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[bookmark: _Toc196561040][bookmark: _Toc196561133][bookmark: _Toc196561263][bookmark: _Toc441141348]Purpose and Need for Action
[bookmark: _Toc196561041][bookmark: _Toc196561134][bookmark: _Toc196561264][bookmark: _Toc303687397][bookmark: _Toc441141349]Background 
On or about January 21, 2016, Enterprise Field Services, LLC (Enterprise or Proponent) submitted a Standard Form 299 Right-of-Way (ROW) application to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Carlsbad Field Office (CFO) requesting long-term use of public lands for the purpose of installing a buried 8-inch-diameter natural gas steel pipeline (herein referred to as the Cotton Draw pipeline); one associated surface site; one permanent access road (new); and use of an existing road in Eddy County.  The proposed ROW is located approximately 21 miles southeast of Loving, New Mexico.  The total project area with the existing road disturbs approximately 10.054 acres and is approximately 11 miles north of the New Mexico-Texas state line.  Enterprise is requesting a permanent 30-foot-wide ROW grant from the BLM CFO and an additional 20 feet for temporary use (construction).  The BLM CFO assigned this project the ROW serial number NMNM-135484.  The proposed project is located entirely on federal surface in Eddy County, New Mexico, further described in Section 2.1 herein.  

The National Environmental Policy Act:

This Environmental Assessment (EA) complies with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and federal regulations found in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Chapter V.  This EA analyzes the site-specific resource impacts associated with the Proposed Action and its alternatives, identifies mitigation measures to potentially reduce or eliminate those impacts, and provides agency decision-makers with detailed information with which to approve or deny the Proposed Action (or an alternative).  As part of the application process, a Plan of Development (POD) was included.  The project description, design features, and construction methods from the POD have been incorporated into the Proposed Action of this environmental assessment (EA). 

Surveys:

SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA) conducted a general biological survey of the proposed disturbance area on August 31, September 1, and December 16, 2015.  The purpose of the biological survey was to evaluate the potential for special status species to occur and to identify habitat communities regulated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) and migratory bird nests protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).  A biological report was prepared documenting the results of the biological survey (SWCA 2016).  Enterprise has opted to implement the provisions of the Permian Basin Programmatic Agreement (PBPA) as an alternative method of National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 compliance on BLM-administered lands; therefore, no intensive Class III cultural resources survey was required for the proposed project.

