﬁ/.b_ _P . ‘sosid|iew eyl 1o ¥oeq ay} 0} pieD SiU) YORLY m
“ Leageq jo eleg 9 fottizpy poiuud ) Aq ?vomm 8 NOA O} PIED 8L} LLMS) UBD BM JEL OF
B9SSUPPY [ = BSI0ABI BU] UO $SAIPRE PUE BUIBU INOA JUll B
: : : = weby [ ~— L Y7 ﬁ X ‘peisep $1 AloAls0 PeloWIssY JI ¢ W9
Fme e S w f r_h 15 " aj IS v, ow/dwoo oSy 'g pue ‘Z ‘| swey aweiduion m
1d13034 "IviN @ 2

AHIAINEA NO NOILOFS SIHL FLTTINOD NOLLOFS SIHL LI THNOD “mmﬂ.w_w,m

30113 [E1SOd 5

| OYEL-W-20-56520; wdesey wmey onsewoq pO0Z Areruqed *| [ g6 WO Sd
Y beOT 9559 h0O0 029T 5002 -
1S soA 0 fesf eixz) LAisayeq petoLISeY b
= ‘A0O ] IeW peunsul O
esipuByIB Joj 1disoay winied gh pauersifey O
. e ssaicha [ (e peuieD [P
edd) eojuies €
—, L PEE1R QD "soemo],
ais (paarnbeg (wswsgiopu
u.___m___._“un_o& .mn. ne.m_:__:._mnx__h._w__r:sz % 1 W.WN Uﬁom Oﬁm
=7 X N (— = SqUL 3] ueunoy a2l
Q% \\m. « | afemoyg + EOm.HDQL_m:U
- . - o= ON [  M0IeQ SSeUPpe ABALSD 191U 'STA M ! .
P _._.n SeA [ 4} Wel way waisyip ssappe AIsAliep & °q ) i A
A - - ? ¥ — : ‘sjiLuad soeds )i JUOY BY) U o
T gL/ \ P27 T 00T “009[d|[BW BY) JO HOBQ 6UY) O} PIED S|Ul YOBLY m
= KiaaeQ jo sieq 0.\ {owen ,02%» Aq pasjeoay - NOA O} PIBD B} LINJSI UBD BM |BY) OS
] 8esSIppY [ \m\ P 1 7 o 4 27 .\.\ B55eA24 9U] U SSIPRE PUE SRl oA Ul m
~! weby O § N\ V& (/% "paijsap S| ABAlIRQ PSIOUISaY J b el
< @ 5 v 2)9idwos osfy "¢ puB ‘g ‘1 swa asdiue m

NOILDFS SIHL 3137409 *HIANIS |

AHIANNFA NO NOILDFS SIHL J1IFTdW0D




OV 1-1A-20-585201 1dieoet; wimsy onsewog Y00z ABnigad | | g6 wiod Sd
e = \
% £hTT 9S5% hOODO 0291 SO0¢ gytisscdinn
FIDIINNENL AG| BRIBARY 99Y Z00Z BUNF 'HORE i 8d WN eoply 2 |
: A 0O fees Bpy) LAsAIRQ PooISeY b _
jsiero R | W padnsu [
esIpuByoIRIY 10 idiRoBY WeY [} pelosiBay
BN ssaudxd [T IBW Peytleq [A :
adAl s0M6S B SISO8 ZV D0y MmOpulpy
0006 x0d Od
uclien ofeaen
Waptsald
ON [J  MOIeq Ssauppe AgAjep iols ‘g3 | ‘01 possay .
sak [3 &1 Lagt wioy Ew@_u ssaippe Aonep g ¢ P e B
7T G T 7z ‘Siued aords J1 Juoy ey wo Jo
w:o A7, \ L)Y A ‘9ooidiew @
110 §oRq BY) O} PIED § e
Kaaaig 1o m%\ _gaz no..:tn; kg vmauoom g _ _,._._o> _M; w_E._w_o mn_.ﬂ: HQPE:@Q L.”_,z HM:M;MM §
26552UD0Y (] 3y I x 3.., X SRIIAAI BYL UO SSOIPDR PUR SLUBU JNOA 1ild W

ompubis v

‘PedIsep st Aloalleql PRIILISEY ) & Wy
oBﬁEou 0S|y £ pUE 'Z 'L Sway sledwon m .

NOLLD3S SIHL 31 TTIINOD “HIANTS

+002 hmenmu_ 'L 18€ wiod 8d

JBGUUNN SOy 2

oﬁh.z‘m%, 1deoay wimey susswiog
n&m\w‘ RSTT 9559 hOOO 0291 Sopg oS woy seysuey)
s s8A (224 BAXT} LARMIBG POISMISIY ‘b

1Y (=i

qOo 0 IeWpamsy ]|
mV\ W,\uow%w\‘“. il _D eSIPUBDIBY 10) 800K winey [ possiBay

ey sSOX3 [ B Payen [

5

s8dA| @oneg £

9T0L8 NN ‘eunBe

ON [ MO $S2IDPR Aaaep JS1ue 'SIIA JI
soA [ L wei Eo%ceot_u ssaippe Alaalep s 'a

=) h -

A RSO
Kioafleq jo B1Q "0 L (BuwEN pajuligl ) Aq peasasy g
89SSAIPDY [

TV T IANX

ameubls v

Jaby 7

AHINIIT NO NOILDIS SIHL FLITINOD

..ﬁu_?.mm _Eman_ = :

ve Xog Od
O1gang eungeqy
I0UISA00)

01 pesseLpDY eloily L |

‘ ‘SHued aoeds §1 JUCH) BY) UG 10
'Bosjd)IBW B} JO H2EG BY) 0] PIBD S} UOBNY W
MOA OF PIED BY] UNJE2 UBD 3M JBLY 08 |
9513A81 BU] U0 SSIIPPE PUB sLUBL INOA (U] m
"pahsep st Laalaq paloIsey || b wa
ela{dWwoD O8)y "¢ PUB *Z ' | SWa) 9idiuo) m

| NOILD3S SIHL FATTIWOD :HIANAS |




sUb{ldmitsyagy aﬂw.,a.m g EO0Z aunp OogE whioy S

¥ 5. vg Q._..._D

oS s Ty

J.Wj saad g ebejsod Bio)

EIEH
WIEILISEA

EGTT 9558 hOOQ 029T 5Un¢

SUDHENIEY| 40) SRS 85

u\\w\\.... $ _____

9} __c.__n.«

evs g abigisay Mot

- 9b’h §]

284 IR

¢ | aleond

«ni.aa&aasﬂaiaﬁ | 53%38&
1413934 vy d3iIH1H3D
M3JINIRS [e1SOd "S'M

‘TETT 95599 w000 D2QT SEID

002 ABruged ‘| | Q¢ uuod Sd

OpSIL--20-SB5204 1dheoey wney anseLuoq
e En LNAM NO0m CROJ osway sesue)
. STTT 955@ h0OO D28T 500¢ el
84 0 {ee4 BAXD JAleaeq payolasey b
‘TOo 0] W pamsy
esipUeyIEy Joy 00y wrusk By paisiBox [
e sserdxg [) IR PeyibeD h
s e 9Z0%8 L1 ‘suseuonq ‘14
061 X0 Od
aqu ], uelpu] 31N
uostadiiey))
ON[]  iMoRg ssaippe AisAysp J6IU0 ‘SIA I Py

SoA [ 41 Wey way Jusap ssappe b?ﬂn w_ ‘a

TIT X n

aaz_mm joeeg ) {awen vaccu_ _muam

e é\pg\\ X

auneldls v

AHINITEQ NO NOLLDTS SiHL 3137dW0D

‘syued edads | JUOY i) U0 IO
*sositl|iell sy} JO %OBRG SUl 01 PJED SIYL UOENY W
NOA O} PR OY) LIMS) UES am B} 05
©510A8) BY} VO SSOINPE PUR GLUBU ANOA 1ULY B
‘pelisep 8 AusAlpd pajoLIsay §) ¢ wey
esidwos o8y "¢ pue g 'L swe) fsdwo] m

NOILO3S SIHL 3137400 (HAANTS




United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

UTAH FIELD OFFICE
2369 WEST ORTON CIRCLE, SUITE 50
WEST VALLEY CITY, UTAH 24119

July 10, 2007

in Reply Refer To

FWS/R6

ES/UT

07-F-0167 / 06-FA-0237

6-UT-07-F-021

Memorandum

To: Field Manager, Vemnal Field Office, Bureau of Land Management, Vernal, Utah

From: Utah Field Supervisor, Ecological Services, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, West
Valley City, Utah

Subject: EOG Resources, Inc. Chapita Wells-Stagecoach Area Natural Gas Development
Project (EIS #UTU-080-2005-0010) Section 7 Consultation and Final Biological
Opinion

In accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (16
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), and the Interagency Cooperation Regulations (50 CFR 402), this transmits
the Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service) final biological opinion for impacts to federally listed
endangered species and designated critical habitat for EOG Resources, Inc. (EOQG) proposed
Chapita Wells-Stagecoach Area (CWSA) Natural Gas Development Project. Reference is made
to your letter dated June 4, 2007 requesting initiation of consultation for the subject project.
Based on the information presented in the environmental impact statement (EIS) and the
biolegical assessment (BA) (FUTU-080-2005-0010); and additional applicant committed
conservation measures EOG Resources Inc. agreed to in a letter dated July 2, 2007, I concur that
the proposed action may adversely affect the endangered Colorado pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus
fucius), humpback chub (Gila cypha), bonytail (Gila elegans), and razorback sucker (Xyrauchen
texanus) and critical habitat.

Based on the information provided in the EIS and BA, I concur that the proposed project may
affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), Uinta
Basin hookless cactus (Sclerocactus wetlandicus), and Ute ladies’ -tresses (Spiranthes dilivialis).
Our concurrence is based, in part, on the applicant committed environmental protection measures
designed to avoid or minimize negative effects to biotic and abiotic resources in the project area
during project related activities.

Consultation History

On January 20, 2006, we received EOG’s CWSA Natural Gas Development Draft EIS
requesting comments.




On February 22, 2006, we received an amendment to EOG’s CWSA Natural Gas Development
Draft EIS. The amendment was a may intended to replace Figure 2-1.

On March 7, 2006, we provided recommendations for protective measures for threatened and
endangered species, migratory birds, and floodplains.

A complete administrative record for this project is on file in our office.

Biological Opinion

I. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of the project is to fully develop natural gas resources in the Chapita Wells —
Stagecoach Area (CWSA). EOG proposes to drill a total of up to 627 new gas wells, construct
approximately 99.5 miles of new roads, construct approximately 104.5 miles of pipelines, and
use approximately 263 acre-feet of water per year during drilling and completion operations. Of
the planned wells, 473 will be drilled from new well pad locations and 154 are expected to be
twins drilled from existing well pad locations. The project area is approximately 31,872 acres
within Township 8S Range 22E, Township 95 Range 22E, Township 95 Range 23E, and
Township 10S Range 23E in Uintah County, Utah. A total of 1,735 acres of direct surface
disturbance are expected as a result of the proposed action. This equates to roughly 5% of the
project area.

Applicant and BLM Committed Conservation Measures

The following applicant and BLM committed conservation measures will minimize the impacts
of the proposed action to the four federally endangered fish species and their designated critical
habitat:

1. EOG will not drill new wells in the White River corridor that would result in new well
pads and roads. The White River corridor 1s defined as the line of sight from the
centerline, up to 2 mile, along both sides of the White River.

2. EOG will not drll from new or existing well pads located within the 100-year floodplain
of the White River corridor {letter to our office from EOG dated July 2, 2007).

3. To avoid fish entrainment, water should be pumped from an off-channel location
wherever feasible — one that does not connect to the river during high spring flows. The
infiltration gallery, if used, will be constructed in a BLM and Service approved location.

4, If the pump head is located in the river channel where larval fish are known to occur, the
following measures apply:

a. the pump will not be situated in a low-flow or no-flow area as these habitats tend
to concentrate larval fishes;

b. the amount of pumping will be limited, to the greatest extent possible, during that
period of the year when larval fish may be present (see above); and

c. the amount of pumping will be limited, to the greatest extent possible; during the



pre-dawn hours as larval drift studies indicate that this is a period of greatest daity
activity.
5. All pump intakes will be screened with 4™ mesh material.
6. Any fish impinged on the intake screen would be reported to the Service (801.975.3330)
and the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources:

Northeastern Region
152 East 100 North, Vemnal, UT 84078
Phone: (435) 781-9453

7. EOG will implement a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan per
the provisions of 40 CFR 112. To satisfy the EPA’s SPCC requirements, if oil storage
facilities or tanks were constructed, EQG will utilize secondary containment structures of
sufficient capacity to contain, at a minimum, the entire contents of the largest tank.

For more detailed information regarding the proposed action, please refer to BLM's May 2007
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Biological Assessment (BA) for EOG
Resources Inc. Chapita Wells-Stagecoach Area Natural Gas Development; EIS No. UTU-080-
2005-0010.

II. STATUS OF THE SPECIES / CRITICAL HABITAT

A. Colorado Pikeminnow

For detailed information regarding the species and critical habitat description, status and
distribution, life history, and threats to the species, please see the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s July 28, 2006 memo addressed to the Vernal Field Office, BLM regarding the
Programmatic Water Depletion for Oil and Gas Development.

Status of Colorado pikeminnow and Critical Habitat in the Action Area

Preliminary population estimates presented in the Recovery Goals (USFWS 2002a) for the three

Colorado pikeminnow populations (Green River Subbasin, Upper Colorado River Subbasin, San
Juan River Subbasin) ranged from 6,600 to 8,900 wild adults. These numbers provided a general
indication of the total wild adult population size at the time the Recovery Goals were developed,

however, it was also recognized that the accuracy of the estimates vary among populations.

Monitoring of Colorado pikeminnow populations is ongoing and sampling protocols and the
reliability of the population estimates are being assessed by the Service and cooperating entities.
A recent draft report on the status of Colorado pikeminnow in the Green River subbasin (Bestgen
et al. 2005) presented population estimates for adult (>450 mm total length (TL)) and recruit-
sized (400—449 mm TL) Colorado pikeminnow. The report suggests that over the study period
(2001 to 2003) there was a decline in abundance of Colorado pikeminnow in the entire Green
River basin from 3,304 (95 percent confidence interval, 2,900 to 3,707) fish in 2001 to 2,142 (95




percent confidence interval 1,686 to 2,598) fish in 2003, a 35% reduction. Bestgen et al. (2005)
divided the Green River Basin info five main reaches: the Yampa River, the White rivers, and
three reaches of the Green River. Three of these reaches are at least partially contained within
the VFO: the White River, the middle Green River, and the Desolation-Gray Canyon reach of the
Green River. Adult abundance estimates in the White River declined from 1,100 animals in
2000 to 407 animals in 2003 and recruit-sized estimates declined from 45 animals in 2001 to
zero in 2003, In the middle Green River (Yampa River confluence to Desolation Canyon)
abundance estimates for adults ranged from 1,613 animals in 2000 to 663 animals in 2003 and
estimates of abundance of recruit-sized fish ranged from 103 animals in 2000 to 43 animals in
2003. Estimates for the Desolation-Gray Canyon reach of the Green River ranged from 699
adults in 2001 to 621 adults in 2003 and recruit-sized estimates ranged from 163 animals in 2001
to 152 animals in 2003. Studies indicate that significant recruitment of Colorado pikeminnow
may not occur every year, but occurs in episodic intervals of several years (Osmundson and
Bumham 1998).

All life stages of Colorado pikeminnow in the Green River demonstrate wide variations in
abundance at seasonal, annual, or longer time scales, but reasons for shifts in abundance are
poorly understood. Bestgen et al. (1998) captured drifting larvae produced from the two main
spawning areas in the Green River system and found order-of-magnitude differences in
abundance from year to year. They reported that low- or high-discharge years were often
associated with poor reproduction but could not ascribe a specific cause-effect mechanism
(Bestgen et al. 1998). In general, similar numbers of age-0 fish were found in autumn in the
middle Green River, in spite of different-sized cohorts of larvae produced each summer in the
Yampa River. Conversely, numbers of Colorado pikeminnow tarvae produced in the lower
Green River were similar among years but resulted in varable age-0 fish abundance in auturnn.

In the Green River subbasin, radio-telemetry studies have shown that distribution of adults
changes in late spring and early summer when most mature fish migrate to spawning areas in the
lower Yampa River in Yampa Canyon and the lower Green River in Gray Canyon {Tyus and
McAda 1984; Tyus 1985; Tyus 1990; Tyus 1991; Irving and Modde 2000). Those fish remain in
spawning areas for 3-8 weeks before returning to home ranges. Because adult Colorado
pikeminnow converge on spawning areas from throughout the Green River system to reproduce
at these two known localities, migration cues are an important part of the reproductive life
history. In general, adults begin migrating in late spring or early summer. Migrations began
earlier in low-flow years and later in high-flow years (Tyus and Karp 1989; Tyus 1990C; Irving
and Modde 2000). Migrations to the Yampa River spawning area occur coincident with, and up
to 4 weeks after, peak spring runoff when water temperatures are usually 14-16 °C (Tyus 1990;
Irving and Modde 2000). Rates of movement for individuals are not precisely known, but 2
individuals made the approximately 400 km migration from the White River below Taylor Draw
Dam to the Yampa River spawning area in less than 2 weeks. Alteration of the natural
hydrograph may alter the environimental cues triggering these spawning migrations.

High magnitude flows of infrequent occurrence are necessary to create and maintain spawning
habitat. Infrequent intense flooding redistributes and creates spawning bars (O'Brien 1984).
Annual lower-leve! flooding followed by recessional flows dissects and secondarily redistributes
gravels, preparing them for spawning (Harvey et al. 1993). These studies conducted at a known



spawning location in Yampa Canyon show that both processes are important for habitat
maintenance and activities that reduce or re-time the annual peak or reduce the frequency of high
magnitude flows are likely to reduce essential spawning habitat in amount and quality.

Similar to adults, distribution of early life stages of Colorado pikeminnow 1s dynamic on a
seasonal basis and linked to habitat in the mainstemn Green River downstream of spawning areas.
After hatching and emergence from spawning substrate, larvae are dispersed downstream. A
larva may drift for only a few days, but larvae occur in main channels of the Yampa and Green
rivers for 3—8 weeks depending on length of the annual reproductive period (Nesler €t al. 1988;
Tyus and Haines 1991; Bestgen et al. 1998).

Only one primary reach of Colorado pikeminnow nursery habitat is present in the Green River
system within the Veral Field Office (VFO): from near Jensen, Utah, downstream to the
Duchesne River confluence (Tyus and Haines 1991; McAda et al. 1994a; McAda et al. 1994b;
McAda et al. 1997). Larvae from the lower Yampa River are thought to mostly colonize
backwaters in alluvial valley reaches between Jensen, Utah, and the Ouray National Wildlife
Refuge. Most floodplain habitat along the current-day Green River is concentrated in this reach.
Although the density of age-0 fish in autumn was usually higher in the lower than in the middle
Green River (Tyus and Haines 1991; McAda et al. 1994a), differences in habitat quantity may
have confounded abundance estimates. The reach of the Green River defined mostly by
Desolation and Gray Canyons also provides nursery habitat for Colorado pikeminnow (Tyus and
Haines 1991; Day et al. 1999b). These backwaters are especially important during the Colorado
pikeminnow’s critical first year of life.

Backwaters and physical factors that create them are vital to successful recruitment of early life
stages of Colorado pikeminnow. Occasional very high spring flows are needed to transport
sediment and maintain or increase channel complexity. Sediment transport from the Little Snake
River provides an estimated 60 percent of the total sediment supply to the Green River and is
important to maintain equilibrium channel morphology and ensure continued creation and
maintenance of backwater nursery habitats for Colorado pikeminnow and humpback chub
{Hawkins and O’Brien 2001). During high-discharge events, the elevation of sand bars increases
and if high flows persist through summer, few backwaters are formed (Tyus and Haines 1991).
Post-runoff low flows sculpt and erode sand bars and create complex backwater habitat critical
for early life stages of all native fishes, particularly Colorado pikeminnow. Deeper, chute-
channel backwaters are preferred by age-0 Colorado pikeminnow in the Green River (Tyus and
Haines 1991; Day and Crosby 1997; Day et al. 1999a; Trammell and Chart 1999). Alterations to
the amount and timing of flows defining the natural hydrology and sediment transport processes
may unhibit the processes that create and maintain these habitats.

Past research indicated that certain discharge [evels may optimize backwater habitat availability
below Jensen for age-0 Colorado pikeminnow (Pucherelli et al. 1990; Tyus and Haines 1991;
Tyus and Karp 1991). However, many geomorphic processes are dynamic over time and driven
by the level of spring flows, the frequency of large floods, and post-peak discharge levels (Bell et
al. 1998; Rakowski and Schumidt 1999). Consequently, flows to achieve optimum backwater
availability may be different each year and dependent upon year-to-year bar topography
{Rakowski and Schmidt 1999),




Muth et al. (2000} summarized flow and temperature needs of Colorado pikeminnow in the
Green River subbasin as:

“...Colorado pikeminnow are widespread in the system, occurring in both the main stem and
tributaries. The Green River downstream of its confluence with the Yampa River supports the
largest population of adults and nearly all larval and juvenile reaning areas; thus, this portion of
the system is critical for sustaining Colorado pikeminnow populations. Reproduction of
Colorado pikeminnow occurred in all years studied, and the current abundance of adults is
comparatively high.

However, the abundance of larval and age-0 stages 1s highly variable among vyears and is
currently low compared to the abundance observed in the late 1980s. Recruitment has been low
or nonexistent in some reaches and years.

Habitat requirements of Colorado pikeminnow vary by season and life stage. In spring, adults
utilize warmer off-channel and floodplain habitats for feeding and resting. Declining flow,
Increasing water temperature, photoperiod, and perhaps other factors in early summer provide
cues for reproduction. Declining flow in summer also removes fine sediments from spawning
substrates, and increases in water temperature also aid gonadal maturation. Reproduction begins
when water temperatures reach 16-22°C. After hatching and swim-up, larvae drift downstream
and occupy channel-margin backwaters. The potential for cold shock to Colorado pikeminnow
larvae drifting from the Yampa River and into the Green River in summer could be eliminated or
reduced if warmer water was provided in Reach 1 (Flaming Gorge Dam to the Yampa River
confluence). Warm water also promotes fast growth of Colorado pikeminnow, which reduces
effects of size-dependent regulatory processes such as predation. This warmer water also may
provide conditions suitable for spawning in Lodore Canyon of Reach 1 and would enhance
growth of early life stages in nursery habitats (e.g., backwaters) throughout Reach 2 (Yampa
River to the White River confluence). Low, relatively stable base fiows create warm, food-rich
backwaters that are thought to promote enhanced growth and survival of early life stages through
autumn and winter. Similarly, low, relatively stable winter flows may enhance overwinter
survival by reducing disruption of ice cover and habitat.

In-channel habitats used by Colorado pikeminnow are formed and maintained by spring peak
flows that rework existing sediment deposits, scour vegetation from deposits, and create new
habitats. The magnitudes of these flows were highly variable prior to flow regulation, and this
variability appears to be important for maintaining high-quality habitats. In-channel habitats
preferred by young Colorado pikeminnow are relatively deep (mean, 0.3 m) chute-channel
backwaters. High peak flows maintain these habitats by periodically removing accumulated
sediments and rebuilding the deposits that provide the structure for formation of backwaters after
flows recede.”

River reaches (including the 100-year floodplain) that make up critical habitat for Colorado
pikeminnow within the project area (59 FR 13374) include:

Colorado: Rio Blance County; and Utah: Uintah County. The White River and 1ts 100-year flood




plain from Rio Blanco Lake Dam in T.1N., R.96W., sec. 6 (6th Principal Meridian) to the
confluence with the Green River in T.98., R.20E., sec. 4 (Salt Lake Meridian).

All primary constituent elements (water, physical habitat, and biological environment) have been
affected throughout designated critical habitat and could be further influenced through
implementation of the proposed action. To date, water quantity and quality have been affected
by flow regulation and land management practices (water depletion), which has resulted in
increased concentrations of contaminants {most notably selenium). Physical habitat (spring adult
staging areas (floodplain), spawning and nursery habitats) has been affected through flow
regulation, land management practices (diking), and encroachment of nonnative vegetation
(primarily tamarisk). The biological environment has been altered primarily due io the
introduction of numerous species of nonnative fish disrupting the natural balance of competition
and predation. All constituent elements of designated Colorado pikeminnow critical habitat will
be considered in our analysis of the effects of the proposed action.

B. Razorback Sucker

For detailed information regarding the species and critical habitat description, status and
distribution, life history, and threats to the species, please see the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s July 28, 2006 memo addressed to the Vernal Field Office, BLM regarding the
Programmatic Water Depletion for Oil and Gas Development.

Status of Razorback Sucker and Critical Habitat in the Action Area

The largest concentration of razorback suckers in the Upper Basin exists in low-gradient flat-
water reaches of the middle Green River between and including the lower few miles of the
Duchesne River and the Yampa River (Tyus 1987; Tyus and Karp 1990; Muth 1995; Modde and
Wick 1997; Muth et al. 2000). This area includes the greatest expanse of floodplain habitat in
the Upper Colerado River Basin, between Pariette Draw at river mile (RM) 238 and the
Escalante Ranch at RM 310 (Irving and Burdick 1995).