[bookmark: _Toc196561042][bookmark: _Toc196561135][bookmark: _Toc196561265][bookmark: _Toc303687398][bookmark: _Toc441141350]Purpose and Need for Action
The purpose of this EA is to evaluate impacts to natural resources in the project impact zone pursuant to Proponent’s request for reasonable access across BLM-managed lands to bury a pipeline, construct a surface site, a new access road and use an existing road.  The BLM’s mandate for multiple uses of public land includes development of energy resources in a manner that conserves the multitude of other resources found on public lands.  The need for the Proposed Action is established by the BLM’s responsibility under the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended (30 United States Code [USC] § 185), to respond to an application for a ROW grant for use of federal land.
[bookmark: _Toc196561043][bookmark: _Toc196561136][bookmark: _Toc196561266][bookmark: _Toc303687400][bookmark: _Toc441141351]Conformance with Applicable Land Use Plan(s) 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]The Proposed Action is in conformance with the 1988 Carlsbad Resource Management Plan (RMP) (BLM 1988).  The 1988 RMP has been amended twice—once in 1997 and again in 2008.  The 1997 Carlsbad Resource Management Plan Amendment (RMPA) and Record of Decision (ROD) (BLM 1997) was developed to address management of oil and gas resources.  The 2008 Special Status Species Approved RMPA and ROD (BLM 2008a) was developed to address management of the lesser prairie-chicken (Tympanuchus pallidicinctus; LPC) and the dunes sagebrush lizard (Sceloporus arenicolus; DSL).  The 1988 RMP, as amended, provides for the integrated multiple use and sustained yield of resources for the planning area.
The 1988 RMP complies with the multiple use and sustained yield mandates established by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) and 43 CFR 1600 regulations governing multiple use planning.  It allows the oil and gas industry reasonable opportunities to lease and explore, while protecting sensitive areas and other resources.  Continuing management guidance states, “Public lands would remain open and available for mineral exploration and development unless withdrawal or other administrative action is necessary to protect other resource values” (BLM 1988:13).
The Pecos District Office (which includes the CFO and the Roswell Field Office) uses the “BLM General Requirements for Oil and Gas Operations on Federal Lands” as Conditions of Approval that describe general requirements and standard plan operations for oil and gas operations and ROWs as outlined in Appendix 2 of the Carlsbad Approved RMPA and ROD (BLM 1997:Appendix 2:1-21) and the 2008 RMPA and ROD (BLM 2008a:2-3).  
Utility corridors are recognized as an appropriate use of public lands by the BLM CFO 1988 RMP (BLM 1988:10-11), which provides management direction for designation of ROW corridors.  The BLM encourages applicants to locate new facilities within designated ROW corridors.  Deviations from designated corridors may be permitted based on the type and need of the proposed facility and lack of conflicts with other resource values and uses.  In order to comply with Section 368 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, the Pecos District would designate utility corridors for major projects such as interstate electric transmission lines, pipelines, and communications lines for interstate use (BLM 2008a:2-12).  
The 2008 RMPA states: 
New projects of the type described above [utility corridors for major projects such as interstate electric transmission lines; pipelines; and communications lines for interstate use] that propose to cross the Planning Area would be evaluated based on the impacts to lesser prairie-chicken and sand dune lizard habitats and other resources to meet the overall objectives of this plan.  These projects would not be located in ROW avoidance areas if other routes can meet the purpose of the project (BLM 2008a:2-13). 
Impacts from the Proposed Action on special status species are discussed in Section 3.5 herein.  The Proposed Action is not located in a ROW avoidance area.  Therefore, the Proposed Action is in conformance with the RMP, as amended.
[bookmark: _Toc363198708][bookmark: _Toc363570176][bookmark: _Toc196561044][bookmark: _Toc196561137][bookmark: _Toc196561267][bookmark: _Toc303687401][bookmark: _Toc441141352]Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, or Other Plans 
[bookmark: _Toc232472734][bookmark: _Toc254861773][bookmark: _Toc338843323]The following list identifies statutes that may apply to analyze the proposed action in view of such resource concerns.  This section is intended to highlight specific statutes, regulations or other plans that may be relevant.  It is not intended to be a comprehensive list; instead, it provides a context in which this Assessment is analyzed.  

1.4.1	Council on Environmental Quality Regulations

Parts 1500 through 1508 of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1500.3) provide stipulations applicable to and binding on all federal agencies to implement the procedural provisions of NEPA, “except where compliance would be inconsistent with other statutory requirements.”
Additionally, once a permit is granted, the ROW grant holder is required to:
comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations; and
implement the Proposed Action in a way that is as consistent as possible with local, county, or state plans.
0. Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA)
The ESA requires all federal departments and agencies to conserve threatened, endangered, critical and sensitive species and the habitats upon which they depend.  Federal agencies must consult with the USFWS on all actions authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency to ensure that the action would not likely jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened and endangered species or adversely modify critical habitat.  Consultation with the USFWS, as required by Section 7 of the ESA, was conducted as part of the Special Status Species Approved RMPA and ROD (Consultation No. 22420-2007TA-0033) to address cumulative effects of RMP implementation (BLM 2008a).  The consultation is summarized in Appendix 10 of the RMP.  The BLM would conduct consultation with the USFWS for this Proposed Action, if deemed necessary. 
Clean Air Act (CCA)
The Clean Air Act of 1970 (CAA), as amended, establishes National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to control air pollution.  The New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) Air Quality Bureau (AQB) oversees air quality regulations and standards for stationary sources of air pollution.  Impacts to air quality from oil and gas exploration and development are controlled by mitigation measures developed on a case-by-case basis.  As part of the planning and decision-making process, the BLM must consider and analyze the potential effects of its activities on air resources.  The Proposed Action would be in compliance with the NAAQS for potential air pollution from the proposed project activities.  This EA discusses the recommended mitigation measures during construction that would prevent the potential for adverse impacts to air quality in Section 2.1.5, Design Features. 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
Heritage resources are protected by the NHPA (Public Law [PL] 89-665), as amended, and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 800) and other legislation, including NEPA (PL 91-852) and its implementing regulations (40 CFR 1500–1508).  Other relevant laws include the following:
Antiquities Act of 1906 (PL 52-209);
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (36 CFR 60);
Archaeological and Historical Conservation Act of 1974 (PL 93-291);
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (PL 96-95) and its regulations (36 CFR 296);
American Indian Religious Freedom Act (42 USC 1996);
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (PL 101-601); and
Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment, 1971 (Executive Order [EO] 11593);
Compliance with Section 106 responsibilities of the NHPA is achieved by following the BLM–New Mexico State Historic Preservation Office protocol agreement, which is authorized by the National Programmatic Agreement between the BLM, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers.  The BLM would conduct any consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office regarding this Proposed Action, if deemed necessary.