Lanigan and Tyus (1989) used a demographically closed model with capture-recapture data
collected from 1980 to 1988 and estimated that the middle Green River population consisted of
about 1,000 adults (mean, 948; 95 percent confidence interval, 758—1,138). Basedon a
demographically open model and capture-recapture data collected from 1980 to 1992, Modde et
al. (1996) estimated the number of adults in the middle Green River population at about 500 fish
(mean, 524; 95 percent confidence interval, 351-696). That population had a relatively constant
length frequency distribution among years (most frequent modes were in the 505-515 mm-TL
interval) and an estimated annual survival rate of 71 percent. The most recent estimate of wild
razorback sucker in the middle Green River was approximately 100, based on data collected in
1998 and 1999 (Bestgen et al. 2002).

The lower Yampa River provides adult habitat, spawning habitat, and potential nursery areas
occur downstream in the Green River (USFWS 1998a). Modde and Smith (1995) reported that
adult razorback suckers were collected between RM 13 and RM 0.1 of the Yampa River. They




also reported only one juvenile razorback sucker has been collected in the Yampa River. The
single fish (389 mm) was collected at RM 39 in June 1994. The Green River from the
confluence with the Yampa River to Sand Wash has the largest existing riverine population of
razorback sucker (Lanigan and Tyus 1989; Modde et al. 1996). Razorback suckers are rarely
found upstream as far as the confluence with the Little Snake River (McAda and Wydoski 1980,
Lanigan and Tyus 1989). Tyus and Karp (1990) located concentrations of ripe razorback suckers
at the mouth of the Yampa River during the spring in 1987-1989. Ripe fish were captured in
runs associated with bars of cobble, gravel, and sand substrates in water averaging 0.63 m deep
and mean velocity of 0.74 m/s.

Razorback suckers are permanent residents of the Green River below its confluence with the
Yampa River and are reliant on in-channel habitat for spawning and flooded off-channel habitats
for several aspects of their life history. In turn, these habitats are created and maintained by the
natural hydrology and sediment transport provided by the Yampa River.

Spring migrations by adult razorback suckers were associated with spawning in historic accounts
(Jordan 1891; Hubbs and Miller 1953; Sigler and Miller 1963; Vanicek 1967) and a variety of
local and long-distance movements and habitat-use patterns have been subsequently
documented. Spawning migrations (one-way movements of 30.4-106.0 km) observed by Tyus
and Karp (1990) included movements between the Ouray and Jensen areas of the Green River
and between the Jensen area and the lower Yampa River. Initial movement of adult razorback
suckers to spawning sites was influenced primarily by increases in river discharge and
secondarily by increases in water temperature (Tyus and Karp 1990; Modde and Wick 1997;
Modde and Irving 1998). Flow and temperature cues may serve to effectively congregate
razorback suckers at spawning sites, thus increasing reproductive efficiency and success.
Reduction in spring peak flows may hinder the ability of razorback suckers to form spawning
aggregations, because spawning cues are reduced (Modde and Irving 1998).

Captures of ripe fish and radio-telemetry of adults in spring and early summer were used to
locate razorback sucker spawning areas in the middle Green River. McAda and Wydoski (1980)
found a spawning aggregation of 14 ripe fish (2 females and (2 males) over a cobble bar at the
mouth of the Yampa River during a 2-week period in early to mid-May 1975. These fish were
collected from water about 1 m deep with a velocity of about 1 m/s and temperatures ranging
from 7 to 16°C {mean 12°C). Tyus (1987) captured ripe razorback suckers in three reaches: 1)
Island and Echo parks of the Green River in Dinosaur National Monument, including the lower
mile of the Yampa River; 2) the Jensen area of the Green River from Ashley Creek (RM 299) to
Split Mountain Canyon (RM 319); and 3) the Ouray area of the Green River, including the lower
few miles of the Duchesne River.

Substantial numbers of razorback sucker adults have been found in flooded off-channe! habitats
in the vicinity of mid-channel spawning bars shortly before or after spawning. Tyus (1987)
located concentrations of ripe fish associated with warm floodplain habitats and in shallow
eddies near the mouths of tributary streams. Similarly, Holden and Crist (1981) reported capture
of 56 adult razorback suckers in the Ashley Creek-Jensen area of the middle Green River from
1978 to 1980, and about 19 percent of all ripe or tuberculate razorback suckers collected during
1981-1989 (N = 57) were from flooded lowlands {e.g., Old Charlie Wash and Stewart Lake



Drain) and tributary mouths (e.g., Duchesne River and Ashley Creek) (Tyus and Karp 1990).
Radio-telemetry and capture-recapture data compiled by Modde and Wick (1997) and Modde
and Irving (1998) demonstrated that most razorback sucker adults in the middle Green River
moved into flooded environments (¢.g., floodplain habitats and tributary mouths) soon after
spawning. Tyus and Karp (1990, 1991) and Modde and Wick (1997) suggested that use of
warmer, more productive flooded habitats by adult razorback suckers during the breeding season
is related to temperature preferences (23-25°C; Bulkley and Pimental 1983) and abundance of
appropriate foods {Jonez and Sumner 1954; Vanicek 1967; Marsh 1987; Mabey and Shiozawa
1993; Wolz and Shiozawa 1995; Modde 1997; Wydoski and Wick 1998). Twelve ripe razorback
suckers were caught in Old Charlie Wash during late May—early June 1986, presumably due to
the abundant food in the wetland (Tyus and Karp 1991). Reduced spring flooding caused by
lower regulated river discharges, channelization, and levee construction has restricted access to
floodplain habitats used by adult razorback suckers for temperature conditioning, feeding, and
resting (Tyus and Karp 1990; Modde 1997; Modde and Wick 1997; Wydoski and Wick 1998).
The fact that these fish actively seek out this habitat suggests that the conditioning it provides
them is important to their continued successful reproduction.

Razorback sucker larvae were collected each year in the Green River during 1992-1996. Over
99 percent (N = 1,735) of the larvae caught in the middle Green River during spring and early
summer were from reaches including, and downstream of, the presumed spawning area near the
Escalante Ranch (Muth et al. 1998). Based on the few larvae (N = 6) recorded from collections
in the Echo Park reach in 1993, 1994, and 1996, reproduction by razorback suckers at the lower
Yampa River spawning site appeared minimal, but sampling efforts in the two reaches
immediately downstream of that site were comparatively low (Muth et al. 1998). Mean catch per
unit effort (CPUE) was highly variable among years and river reaches but it is unclear whether
this was a true measure of population abundance or was biased by differences in sampling
efficiency (Muth et al. 1998). Numbers of razorback sucker larvae captured per year ranged
from 20 in 1992 to 1,217 in 1994 for the middle Green River and from 5 in 1995 to 222 in 1996
for the lower Green River.

Collections in the lower Green River during 1993-1996 produced the first ever captures of
razorback sucker larvae from this section of river. In the lower Labyrinth-upper Stillwater
Canyon reach, 363 razorback suckers were caught; all from flooded side canyons, washes,
backwaters, and side channels. Razorback sucker larvae were collected in the Echo Park area of
the Green River in 1993, 1994, 1996, indicating successful spawning in the lower Yampa River
(Muth et al. 1998).

Historically, floodplain habitats inundated and connected to the main channel by overbank
flooding during spring-runoff discharges would have been available as nursery areas for young
razorback suckers in the Green River. Tyus and Karp (1990} associated low recruitment with
reductions in floodplain inundation since 1962 (closure of Flaming Gorge Dam), and Modde et
al. (1996) associated years of high spring discharge and floodplain inundation in the middle
Green River (1983, 1984, and 1986) with subsequent suspected recruitment of young adult
razorback suckers. These floodplain habitats are essentia) for the survival and recruitment of
larval fish. Relatively high zooplankton densities in these warm, productive habitats are
necessary to provide adequate zooplankton densities for larval food. Loss or degradation of




these productive floodplain habitats probably represents one of the most important factors
limiting recruitment in this species (Wydoski and Wick 1998). The importance of these habitats
is further underscored by the relationship between larval growth and mortality due to non-native
predators (Bestgen et al. 1997). Predation by adult red shiners on larvae of native catostomids in
flooded and backwater habitats of the Yampa, Green, or Colorado Rivers was documented by
Ruppert et al.(1993) and Muth and Wick (1697). Water depletions and changes in timing of
flows may reduce the quantity and availability of floodplain habitat, thus reducing larval growth
and recruitment.

Muth et al. (2000) summarized flow and temperature needs of razorback sucker in the Green
River subbasin as:

“Current levels of recruitment of young razorback suckers are not sufficient to sustain
populations in the Green River system; wild stocks are composed primarily of older individuals
that continue to decline in abundance. Lack of adequate recruitment has been attnbuted to
extremely low survival of larvae and juveniles. Reproduction by razorback suckers in the Green
River was documented through captures of larvae each year during 1992-1996, but mortality of
larvae was apparently high, possibly as a result of low growth rates and the effect of small body
size on competition and the risk of predation. Only six juveniles have been collected from Green
River backwaters since 1990, but 73 juveniles were collected from the Old Charlie Wash
managed wetland in Reach 2 during 1995/1996.

Floodplain areas inundated and temporarily connected to the main channel by spring peak flows
appear to be important habitats for all life stages of razorback sucker, and the seasonal timing of
razorback sucker reproduction suggests an adaptation for utilizing these habitats. However, the
frequency, magnitude, and duration of seasonal overbank flooding in the Green River have been
substantially reduced since closure of Flaming Gorge Dam. Restoring access to these warm and
productive habitats, which are most abundant in Reach 2 within the Ouray NWR area, would
provide the growth and conditioning environments that appear crucial for recovery of self-
sustaining razorback sucker populations. In addition, lower, more stable flows during winter may
reduce flooding of low-velocity habitats and reduce the breakup of ice cover in overwintering
areas and may enhance survival of adults.

Spring peak flows must be of sufficient magnitude to inundate floodplain habitats and timed to
occur when razorback sucker larvae are available for transport into these flooded areas.
Qverbank flows of sufficient duration would provide quality nursery environments and may
enhance the growth and survival of young fish. Because at least some young razorback suckers
entrained in more permanent ponded (depression) sections of floodplains may survive through
subsequent winters, spring inundation will need to be repeated at sufficiently frequent intervals
to provide access back into the main channel.”

Members of the Green River Team have identified Split Mountain to Desolation Canyon as the
most important reach for razorback sucker in the Green River Subbasin based on recent captures
of larval and juvenile razorback sucker (Gutermuth et al. 1994; Muth and Wick 1997; Valdez
and Nelson 2004). The project area in the vicinity of the Green River lies between two priority
floodplain sites, Above Brennan on BLM land and Johnson Bottom in the Ouray National




Wildlife Refuge (Valdez and Nelson 2004).

Critical habitat for razorback sucker has not been designated within the project area.

C. Humpback Chub

For detailed information regarding the species and critical habitat description, status and
distribution, life history, and threats to the species, please see the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s July 28, 2006 memo addressed to the Vernal Field Office, BLM regarding the
Programmatic Water Depletion for Oil and Gas Development.

Status of Humpback Chub in the Action Area

Monitoring humpback chub populations is ongoing and sampling protocols and reliability of
population estimates are being assessed by the Service and cooperating entities. The humpback
chub recovery goals (USFWS 2002¢) provided the following preliminary population estimates
for adults in the six populations:

Black Rocks, Colorado River, Colorado -- 900-1,500

Westwater Canyon, Colorado River, Utah — 2,000-5,000

Yampa Canyon, Yampa River, Colorado -- 400-600

Desolation/Gray Canyons, Green River, Utah -- 1,500

Cataract Canyon, Colorade River, Utah -- 500

Grand Canyon, Colorado River and Little Colorado River, Arizona -- 2,000-4,700

Low numbers of humpback chub have been captured in Whirlpool Canyon and Split Mountain
Canyon on the Green River in Dinosaur National Monument; however, these fish were
considered part of the Yampa River population in the Recovery Goals (USFWS 2002¢), and not
separate populations.

Tyus and Karp (1991) found that in the Yampa and Green rivers in Dinosaur National
Monument, humpback chubs spawn during spring and early summer following peak flows at
water temperatures of about 20°C. They estimated that the spawning period for humpback chub
ranges from May into July, with spawning occurning earlier in low-flow years and later in high-
flow years; spawning was thought to occur only during a 4-5 week period (Karp and Tyus
1990). Tyus and Karp (1989) reported that humpback chubs occupy and spawn in and near
shoreline eddy habitats and that spring peak flows were important for reproductive success
because availability of these habitats is greatest during spring runoff.

High spring flows that simulate the magnitude and timing of the natural hydrograph provide a
number of benefits to humpback chubs in the Yampa and Green rivers. Bankfull and overbank
flows provide allochthonous energy input to the system in the form of terrestrial organic matter
and insects that are utilized as food. High spring flows clean spawning substrates of fine
sediments and provides physical cues for spawning. High flows also form large recirculating
eddies used by adult fish. High spring flows (50 percent exceedance or greater) have been
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implicated in limiting the abundance and reproduction of some nonnative fish species under
certain conditions {(Chart and Lentsch 1999a, 1999b) and have been correlated with increased
recruitment of humpback chubs (Chart and Lentsch 1999b).

Muth et al. (2000) summarized flow and temperature needs of humpback chub in the Green
River subbasin as:

“...The habitat requirements of the humpback chub are incompletely understood. It is known that
fish spawn on the descending limb of the spring hydrograph at temperatures greater than 17°C.
Rather than migrate, adults congregate in near-shore eddies during spring and spawn locally.
They are believed to be broadcast spawners over gravel and cobble substrates. Young humpback
chubs typically use low-velocity shoreline habitats, including eddies and backwaters, that are
more prevalent under base-flow conditions. After reaching approximatelty 40-50 mm TL,
juveniles move into deeper and higher-velocity habitats in the main channel.

Increased recruitment of humpback chubs in Desolation and Gray Canyons was correlated with
moderate to high water years from 1982 to 1986 and in 1993 and 1995. Long, warm growing
seasons, which stimulate fish growth, and a low abundance of competing and predatory
nornative fishes also have been implicated as potential factors that increase the survival of young
humpback chubs.

High spring flows increase the availability of the large eddy habitats utilized by adult fish. High
spring flows also maintain the complex shoreline habitats that are used as nursery habitat by
young fish during subsequent base flows. Low-velocity nursery habitats that are used by young
fish are warmer and more productive at low base flows.”

Critical habitat for humpback chub has not been designated within the project area.

D. Bonytail

For detailed information regarding the species and critical habitat description, status and
distribution, life history, and threats to the species, please see the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s July 28, 2006 memo addressed to the Vernal Field Office, BLM regarding the
Programmatic Water Depletion for Oil and Gas Development.

Status of Bonvtail in the Action Area

Bonytail were extirpated between Flaming Gorge Dam and the Yampa River, primarily because
of rotenone poisoning and cold-water releases from the dam (USFWS 2002¢). Surveys from
1964 to 1966 found large numbers of bonytail in the Green River in Dinosaur National
Monument downstream of the Yampa River confluence (Vanicek and Kramer 1969). Surveys
from 1967 to 1973 found far fewer bonytail (Holden and Stalnaker 1975). Few bonytail have
been captured after this period, and the last recorded capture in the Green River was in 1985
(USFWS 2002d). Bonytail are so rare that it is currently not possible to conduct population
estimates. A stocking program is being implemented to reestablish populations in the upper
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Colorado River basin.

In the Green River, Vanicek (1967) reported that bonytails were generally found in pools and
eddies in the absence of, although occasionally adjacent to, strong current and at varying depths
generally over silt and silt-boulder substrates. Adult bonytail captured in Cataract, Desolation,
and Gray Canyons were sympatric with humpback chub in shoreline eddies among emergent
boulders and cobble, and adjacent to swift current (Valdez 1990). The diet of the bonytail is
presumed similar to that of the humpback chub (USFWS 2002d).

Between 1998 and 2003, the number of bonytail stocked in the Green River subbasin was
189,438 fish, with the majority of the fish being juveniles at the time of stocking,

Although sufficient information on physical processes that affect bonytail habitats was not
available to recommend specific flow and temperature regimes in the Green River to benefit this
species, Muth et al. (2000) concluded that flow and temperature recommendations made for
Colorado pikeminnow, razorback sucker, and humpback chub would presumably benefit
bonytail and would not limit their its future recovery potential.

Critical habitat for bonytail has not been designated within the project area.

ITI. ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE

Regulations implementing the Act (50 CFR 402.02) define the environmental baseline as the past
and present impacts of all Federal, State, or private actions and other human activities in the
action area, the anticipated impacts of all proposed State or Federal projects in the action area
that have already undergone formal or early section 7 consultation, and the impact of State or
private actions which are contempeoraneous with the consultation process. The action area is
defined at 50 CFR 402 to mean “all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal
action and not merely the immediate area involved in the action”. For the purposes of this
consultation, the action area has been defined to include those areas downstream or upstream of
the pipeline crossing that are affected by the proposed action, regardless of land ownership.

A. Colorado Pikeminnow

Preliminary population estimates presented in the Recovery Goals (Service 2002a) for the three
Colorado pikeminnow populations ranged from approximately 6,600 to 8,900 wild adults: Green
River Subbasin, 6,000-8,000 (Nesler 2000; Service 2002a); Upper Colorado River Subbasin,
600-900 (Nesler 2000; Osmundson 2002 [includes some subadults]); and San Juan River
Subbasin, 19-50 (Holden 1999; Service 2002a). These numbers provided a general indication of
the total wild adult population size at the time the Recovery Goals were developed, however, it
was also recognized that the accuracy of the estimates vary among populations. Monitoring of
Colorado pikeminnow populations is ongoing, and sampling protocols and the reliability of the
population estimates are being assessed by the Service and cooperating entities.
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The Green River Subbasin is the only population that occurs within the VFO and is likely to be
affected by the propose action (Figure 4). Therefore, only this population is discussed further.
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Figure 1. Colorado pikeminnow populations (Service 2002a).

A recent report on the status of Colorado pikeminnow in the Green River subbasin (Bestgen ef
al. 2005) presented population estimates for adult (>450 mm total length (TL)) and recruit-sized
(400449 mm TL) Colorade pikeminnow. The report suggests that over the study period (2001
to 2003) there was a decline in abundance of Colorado pikeminnow in the Green River subbasin
from 3,338 (95 percent confidence interval, 2815 to 3861) animals in 2001 to 2,324 (95 percent
confidence interval 1395 to 3252) animals in 2003, In the White River, abundance estimates for
adults ranged from 1,100 animals in 2000 (95% confidence interval, 762 to 1653) to 407 animals
in 2003 (95% confidence interval, 300 to 573). This decline constituted 63% of the population
(Bestgen et al. 2005). Studies indicate that significant recruitment of Colorado pikeminnow may
not occur every year, but occurs in episodic intervals of several years (Osmundson and Burnham
1998).

Currently, two primary reaches of Colorado pikeminnow nursery habitat are present in the Green
River system. The upper one occurs from near Jensen, Utah, downstream to the Duchesne River
confluence. The lower one occurs from near Green River, Utah, downstream to the Colorado
River confluence (Tyus and Haines 1991; McAda ef al. 1994a; McAda et al. 1994b; McAda er
al. 1997). Larvae from the lower Yampa River are thought to mostly colonize backwaters in
alluvial valley reaches between Jensen, Utah, and the Ouray National Wildlife Refuge. Most
floodplain habitat along the current-day Green River is concentrated in this reach. Although the
density of age-0 fish in autumn was usually higher in the lower than in the middle Green River
(Tyus and Haines 1991; McAda et af. 1994a), differences in habitat quantity may have
confounded abundance estimates. These backwaters are especially important during the
Colorade pikeminnow’s critical first year of life.



Major declines in Colorado pikeminnow populations occurred during the dam-building era of the
1930s through the 1960s. Behnke and Benson (1983) summarized the decline of the natural
ecosystem, pointing out that dams, impoundments, and water use practices drastically modified
the river’s natural hydrology and channel characteristics throughout the Colorado River Basin.
Dams on the mainstem broke the natural continuum of the cver ecosystem into a series of
disjunict segments, blocking native fish migrations, reducing temperatures downstream of dams,
creating lacustrine habitat, and providing conditions that allowed competitive and predatory
nonnative fishes to thrive both within the impounded reservoirs and in the modified river
segments that connect them. The highly modified flow regime in the lower basin coupled with
the introduction of nonnative fishes decimated populations of native fish.

The primary threats to Colorado pikeminnow are stream flow regulation and habitat
modification; competition with and predation by nonnative fishes; and pesticides and pollutants
(Service 2002a). The existing habitat, altered by these threats, has been modified to the extent
that it impairs essential behavior patterns, such as breeding, feeding, and sheltering. These
impairments are described in further detail below.

Threats from pesticides and pollutants include accidental spills of petroleum products and
hazardous materials; discharge of pollutants from uranium mill tailings; and high selenium
concentration in the water and food chain (Service 2002a). Accidental spiils of hazardous
material into critical habitat can cause immediate mortality when lethal toxicity levels are
exceeded. Pollutants from uranium mill tailings cause high levels of ammonia that exceed water
quality standards. High selenium levels may adversely affect reproduction and recruitment
(Hamilton and Wiedmeyer 1990; Stephens ef al. 1992; Hamilton and Waddell 1994; Hamilton ef
al. 1996; Stephens and Waddell 1998; Osmundson ef a/. 2000).

Management actions identified in the recovery goals for Colorado pikeminnow (Service 2002a)
to minimize or remove threats to the species included:

e provide and legally protect habitat (including flow regimes necessary to restore and
maintain required environmental conditions) necessary to provide adequate habitat and
sufficient range for all life stages to support recovered populations;

e provide passage over barriers within occupied habitat to allow adequate movement and,

potentially, range expansion;

investigate options for providing appropriate water temperatures in the Gunnison River;

minimize entrainment of subadults and adults in diversion canals;

ensure adequate protection from overutilization;

ensure adequate protection from diseases and parasites;

regulate nonnative fish releases and escapement into the main river, floodplain, and

tributaries;

e control problematic nonnative fishes as needed;

e minimize the risk of hazardous-materials spills in critical habitat; and

» remediate water-quality problems.

Programs were established to recover the endangered Colorado River fish in the Green and
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Colorado River sub-basins (the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program;
established in 1988) and in the San Juan River sub-basin (the San Juan River Recovery
Implementation Program; established in 1995), while allowing for continued water development
under state and federal water law. Program sponsors include federal and state agencies, water
users, and environmental groups. These programs are designed to offset impacts to the
endangered fish stemming from historic and future water depletions. To date, recovery efforts
have focused on:

» Providing instream flows through the development of flow recommendations for
important reaches of occupied habitat; flows are then provided through the re-operation
of mainstem reservoirs or through lease and purchase of water rights;

e Controliing non-native fish populations, primarily via mechanical removal;

» Restoring habitats through the construction of fish passage structures at instream barriers
and installing screens at the head of irrigation canals to reduce entrainment of native
fishes;

» Developing genetically viable refuge populations in hatcheries and then using hatchery
reared stocks to augment wild populations where necessary;

e  Working with cooperating state agencies to minimize the conflicts between native fish
recovery and sportfish management;

e Monitoring populations in the wild to determine the effectiveness of the aforementioned
recovery actions; and

¢ Sharing information about the endangered fish and the recovery efforts through an
information and education program.

B. Razorback Sucker

In Utah, the razorback sucker currently occupies parts of the Green River Subbasin (Green River,
Yampa River, White River, and Duchesne River), the Upper Colorado River Subbasin (Upper
Colorado River), and the San Juan River Subbasin (San Juan River) (Service 2002b; 54 FR
54967; 54 FR 13374; Figure 5). The Green River Subbasin is the only population that is likely
to be affected by the proposed action. Therefore, further discussions regarding this species will
be limited to this population,
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Figure 2. Razorback sucker populations {(Service 2002b).

The largest concentration of razorback suckers in the Upper Basin exists in low-gradient flat-
water reaches of the middle Green River between and including the lower few miles of the
Duchesne River and the Yampa River (Tyus 1987; Tyus and Karp 1990; Muth 1995; Modde and
Wick 1997; Muth ef al. 2000). This area includes the greatest expanse of floodplain habitat in
the Upper Colorado River Basin, between Pariette Draw at river mile (RM) 238 and the
Escalante Ranch at RM 310 (Irving and Burdick 1995). Within the White River, razorback
suckers are found in low numbers from the confluence with the Green River upstream to Taylor
Draw Dam (Service 2002b).

Known spawning sites are located in the lower Yampa River and in the Green River near
Escalante Ranch between river km 492 and 501 (distance upstream from Colorado River
confluence), but other, less-used sites are probable (Tyus and Karp 1990; Modde and Wick 1997,
Modde and Irving 1998).

Lanigan and Tyus (1989) used a demographically closed model with capture-recapture data
collected from 1980 to 1988 and estimated that the middle Green River population consisted of
about 1,000 adults (mean, 948; 95 percent confidence interval, 758-1,138). Based on a
demographically open model and capture-recapture data collected from 1980 to 1992, Modde et
al. (1996) estimated the number of adults in the middle Green River population at about 500 fish
(mean, 524; 95 percent confidence interval, 351-696). That population had a relatively constant
length frequency distribution among years (most frequent modes were in the 505-515 mum-TL
interval) and an estimated annual survival rate of 71 percent. Bestgen et al. (2002) estimated the
current population of wild razorback sucker in the middle Green River to be about 100, based on
data collected in 1998 and 1999.
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The Green River from the confluence with the Yampa River to Sand Wash has the largest
existing riverine population of razorback sucker (Lanigan and Tyus 1989; Modde ef al. 1996).
Razorback suckers are permanent residents of the Green River below its confluence with the
Yampa River and are reliant on in-channel habitat for spawning and flooded off-channel habitats
for several aspects of their life history. In turn, these habitats are created and maintained by the
natural hydrology and sediment transport provided by the Yampa River.

Spring migrations by adult razorback suckers were associated with spawning in historic accounts
(Jordan 1891; Hubbs and Miller 1953, Sigler and Miller 1963; Vanicek 1967) and a variety of
local and long-distance movements and habitat-use patterns have been subsequently
documented. Spawning migrations (one-way movements of 30.4-106.0 km) observed by Tyus
and Karp (1990) included movements between the Quray and Jensen areas of the Green River
and between the Jensen area and the lower Yampa River. Initial movement of adult razorback
suckers to spawning sites was influenced primarily by increases in river discharge and
secondarily by increases in water temperature (Tyus and Karp 1990; Modde and Wick 1997;
Modde and Irving 1998). Flow and temperature cues may serve to effectively congregate
razorback suckers at spawning sites, thus increasing reproductive efficiency and success.
Reduction in spring peak flows may hinder the ability of razorback suckers to form spawning
aggregations, because spawning cues are reduced (Modde and Irving 1998).

Captures of ripe fish and radio-telemetry of adults in spring and early sumuner were used to
locate razorback sucker spawning areas in the middle Green River. McAda and Wydoski (1980)
found a spawning aggregation of 14 ripe fish (2 females and 12 males) over a cobble bar at the
mouth of the Yampa River during a 2-week period in early to mid-May 1975. These fish were
collected from water about 1 m deep with a velocity of about 1 m/s and temperatures ranging
from 7 to 16°C (mean, 12°C). Tyus (1987) captured ripe razorback suckers in three reaches: 1)
Island and Echo parks of the Green River in Dinosaur National Monument, including the lower
mile of the Yampa River; 2) the Jensen area of the Green River from Ashley Creek (RM 299) to
Split Mountain Canyon (RM 319); and 3) the Quray area of the Green River, including the lower
few miles of the Duchesne River. The Jensen area contributed 73 percent of the 60 ripe
razorback suckers caught over coarse sand substrates or in the vicinity of gravel and cobble bars
in those 3 reaches during spring 1981, 1984, and 1986.

Substantial numbers of razorback sucker adults have been found in flooded off-channel habitats
in the vicinity of mid-channel spawning bars shortly before or after spawning. Tyus (1987)
located concentrations of ripe fish associated with warmn floodplain habitats and in shallow
eddies near the mouths of tributary streams. Similarly, Holden and Crist (1981) reported capture
of 56 adult razorback suckers in the Ashley Creek-Jensen area of the middle Green River from
1978 to 1980, and about 19 percent of all ripe or tuberculate razorback suckers collected during
19811989 (N = 57) were from flooded lowlands (e.g., Old Charlie Wash and Stewart Lake
Drain) and tributary mouths (e.g., Duchesne River and Ashley Creek) (Tyus and Karp 1990).
Radio-telemetry and capture-recapture data compiled by Modde and Wick (1997) and Modde
and Irving (1998) demonstrated that most razorback sucker adults in the middle Green River
moved into flooded environments (e.g., floodplain habitats and tributary mouths) soon after
spawning. Tyus and Karp (1990, 1991) and Modde and Wick (1997) suggested that use of
warrner, more productive flooded habitats by adult razorback suckers during the breeding season
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is related to temperature preferences (23-25°C; Bulkley and Pimental 1983) and abundance of
appropriate foods (Jonez and Sumner 1954; Vanicek 1967; Marsh 1987; Mabey and Shiozawa
1993; Wolz and Shiozawa 1995; Modde 1997; Wydoski and Wick 1998). Twelve ripe razorback
suckers were caught in Old Charlie Wash during late May-early June 1986, presumably due to
the abundant food in the wetland (Tyus and Karp 1991). Eight adult razorback suckers collected
from Old Charlie Wash in late summer 1995 entered the wetland when it was connected to the
river during peak spring flows (Modde 1996). Reduced spring flooding caused by lower
regulated river discharges, channelization, and levee construction has restricted access to
floodplain habitats used by adult razorback suckers for temperature conditioning, feeding, and
resting (Tyus and Karp 1990; Modde 1997; Modde and Wick 1997; Wydoski and Wick 1998).
The fact that these fish actively seek out this habitat suggests that the conditioning it provides
them 1s important to their continued successful reproduction.

Razorback sucker larvae were collected each year in the Green River during 1992-1996. Over
99 percent (N = 1,735) of the larvae caught in the middle Green River during spring and early
summer were from reaches including, and downstream of, the presumed spawning area near the
Escalante Ranch (Muth ef al. 1998). Based on the few larvae (V = 6) recorded from collections
in the Echo Park reach in 1993, 1994, and 1996, reproduction by razorback suckers at the lower
Yampa River spawning site appeared minimal, but sampling efforts in the two reaches
immediately downstream of that site were comparatively low (Muth ez a/. 1998). Mean catch
per unit effort (CPUE) was highly variable among years and river reaches but it is unclear
whether this was a true measure of population abundance or was biased by differences in
sampling efficiency (Muth et al. 1998). Numbers of razorback sucker larvae captured per year
ranged from 20 in 1992 to 1,217 in 1994 for the middle Green River and from 5 in 1995 to 222
in 1996 for the lower Green River.

Historically, floodplain habitats inundated and connected to the main channel by over-bank
flooding during spring-runoff discharges would have been available as nursery areas for young
razorback suckers in the Green River. Tyus and Karp (1990) associated low recruitment with
reductions in floodplain inundation since 1962 (closure of Flaming Gorge Dam), and Modde et
al. (1996) associated years of high spring discharge and floodplain inundation in the middle
Green River (1983, 1984, and 1986) with subsequent suspected recruitment of young adult
razorback suckers. These floodplain habitats are essential for the survival and recruitment of
larval fish. Relatively high zooplankton densities in these warm, productive habitats are
necessary to provide adequate zooplankton densities for larval food. Loss or degradation of
these productive floodplain habitats probably represents one of the most important factors
limiting recruitment in this species (Wydoski and Wick 1998). The importance of these habitats
is further underscored by the relationship between larval growth and mortality due to non-native
predators (Bestgen et al. 1997). Predation by adult red shiners on larvae of native catostomids in
flooded and backwater habitats of the Yampa, Green, or Colorado Rivers was documented by
Ruppert et al.(1993) and Muth and Wick (1997).

A marked decline in populations of razorback suckers can be attributed to construction of dams
and reservoirs, infroduction of nonnative fishes, and removal of large quantities of water from
the Colorado River system. Dams on the mainstem Colorado River and its major tributaries have
segmented the river system, blocked migration routes, and changed river habitat into lake habitat.
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Dams also have drastically altered flows, temperatures, and channel geomorphology. These
changes have modified habitats in many areas so that they are no longer suitable for breeding,
feeding, or sheltering. Major changes in species composition have occurred due to the
introduction of numerous nonnative fishes, many of which have thrived due to human-induced
changes to the natural riverine system. These nonnative fishes prey upon and compete with
razorback suckers.

The primary threats to razorback sucker are stream flow regulation and habitat modification;
competition with and predation by nonnative fishes; and pesticides and pollutants (Service
2002b). The existing habitat, altered by these threats, has been modified to the extent that it
impairs essential behavior pattems, such as breeding, feeding, and sheltering.

Management actions identified in the recovery goals for razorback sucker (Service 2002b) to
minimize or remove threats to the species included:

» provide and legally protect habitat (including flow regimes necessary to restore and
maintain required environmental conditions) necessary to provide adequate habitat
and sufficient range for all life stages to support recovered populations;

e provide passage over barriers within occupied habitat to allow unimpeded movement
and, potentially, range expansion;

e investigate options for providing appropriate water temperatures in the Gunnison
River;

¢« minimize entrainment of subadults and adults in diversion/out-take structures;

e ensure adequate protection from overutilization;

o ensure adequate protection from diseases and parasites;

e regulate nonnative fish releases and escapement into the main river, floodplain, and
tributaries;

e control problematic nonnative fishes as needed;

e minimize the risk of hazardous-materials spills in critical habitat;

e remediate water-quality problems; and

e minimize the threat of hybridization with white sucker.

Programs were established to recover the endangered Colorado River fish in the Green and
Colorado River sub-basins (the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program;
established in 1988) and in the San Juan River sub-basin (the San Juan River Recovery
Implementation Program; established in 1995), while allowing for continued water development
under state and federal water law. Program sponsors include federal and state agencies, water
users, and environmental groups. These programs are designed to offset impacts to the
endangered fish stemming from historic and future water depletions. To date, recovery efforts
have focused on:

e Providing instream flows through the development of flow recommendations for
important reaches of occupied habitat; flows are then provided through the re-
operation of mainstem reservoirs or through lease and purchase of water rights.

* Controlling non-native fish populations, primarily via mechanical removal.

» Restoring habitats through the construction of fish passage structures at instream
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barriers and installing screens at the head of irrigation canals to reduce entrainment of

native fishes.
e Developing genetically viable refuge populations in hatcheries and then using

hatchery reared stocks to augment wild populations where necessary.
e Working with cooperating state agencies to minimize the conflicts between native

fish recovery and sportfish meanagement.
¢ Monitoring populations in the wild to determine the effectiveness of the

aforementioned recovery actions.
e Sharing information about the endangered fish and the recovery efforts through an

information and education program.

C. Humpback Chub

Six self-sustaining populations of humpback chub are known to exist, three of which are in Utah
(Service 2002¢; Figure 6):

e  Westwater Canyon, Colorado River, Utah — 2,900-6,500
o Desolation/Gray Canyons, Green River, Utah -- 1,500
» Cataract Canyon, Colorado River, Utah — 500

Desolation/Gray & e
Canyon \ &
UTaH §

Canyon 4 Westwater Canyon

Ften Gy 2 AL
. D ) ! »
Figure 3. Humpback chub populations (Service 2002c¢).

Desolation/Gray Canyon is the only population within the VFO and has the potential to be
affected by the proposed action.
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Each population consists of a discrete group of fish, geographically separated from the other
populations, but with some exchange of individuals. Monitoring humpback chub populations is
ongoing and sampling protocols and reliability of population estimates are being assessed by the
Service and cooperating entities. The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources has monitored the
fish community in Desolation and Gray Canyons since 1989 and has consistently reported
captures of age-0, juvenile, and adult Gila, including humpback chub, indicating a reproducing
population (Chart and Lentsch 1999b).

Tyus and Karp (1991) found that in the Yampa and Green rivers in Dinosaur National
Monument, humpback chubs spawn during spring and early summer following peak flows at
water temperatures of about 20°C. They estimated that the spawning period for humpback chub
ranges from May inte July, with spawning oceurring earlier in low-flow years and later in high-
flow years; spawning was thought tc occur only during a 4-5 week peniod (Karp and Tyus
1990). Similar to the Yampa and Green nivers, peak hatch of Gila larvae in Westwater Canyon
on the Colorado River appears to occur on the descending limb of the hydrograph following
spring runoff at maximum daily water temperatures of approximately 20 to 21°C (Chart and
Lentsch 1999a). Tyus and Karp (1989) reported that humpback chubs occupy and spawn in and
near shoreline eddy habitats and that spring peak flows were important for reproductive success
because availability of these habitats is greatest during spring runeft.

High spring flows that simulate the magnitude and timing of the natural hydrograph provide a
number of benefits to humpback chubs in the Yampa and Green Rivers. Bankfull and overbank
flows provide allochthonous energy input to the system in the form of terrestrnial organic matter
and insects that are utilized as food. High spring flows clean spawning substrates of fine
sediments and provides physical cues for spawning. High flows also form large recirculating
eddies used by adult fish. High spring flows (50 percent exceedance or greater) have been
implicated in limiting the abundance and reproduction of some nonnative fish species under
certain conditions (Chart and Lentsch 1999a, 1999b}) and have been correlated with increased
recruitment of humpback chubs (Chart and Lentsch 1999b).

Although historic data are limited, the apparent range-wide decline in humpback chubs is likely
due to a combination of factors including alteration of river habitats by reservoir inundation,
changes in stream discharge and temperature, competition with and predation by introduced fish
species, and other factors such as changes in food resources resulting from stream alterations
(Service 1990).

The primary threats to humpback chub are stream flow regulation and habitat modification;
competition with and predation by nonnative fishes; parasitism; hybridization with other native
Gila species; and pesticides and pollutants (Service 2002¢). The existing habitat, altered by
these threats, has been modified to the extent that it impairs essential behavior patterns, such as
breeding, feeding, and sheltering.

Hybndization with roundtail chub (Gila robusta) and bonytail, where they oceur with humpback
chub, is recognized as a threat to humpback chub. A larger proportion of roundtail chub have
been found in Black Rocks and Westwater Canyon during low flow years (Kaeding e al. 1990;
Chart and Lentsch 2000), which increase the chances for hybridization.
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Management actions identified in the recovery goals for humpback chub (Service 2002c¢) to
minimize or remove threats to the species included:

¢ provide and legally protect habitat (including flow regimes necessary to restore and
maintain required environmental conditions) necessary to provide adequate habitat and
sufficient range for all life stages to support recovered populations,

e investigate the role of the mainstem Colorado River in maintaining the Grand Canyon
population,

o Investigate the anticipated effects of and options for providing warmer water
temperatures in the mainstem Colorado River through Grand Canyon,

s ensure adequate protection from overutilization,

e cnsure adequate protection from diseases and parasites,

e regulate nonnative fish releases and escapement into the main river, floodplain, and
tributaries,

» control problematic nonnative fishes as needed,

s minimize the risk of increased hybridization among Gila spp., and

* minimize the risk of hazardous-materials spills in critical habitat.

Programs were established fo recover the endangered Colorado River fish in the Green and
Colorado River sub-basins (the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program;
established in 1988) and in the San Juan River sub-basin {the San Juan River Recovery
Implementation Program; established in 1993), while allowing for continued water development
under state and federal water law. Program sponsors include federal and state agencies, water
users, and environmental groups. These programs are designed to offset impacts to the
endangered fish stemming from historic and future water depletions. To date, recovery efforts
have focused on:

* Providing instream flows through the development of flow recommendations for
important reaches of occupied habitat; flows are then provided through the re-operation
of mainstem reservoirs or through lease and purchase of water rights.

e Controlling non-native fish populations, primarily via mechanical removal.

+ Restoring habitats through the construction of fish passage structures at instream barriers
and installing screens at the head of irrigation canals to reduce entrainment of native
fishes.

» Developing genetically viable refuge populations in hatcheries and then using hatchery
reared stocks to augment wild populations where necessary.

»  Working with cooperating state agencies to minimize the conflicts between native fish
recovery and sportfish management.

* Monitoring populations in the wild to determine the effectiveness of the aforementioned
recovery actions.

* Sharing information about the endangered fish and the recovery efforts through an
information and education program.
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D. Boopytail

Bonytail were once widespread in the large rivers of the Colorado River Basin (Cope and
Yarrow 1875; Jordan 1891; Gilbert and Scofield 1898; Kirsch 1889; Chamberlain 1904). The
species experienced a dramatic, but poorly documented, decline starting in about 1950, following
construction of mainstem dams, introduction of nonnative fishes, poor land-use practices, and
degraded water quality (Miller 1961; Ono er al. 1983).

Bonytail were extirpated between Flaming Gorge Dam and the Yampa River, primarily because
of rotenone poisoning and cold-water releases from the dam (Service 2002d). Surveys from
1964 to 1966 found large numbers of bonytail in the Green River in Dinosaur National
Monument downstream of the Yampa River confluence (Vanicek and Kramer 1969). Surveys
from 1967 to 1973 found far fewer bonytail (Holden and Stalnaker 1975). Few bonytail have
been captured after this period, and the last recorded capture in the Green River was in 1985
(Service 2002d). Figure 7 shows the populaticn locations, however bonytail are so rare that it is
currently not possible to conduct population estimates. A stocking program is being
implemented to reestablish populations in the Upper Colorado River Basin.
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Figure 4, Bonytail populations (Service 2002d).

In the Green River, Vanicek (1967) reported that bonytails were generally found in pools and
eddies in the absence of, although occasionally adjacent to, strong current and at varying depths
generally over silt and silt-boulder substrates. Adult bonytail captured in Cataract, Desoclation,
and Gray Canyons were sympatric with humpback chub in shoreline eddies among emergent
boulders and cobble, and adjacent to swift current (Valdez 1990). The diets of bonytail are
presumed similar to that of the humpback chub (Service 2002d).

Between 1998 and 2003, the number of bonytail stocked in the Green River subbasin was
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189,438 fish, with majority of the fish being juveniles at the time of stocking.

The Service designated seven reaches of the Colorado River system as critical habitat for the
bonytail (59 FR 13374). This represents approximately 14 percent of the historical habitat of the
species. Critical habitat for bonytail inciudes canyon reaches of the Yampa, Green and Colorado
rivers. Yampa Canyon has not been affected by stream flow regulation like Split Mountain,
Desolation, and Gray canyens on the Green River. However, Yampa Canyon has recently been
invaded by high numbers of smallmouth bass changing the biological environment of critical
habitat. There is no designated critical habitat within the project area.

The primary threats to bonytail are stream flow regulation and habitat medification; competition
with and predation by nonnative fishes; hybridization with other native Gila species; and
pesticides and pollutants (Service 2002d). The existing habitat, altered by these threats, has been
modified to the extent that it impairs essential behavior patterns, such as breeding, feeding, and
sheltering.

Management actions identified in the recovery goals for bonytail (Service 2002d) to minimize or
remove threats to the species included:

» provide and legally protect habitat (including flow regimes necessary to restore and
maintain required environmental conditions) necessary to provide adequate habitat
and sufficient range for all life stages to support recovered populations;

o provide passage over barriers within occupied habitat to allow unimpeded movement
and, potentially, range expansion,

» investigate options for providing appropriate water temperatures in the Gunnison
River;

e minimize entrainment of subadults and adults at diversion/out-take structures;

» investigate habitat requirements for all life stages and provide those habitats;

e ensure adequate protection from overutilization;

e ensure adequate protection from diseases and parasites;

e regulate nonnative fish releases and escapement into the main river, floodplain, and
tributaries;

e contro! problematic nonnative fishes as needed,;

» mmmize the risk of increased hybridization among Gila spp.;

» minimize the risk of hazardous-materials spills in critical habitat; and

e remediate water-quality problems.

Programs were established to recover the endangered Colorado River fish in the Green and
Colorado River sub-basins (the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program;
established in 1988) and in the San Juan River sub-basin (the San Juan River Recovery
Implementation Program; established in 1995), while allowing for continued water development
under state and federal water law. Program sponsors include federal and state agencies, water
users, and environmental groups. These programs are designed to offset impacts to the
endangered fish stemming from historic and future water depletions. To date, recovery efforts
have focused on:
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¢ Providing instream flows through the development of flow recommendations for
important reaches of occupied habitat; flows are then provided through the re-operation
of mainstem reservoirs or through lease and purchase of water rights.

s Controlling non-native fish populations, primarily via mechanical removal.

e Restoring habitats through the construction of fish passage structures at instream barriers
and installing screens at the head of irrigation canals to reduce entrainment of native
fishes.

o Developing genetically viable refuge populations in hatcheries and then using hatchery
reared stocks to augment wild populations where necessary.

¢ Working with cooperating state agencies to minimize the conflicts between native fish
recovery and sportfish management.

e Monitoring populations in the wild to determine the effectiveness of the aforementioned
recovery actions.

¢ Sharing information about the endangered fish and the recovery efforts through an
information and education program.

E. Existing Disturbance

Within the Chapita Wells-Stagecoach Project Area, there are a total of 997 well locations
according to the Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining Database accessed via the internet on July
9, 2007. The well status of these locations are as follows: 21 are new permits (APDs) net vet
approved; 209 have approved permits (APDs) but are not yet spudded; 58 have been spudded
(drilling commenced) but not yet completed; 571 are producing; 31 are abandoned locations; 61
have been plugged and abandoned; 1 had a retumed permit (APD) not approved; and 45 were
shut-in. Of these, 4 producing wells occur within the 100-year floodplain of the White River.

1V. EFFECTS OF THE ACTION

Effects of the action refer to the direct and indirect effects of an action on the species or critical
habitat, together with the effects of other activities that are interrelated and interdependent with
that action that will be added to the environmental baseline. Interrelated actions are those that
are part of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification. Interdependent
actions are those that have no independent utility apart from the action under consideration.
Indirect effects are those that are caused by the proposed action and are later in time, but are still
reasonably certain to occur.

A. Colorado Pikeminnow, Razorback Sucker, Humpback Chub, and Bonytail

Designated critical habitat for Colorado pikeminnow exists within the White River and its 100-
year floodplain within the project area. Flooded bottomlands and backwater areas are important
habitat for the endangered fish because they provide nutrient input and juvenile rearing habitat
within the river system (Welcomme 1979). Many fishes have developed mugratory strategies
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that allow them to utilize inundated areas as spawning, nursery, and foraging areas (Lowe-
McConnell 1975; Welcomme 1979).

EOG has committed to not drill wells within the 100-year floodplain of the White River corridor.
There is potential for fish larvae to become entrained on intake valves while the applicant is

withdrawing water directly out of the Green River. Indirect impacts include potentially exposing
fish species to contaminants from accidental spills/leaks of pipelines or productions facilities and

altering habitat quality and quantity through water depletions out of the Upper Colorado River

Basin.

Accidental spills of hydrocarbon products would have the potential to affect ground water and
potential surface waters if the spills would occur when flow would be occurring in the washes of
the CWSA. Accumulations of contaminants in floodplain areas of the Green and White Rivers
could result in lethal and/or sublethal impacts to larval and juvenile endangered fish. While
applicant-committed measures may reduce the chance for spills or leaks of contaminants,
accidental releases can and do still occur (Table 1). A review of the National Response Center’s
Incident Report since 1990 provides instances of accidental releases to the environment from oil
and natural gas drilling related activities.

Table 1: Oil and Gas Field Incident Reports in Uintah County, Utah, National Response Center,
January 1990 — April 2007.

NRC Incident  Incident Description Of Incident Material
Report# Date Cause
833362 4/25/07 Operator 40 barrel release of oil condensate that | Other oil (oil
error occurred when an operator left a valve | condensate)
open on an oil condensate storage
tank.
825038 1/15/07 Other Truck hit an embankment causing a Hydrochloric
spill of 1500 gallons of hydrochloric acid
acid.
823824 1/15/07 Transport The caller stated that a tractor trailer Hydrochloric
accident rolled over on a county road. acid
816559 10/30/06 | Equipment | Caller stated there was a spill of Oil: crude and
failure materials from an above ground tank | water
onto tribal land due to a hole in a hose.
810514 9/3/06 Other Negiigent actions of the drilling Unknown oil
company.
763891 6/29/05 Equipment | The material released from a 10 inch | Condensate
failure pipeline due to equipment failure
(rupture).
762951 6/20/05 Unknown Sheen on the water next to tank Unknown oil
battery in a flood area.
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Incident

Incident

Description Of Incident

Material

Date Cause

732421 8/19/04 Flood A flash flood event filled a Oil: erude
containment pit at a well site and
displaced 120 gallons of crude o1l
which was carried away by the flood
waters into rabbit gulch.

645912 5/23/03 Other A car hit a 2" riser from a pipeline Oil
resulting in the discharge of product condensate
onto tribal land (wetland) and 10 mix
barrel(s) impacted private land.

620605 7/9/02 Equipment | The material released from a storage Oil, misc:

failure tank due to an equipment failure, turbine

615767 7/5/02 Unknown Release of natural gas from pipeline Natural gas
due to unknown causes.

605881 5/22/02 Unknown Fire due to a natural gas release. Natural gas

601206 4/29/02 Other Release of material from both the Waste oil /
storage tank and wash area. Other oil

(heavy
industrial oil)

596956 3/16/02 Unknown Pipe line release. Produced

water / Oil;
crude

582671 10/10/01 | Equipment | Release of (01l & gas liquids) Liguid & gas

failure condensate from pressurized storage condensate
tank into the air and onto the land.

572780 7/10/01 Other Release from a pipeline of a mixture (water &
of water and condensate, due to a leak | condensate
caused by a backhoe. mixture

546434 10/26/00 | Unknown The material was released from an oil | Oil: crude
well surface pit due to a carry over.

517004 1/14/00 Transport Pump truck overturned inte a creek / Ethylene

accident ruptured radiator caused release of glycol
ethylene glycol

500357 9/24/99 Equipment | Frac tank / while transferring material | Oil based mud

failure from mud pit to tank, tank cratered
causing release

463735 11/12/98 | Equipment | High level shut off alarm was not Oil: crude/

failure working Produced
water

394116 7/2197 Unknown Oil producing well/leak at well head Oil: crude
due to unknown cause

368596 11/22/96 | Equipment | Injection line/external corrosion Injection

failure water
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NRC Incident  Imcident Description Of Incident Material
Report# Date Cause
304587 8/19/95 Equipment | Storage tank/pipe failed Hydraulic oil
failure
297650 6/28/95 Equipment | Tank/collapsed 2% kel water
failure
254604 6/7/95 Unknown Drilling reserve pit //breech on the pit | Water and
wall drilling mud
292602 5/23/95 Equipment | Pipeline pump//gasket blew out on Produced
faiture discharge side of pump water
284890 3/2777/95 Equipment | Gasket on flowline failed causing Produced
failure materials to release water
284835 3/27/95 Other Ruptured line//excessive pressure on | Water
line
283936 3/20/95 Equipment | A trace line on a well/corrosion Ethylene
failure glycol
278042 1/30/95 Equipment | Trace system//material released due to | Ethylene
failure a corroded line glycol
275570 1/7/95 Equipment | Line heater tank (supply tank) - Ethylene
failure overflowed as a result of rupturing of | glycol (10 per
coils within heater cent conc.)
273730 12/18/94 | Operator Storage tank/the drain valve was Oil: crude
error accidentally left open
271688 12/2/94 Equipment | Regulator failed allowing ethylene Ethylene
failure glycol to released via flare onto glycol
ground
270997 11/26/94 | Equipment | Trace line next to a flow line on a Ethylene
failure producing field glycol
270762 11/23/94 | Equipment | Natural buttes gas plant //ethylene Ethylene
failure glycol pump broke seal glycol
238178 5/5/94 Equipment | A 3 inch pipeline ruptured due to Produced
failure fatigue water
214864 1/2/94 Equipment | Trace system/leaked due to internal Ethylene
failure corrosion glycol
199934 5/25/93 Equipment | A treater had a rupture disk blow out | Oil: crude
failure
152703 1/9/93 Equipment | Exchanger/ broken fitting Ethylene
fatlure glycol
119681 5/29/92 Equipment | Ethylene glycol heater/internal Ethylene
failure corrosion on coils glycol ,60%
water mix
116062 4/29/92 Equipment | Well head/ pressure blew a packer Oil: crude /
failure rubber Produced
water




NRC Material

Report #

Incident
Cause

Incident Description Of Incident

Date

100367 12/12/91 | Unknown Compressor/failure due to unknown Natural gas
cause
87207 11/19/91] Equipment | Compressor/ flare gas controller Natural gas
failure malfunction
95830 11/10/91 Equipment | Gathening line / rupture Oil: crude
failure
94970 11/3/91 Equipment | Flow line / ruptured Oil: crude
failure
89698 9/24/91 Equipment | 4" gathering line / extemal corrosion Oil: crude
failure
88938 9/14/91 Other Drilling well/ black water flowing to Formation
river water
88026 9/8/91 Equipment | Compressor/ failed and caused a flare | Natural gas
failure
86198 8/28/91 Equipment | Failed compressor valve Natural gas
failure 370 million
cubic feet
85996 8/22/91 Equipment | Compressor pipeline / mechanical Natural gas
fatlure failure.

Spill incidences reviewed in Utah include corrosion and leakage of surface and buried pipelines,
broken well rods, valve and gasket failures, wellhead pressure buildups, shutoff alarm
malfunctions, leakage of trace systems, loss of formation water to the surface during dnlling, and
vehicular related traffic accidents. Releases have included crude oil, natural gas, hydrochloric
acid, condensate, salt water, ethylene glycol, and produced water in various quantities.

Releases of harmful agents into floodplain habitats could result in significant adverse impacts to
the endangered fish and their designated critical habitat. One of the constituent elements of the
designated critical habitat for the Colorade pikeminnow is contaminant-free water. Any release
of contaminants into the floodplain would result in degradation of critical habitat and could result
in take of individual fish, including downstream impacts to larvae and juveniles.

The Green and White Rivers are large rivers with high dilution factors. However, contaminants
are likely to accumulate in backwater/depressional areas that have reduced dilution and less
flushing capacity (Woodward et al. 1985). Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker use
these sites downstream, which provide cover and a food source, for overwinter survival and
rearing areas.

Since EQG has agreed to not drill within the 100-year floodplain of the White River, the highest
risk for contamination is from leaks/spills at the drilling rigs, gas wellheads, and pipelines at
upland sites or sites in floodplains that are tributary to the White River. Accidental spills/leaks
during drilling operations within floodplain habitats could occur. Although drilling would not
occur during flooding, unexpected encounters with brine or other substances could cause releases
that could flow into the river channel. Substance releases could result in lethal or sublethal
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effects to the endangered fishes.

As defined in 50 CFR 402.02, interrelated actions are those that are part of a larger action and
depend on the larger action for their justification. Interdependent actions are those that have no
independent utility apart from the action under consideration. There are no known interrelated or
interdependent actions associated with this project.

Water depletion associated with this project is approximately 1,843 acre-feet. Water depletions
from the Upper Colorado River Drainage System, along with a number of other factors, have
resulted in such drastic reductions in the populations of the Colorade pikeminnow, humpback
chub, bonytail, and razorback sucker that the Service has listed these species as endangered and
has implernented programs to prevent them from becoming extinct.

Water depletions reduce the ability of the river to create and maintain the primary constituent
elements that define critical habitats. Food supply, predation, and competition are important
elements of the biological environment. Food supply is a function of nutrient supply and
productivity, which could be limited by reduction of high sprng flows brought about by water
depletions. Predation and competition from nonnative fish species have been identified as
factors in the decline of the endangered fishes. Water depletions contribute to alterations in flow
regimes that favor nonnative fishes.

Water used for drilling and completion purposes would be obtained from the White or Green
Rivers as a result of existing water tights with the State of Utah; commercial water source wells;
recycled water from drilling and completion operations; or from the City of Vemal, Utah.
Typical commercial water supply sources include the Ouray Brine Plant at OQuray, Utah, and the
Target Trucking water source in the SWSW Section 35, T9S/R22E, Uintah County, Utah (State
Water Right #49-1501).

V. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Cumulative effects include the effects of future State, Tribal, local or private actions that are
reasonably certain to occur in the action area considered in this biological opinion. Future
Federal actions that are unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in this section
because they require separate consultation pursuant to section 7 of the Act.

Declines in the abundance or range of many special status species have been attributed to various
human activities on federal, state, and private lands, such as human population expansion and
associated infrastructure development; construction and operation of dams along major
waterways; water retention, diversion, or dewatering of springs, wetlands, or streams; recreation,
including off-road vehicle activity; expansion of agricultural or grazing activities, including
alteration or clearing of native habitats for domestic animals or crops; and introductions of non-
native plant, wildlife, or fish or other aquatic species, which can alter native habitats or out-
compete or prey upon native species. Many of these activities are expected to continue on state
and private lands within the range of the various federally protected wildlife, fish, and plant
species, and could contribute to cumulative effects to the species within the action area of the
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Proposed Actions. Species with small population sizes, endemic locations, or slow reproductive
rates, or species that primarily occur on non-federal lands where landholders may not participate
in recovery efforts, would be generally be highly susceptible to cumulative effects.

A. Colorado Pikeminnow, Razorback Sucker, Humpback Chub, and Bonytail

Reasonably foreseeable future activities that may affect river-related resources in the area
include oil and gas exploration and development, fire management, irrigation, recreational
activities, Central Utah Project, Colorado River Salinity Control Project, and activities associated
with the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program, Implementation of these
projects affects the environment including but not limited to water quality, water rights,
socioeconomic and wildlife resources.

Cumulative effects to this species would include the following types of impacts:

s Changes in land use patterns that would further fragment, modify, or destroy
potential spawning sites or designated critical habitat;

e Shoreline recreational activities and encroachment of human development that
would remove upland or riparian/wetland vegetation and potentially degrade
water quality;

» Competition with, and predation by, exotic tish species introduced by anglers or
other sources.

VI. CONCLUSION

The conclusions of this biological opinion are based on full implementation of the project as
described in the “Description of the Proposed Action™ section of this document, including the
resource protection measures that were incorporated into the project design.

A. Colorado Pikeminnow, Razorback Sucker, Humpback Chub, and Bonytail

Because water depletions from the Upper Colorado River Basin are a major factor in the decline
of the endangered fishes (Colorado pikeminnow, bonytail, humpback chub, and razorback
sucker), the Service determined that any depletion will jeopardize their continued existence and
will likely contribute to the destruction or adverse modification of their critical habitat (USDI,
Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 6 Memorandum, dated July 8, 1997). To address depletion
issues, the Department of the Interior; the states of Wyoming, Colorado and Utah; and the
Westermn Area Power Administration established the Recovery Implementation Program for
Endangered Fish Species in 1988. The Recovery Program acts as the reasonable and prudent
alternative to avoid jeopardy to the endangered fishes by depletions from the Upper Colorado
River Basin.
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Reasonable and Prudent Alternative

On January 21-22, 1988, the Secretary of the Interior; Governors of Wyoming, Colorado, and
Utah; and the Administrator of the Westemn Area Power Administration were cosigners of a
Cooperative Agreement to implement the Recovery Implementation Program for Endangered
Fish Species in the Upper Colorado River Basin (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1987). The
purpose of the Implementation Program 1s to address water depletion impacts and recovery needs
of the Colorado pikeminnow, humpback chub, and bonytail while allowing for future use of
Colorado River water in compliance with State water laws, interstate compacts, and the Act. In
1991, the razorback sucker was added to the endangered species list and to the Implementation
Program. Critical habitat was designated on March 24, 1994, for all four listed endangered
fishes (59 F.R. 13374). Activities and accomplishments under the Implementation Program are
intended to provide the reasonable and prudent altermatives for any new projects which cause
water depletions and for all existing or past impacts related to historic projects in the Upper
Colorado River Basin.

In order to further define and clarify processes outlined in sections 4.1.5, 4.1.6, and 5.3.4 of the
Implementation Program, a section 7 agreement and Implementation Program Action Plan was
developed (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1993). The agreement establishes a framework for
conducting all future section 7 consultations on depletion impacts related to new projects and all
impacts associated with historic projects in the Upper Basin. The Implementation Program
Action Plan was finalized on October 15, 1993, and has been reviewed and updated annually.

In accordance with the section 7 agreement, the Service annually assesses the impacts of projects
and determines if progress toward recovery has been sufficient for the Implementation Program
to continue serving as a reasonable and prudent alternative to avoid jeopardy to the listed fish
species. If sufficient progress is being achieved, biological opinions are wriften to identify
activities and accomplishments of the Implementation Program that support it as a reasonable
and prudent alternative. If sufficient progress towards the recovery of the endangered fishes has
niot been achieved by the Implementation Program, actions from the Implementation Program
Action Plan are identified which must be completed to avoid jeopardy to the fishes. For historic
projects, these actions serve as the reasonable and prudent alternative as long as they are
completed according to the schedule identified in the Implementation Program Action Plan. For
new projects, these actions serve as the reasonable and prudent alternative as long as they are
completed before the impact of the project occurs. The proposed Chapita Wells-Stagecoach
Area Natural Gas Development project is considered a new project.

The Service considers water development projects as two groups; small projects with average
annual depletions below 4,500 acre-feet and larger projects with average annual depletions above
4,500 acre-feet. If the Service has determined that the Implementation Program had made
“sufficient progress” towards recovery of the listed fishes, small projects below the 4,500 acre-
foot threshold may go forward by paying only a one-time depletion charge of $17.24 per acre-
foot (adjusted annually for inflation) to support the Implementation Program and recovery of the
endangered fishes. The Implementation Program then serves as the reascnable and prudent
alternative to offset the likelihood of jeopardy. For large projects (over 4,500 acre-feet average
annual depletions) it is necessary to determine, in addition to the depletion charge, if the
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{mplementation Program had made “sufficient progress” towards recovery to allow the
Implementation Program to serve as the reasonable and prudent altemative.

In determining if sufficient progress has been achieved, the Service considers (a) actions which
result in a measurable population response, a measurable improvement in habitat for the fishes,
legal protection of flows needed for recovery, or a reduction in the threat of immediate
extinction; (b) status of fish populations; (¢) adequacy of flows; and (d) magnitude of the project
impact. In addition, the Service considers support activities (funding, research, information, and
education, etc.) of the Implementation Program if they help achieve a measurable population
response, a measurable improvement in habitat for the fishes, legal protection of flows needed
for recovery, or a reduction in the threat of immediate extinction. The Service evaluates progress
separately for the Colorado River and the Green River sub-basins; however, it gives due
consideration to progress throughout the Upper Basin in evaluating progress towards recovery.

In the annual reviews of the Implementation Program Action Plan in 1993, 1994, and 1993, and
2001, and because of the section 7 agreement, the Service determined sufficient progress towards
recovery had occurred to allow projects under 4,500 acre-feet (both historic and new) to proceed
without the need to identify specific Action Plan elements as reasonable and prudent altematives
The Service has determined, based on the analysis of the hydrological and biological information
that currently exists, that if Implementation Program participants, in cooperation with
responsible Federal agencies, agree to carry out all the following elements then these actions will
avoid the likelihood of jeopardizing the continued existence of endangered fishes and avoid
destruction or adverse modification of critical habitats by the proposed Project. It is the
responsibility of all parties participating in the Implementation Program to ensure that all
elements of this reasonable and prudent alternative are completed and/or implemented consistent
with Implementation Program schedules and prior to the occurrence of Project impacts.

The following excerpts are pertinent to the consultation because they summarize portions of the
Implementation Program that address depletion impacts, section 7 consultation, and project
proponent responsibilities (USFWS 1987):

"All future Section 7 consultations completed after approval and implementation of this program
(establishment of the Implementation Committee, provision of congressional funding, and
initiation of the elements) will result in a one-time contribution to be paid to the Service by water
project proponents in the amount of $10.00 per acre-foot based on the average annual depletion
of the project . . .. This figure will be adjusted annually for inflation [the current figure is
$17.24 per acre-foot] . . . . Concurrently with the completion of the Federal action which
initiated the consultation, e.g., . . . issuance of a 404 permit, 10 percent of the total contribution
will be provided. The balance . . . will be . . . due at the time the construction commences . . . ."

It is important to note that these provisions of the Implementation Program were based on
appropriate legal protection of the instream flow needs of the endangered Colorado River fishes.
The Implementation Program further states (USFWS 1987):

“.. .1t is necessary to protect and manage sufficient habitat to support self-sustaining populations
of these species. One way to accomplish this is to provide long term protection of the habitat by

34




acquiring or appropriating water rights to ensure instream flows . . . . Since this program sets in
place a mechanism and a commitment to assure that the instream flows are protected under State

law, the Service will consider these elements under Section 7 consultation as offsetting project
depletion impacts."

Thus, the Service has determined that water depletion impacts, which the Service has
consistently maintained are likely to jeopardize the listed fishes, can be offset by (a) the water
project proponent's one-time contribution to the Recovery Implementation Program in the
amount of $17.24 per acre-foot of the project's average annual depletion, (b) appropriate legal
protection of instream flows pursuant to State law, and (c) accomplishment of activities
necessary to recover the endangered fishes as specified under the Recovery Implementation
Program Recovery Action Plan and identified below. The Service believes it is essential that
protection of instream flows proceed expeditiously, before significant additional water depletions
occur.

With respect to (a) above (i.e., depletion charge), the applicant will make a one-time payment
which has been calculated by multiplying the project's average annual depletion of 263 acre-feet
by the depletion charge in effect at the time payment is made. For Fiscal Year 2007 (October 1,
2006, to September 30, 2007), the depletion charge is $17.24 per acre-foot for the average annual
depletion which equals a total payment of $4,534.12 for this project. The Service will notify the
applicant of any change in the depletion charge by September 1 of each year. Ten percent of the
total contribution, $453.41, or total payment, will be provided to the Service's designated agent,
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (Foundation), upon the effective date of the permit.
The balance will be due at the time construction commences. All payments should be made to
the Foundation at the following address:

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
Attention: Rebecca Kramer

28 2nd St.; 6th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105

To ensure tracking of payments and compliance with the commitments (e.g., the depletion fee) in
this biological opinion, BLM shall notify the Service when: 1) the ROD has been signed, and 3)
the date construction commences.

Payment is to be accompanied by a cover letter that identifies the project and biological opinion
that requires the payment, the amount of payment enclosed, check number, and any special
conditions identified in the biological opinicn relative to disbursement or use of the funds (there
are none in this instance). The cover letter also shall identify the name and address of the payor,
the name and address of the Federal agency responsible for authorizing the project, and the
address of the Service office issuing the biological opinion. This information will be used by the
Foundation to notify the payor, the lead Federal agency, and the Service that payment has been
received. The Foundation is to send notices of receipt to these entities within 5 working days of
its receipt of payment.
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VII. INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT

Section 9 of the Act and Federal regulation pursuant to section 4(d) of the Act prohibit the take
of endangered and threatened species, respectively, without special exemption. Take is defined
as to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or attempt to engage
in any such conduct. Harm is further defined by the Service to include significant habitat
modification or degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly
impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR §
17.3). Harass is defined by the Service as intentional or negligent actions that create the
likelihood of injury to listed species to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavior
patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR § 17.3).
Incidental take is defined as take that 1s incidental to, and not the purpose of, the carrying out of
an otherwise lawful activity. Under the terms of section 7(b)(4) and section 7(0)(2), taking that
is incidental to and not intended as part of the agency action is not considered to be prohibited
taking under the Act provided that such taking is in compliance with the terms and conditions of
this Incidental Take Statement.

The measures described below are non-discretionary, and must be undertaken by the BLM so
that they become binding conditions of any grant or permit issued for the exemption in section
7(0)(2) to apply. BLM has a continuing duty to regulate the activity covered by this incidental
take statement. If BLM (1) fails to assume and implement the terms and conditions or (2) fails to
require the permittee to adhere to the terms and conditions of the incidental take statement
through enforceable terms that are added to the permit or grant document, the protective
coverage of section 7(0)(2) may lapse. In order to monitor the impact of incidental take, either
BLM or the permittee must report the progress of the action and its impact on the species to the
Service as specified in the incidental take statement. [50 CFR § 402.14(1)(3)]

The Service has developed the following incidental take statement based on the premise that the
applicant committed conservation measures will be implemented.

A, Amount or Extent of Take

The Service has developed the following incidental take statement based on the premise that the
applicant committed conservation measures will be implemented. The Service anticipates that
take will be comprised of two forms: contamination and water depletions.

The Service anticipates that all age classes of Colorado pikeminnow, humpback chub, razorback
sucker, and bonytail could be taken from within the Upper Colorado River Basin as result of this
proposed action. The incidental take is expected to be in the form of harm (death or injury) due
to accidental contamination from leaks/spills during project related activities at upland sites or
sites in floodplains that are tributary to the White River.

Age-0 Colorado pikeminnow, Age-0 humpback chub, Age-0 razorback sucker, and Age-0

bonytail could be taken in low velocity shoreline habitats within the Green River as result of this
proposed action. The Service considers Age-0 to be < 40 mm Total Length. The incidental take
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is expected to be in the form of harm (death or injury) due to entrainment from pumps taking
water directly out of the Green River. No take of older life stages resulting from water
withdrawal directly out of surface waters is anticipated, based on data that indicate larger fish
would be more capable of avoiding entrainment as well as the applicant committed measure of
screening the pump intake. Low velocity habitats are used preferentially by early life stages of
the endangered species, and less so by older / larger fish.

The Service anticipates incidental take of the Colorado pikeminnow, humpback chub, bonytail,
and razorback sucker will be difficult to detect for the following reasons: the larval fish are so
small that they could enter the tank without being observed; and incidental take of actual species
numbers may be difficult to detect because finding a dead or impaired specimen is unlikely. For
the above reasons, the actual take levels of individual fish are unquantifiable. Take is authorized
for the average annual withdrawal of 263 acre-feet.

B. Effect of the Take

In the accompanying biological opinion, the Service determined that this level of anticipated take
is not likely to result in jeopardy to the species or destruction or adverse modification of critical
habitat when the reasonable and prudent alternative is implemented.

Because the applicant BLM has committed to the following conservation measures, we are not
providing Reasonable and Prudent Measures (RPMs) nor Terms and Conditions (TOCs) at this
time. The following measures have been deemed sufficient to minimize take resulting from
water withdrawals directly out of occupied water sources:

1. EOG would not drill new wells in the White River corridor that would result in new well
pads and roads. The White River corridor is defined as the line of sight from the
centerline, up to %2 mile, along both sides of the White River.

2. EOG will not drill from new or existing well pads located within the 100-year floodplain
of the White River corridor (letter to our office from EOG dated July 2, 2007).

3. To avoid entrainment, water should be pumped from an off-channe! location whenever
feasible — one that does not connect to the river during high spring flows. The infiltration
gallery will be constructed in a BLM and Service approved location.

4. 1f the pump head is located in the river channel where larval fish are known to occur, the

following measures apply:

d. the pump will not be situated in a low-flow or no-flow area as these habitats tend
to concentrate larval fishes;

¢. the amount of pumping will be limited, to the greatest extent possible, during that
pericd of the year when larval fish may be present (see above); and

f. the amount of pumping will be limited, to the greatest extent possible; during the
pre-dawn hours as larval drift studies indicate that this is a period of greatest daily
activity.

All pump intakes will be screened with 4™ mesh material.

6. Any fish impinged on the intake screen will be reported to the Service (801.975.3330)

A
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and the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources:

Northeastern Region
152 East 100 North, Vernal, UT 84078
Phone: (435) 781-9453

7. EOG will implement a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan per
the provisions of 40 CFR 112. To satisfy the EPA’s SPCC requirements, if oil storage
facilities or tanks were constructed, they would utilize secondary containment structures
of sufficient capacity to contain, at a minimum, the entire contents of the largest tank.

VIII. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Actual water depletions must be reported to the Service on an annual basis

The incidental take statement provided in this biological opinion satisfies the requirements of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. This statement does not constitute an
authorization for take of listed migratory birds under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act, or any other Federal statute.

Upon locating dead, injured, or sick listed species, immediate notification must be made to the
Service’s Salt Lake City Field Office at (801) 975-3330 and the Service’s Division of Law
Enforcement, Ogden, Utah, at (801) 625-5570. Pertinent information including the date, time,
location, and possible cause of injury or mortality of each species shall be recorded and provided
to the Service. Instructions for proper care, handling, transport, and disposition of such
specimens will be issued by the Service’s Division of Law Enforcement. Care must be taken in
handling sick or injured animals to ensure effective treatment and care, and in handling dead
specimens to preserve biological material in the best possible state.

IX. REINITIATION - CLOSING STATEMENT

This concludes formal consultation on the action outlined in your request. As provided in 50
CFR §402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required where discretionary Federal agency
involvement or control over the action has been retained (or is authorized by law) and if: (1) the
average annual water withdrawals out of the Upper Colorado River Drainage System exceed the
estimated 263 acre-feet by more than 10%;; (2) new information reveals effects of the agency
action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not considered
in this opinion; (3) the agency action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect
to the listed species or critical habitat not considered in this opinion; or (4) a new species is listed
or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the action. In instances where the amount
or extent of incidental take is exceeded, any operations causing such take must cease pending
reinitiation.
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We appreciate the efforts BLM and EOG have made to work with the Service to protect
threatened and endangered species. If we can be of further assistance or if you have any

questions, please feel free to contact Bekee Megown of our office at (801)975-3330 extension
146. d
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APPENDIX E - CWSA RECLAMATION PLAN

Plans for Interim and Final Reclamation of the Surface

Producing Locations:
Topsoil shall be stripped and saved to provide for sufficient quantities to be respread to
depth of at least four (4) to six (6) inches (or more if readily available on-site) over the
disturbed areas to be reclaimed. Topsoil shall be stockpiled separately from subsoill
materials. Topsoil salvaged from the reserve pit shall be stockpiled separately near the
reserve pit. Topsoil to be stored for more than one year:
¢ Shall be windrowed, where possible, to a depth of three (3) to four (4) feet at the
specified location determined on-site.
e Immediately after windrowing the topsoil, the approved seed mixture as determined
by the AO, will be broadcast seeded. After seeding, the stockpile will be “walked”
with a dozer to cover seed.

If straw or hay mulch is used, the straw and hay must be certified to be weed-free and the
documentation submitted to the AO prior to usage.

o Immediately upon well completion, the location and surrounding area will be cleared
of all unused tubing, materials, trash, and debris not required for production.

e If a synthetic, nylon reinforced liner is used, the excess liner will be cut off and
removed and the remaining liner will be torn and perforated while backfilling the
reserve pit. Alternatively, the pit will be pumped dry, the liner folded into the pit, and
the pit backfilled.

o Before any dirt work associated with location reclamation takes place, the reserve pit
shall be as dry as possible. Any debris in it will be removed. Other waste and spoil
materials will be disposed of immediately upon completion of operations.

e The reserve pit and that portion of the location not needed for production
facilities/operations will be recontoured to approximate natural contours. EOG
intends to reclaim reserve pits according to the requirements specified in Onshore
Order #1. This will be completed by backfilling and crowning the pit to prevent water
from standing. The seed mixture as determined by the AO will be drilled immediately
after the pit is reclaimed. If the seed mixture is broadcasted, the area seeded will be
‘walked” with a dozer, dragged with a harrow; or, other implement to cover the seed.
If factors outside of EOG's control (such as adverse weather conditions) occur, or if
continuing activity on a particular well pad is anticipated (such as drilling a twin well),
EOG will consult with the AO regarding the timing of interim reclamation.

Dry Holes/Abandoned Locations:

On lands administered by the BLM, abandoned well sites, roads, and other disturbed areas
will be restored as near as practical to their original condition. Where applicable, these
conditions may include the re-establishment of vegetation as specified.

All disturbed surfaces will be recontoured to approximate natural contours, with reclamation
of the well pad and access road to be performed as soon as practical after final
abandonment.  Reseeding operations will be performed after completion of other
reclamation operations.
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