Other agencies may be involved in the CFO’s grant of this ROW as outlined in Table 1.2.  






[bookmark: _Ref363570262][bookmark: _Toc391933296][bookmark: _Toc391967227][bookmark: _Toc441141375]Table 1.1:	Potential Permits, Approvals, and Clearances Needed for Construction, Operation, and Maintenance of the Proposed Project
	[bookmark: _Toc20210859][bookmark: _Toc73439041][bookmark: _Toc73498334][bookmark: _Toc73512069]Permit/Notification
	[bookmark: _Toc20210860]Issuing Agency
	[bookmark: _Toc20210861]Status

	Federal Permit, Approval, or Clearance

	ROW grant
	BLM
	Subject of this application.

	Clearance under Section 7 of the ESA
	USFWS 
	Surveys were conducted.  Findings are described in Section 3.5.  Any consultation with the USFWS would be managed by the BLM. 

	State Permit, Approval, or Clearance

	Clean Water Act Section 402 General Construction (Stormwater) Permit 
	New Mexico Environment Department
	Exempt based on the 1987 Water Quality Act and Section 323 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005.

	Clean Air Act 
New Mexico Air Quality Control Act
	New Mexico Environment Department (NMED)
	If applicable, the proponent would file with NMED for a new source review.  Impacts to air quality are described in Section 3.1.

	Section 106 of the NHPA 
	State Historic Preservation Office 
	Provisions under the PBPA have been implemented as an alternative means to standard Section 106 consultation and no cultural resources surveys were conducted on BLM lands.  Impacts to cultural resources are described in Section 3.6.  Any consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office would be managed by the BLM. 

	Tribal communications:  consultation to determine if the proposed project would impact receptors of cultural importance
	Native American tribes
	Any consultation with Native American tribes would be managed by the BLM. 



[bookmark: _Toc196561045][bookmark: _Toc196561138][bookmark: _Toc196561268][bookmark: _Toc303687402][bookmark: _Ref399318199][bookmark: _Toc441141353]Scoping, Public Involvement, and Issues
Appropriate scoping helps identify issues, resources, and resource uses that could be impacted, reducing the chances of overlooking a potentially significant issue or reasonable alternative.  Scoping takes place internally within the BLM via meetings with an interdisciplinary resource specialist group.  Resource issues identified for the project are listed in Table 1..  No formal public scoping occurred for the proposed project.
[bookmark: _Ref382226819][bookmark: _Toc391933297][bookmark: _Toc391967047][bookmark: _Toc391967228][bookmark: _Toc441141376]Table 1.2:	Resource Issues Identified for the Proposed Project
	Resource
	Issue

	Air Resources
	How would air quality be impacted by the construction of a buried pipeline, surface site and access road, and in particular, during construction?

	Water Resources
	How would water resources be impacted by the construction of a buried pipeline, surface site and access road, and in particular, during construction?

	Soils
	How would soils be impacted by the construction of a buried pipeline, surface site and access road? 

	Wildlife and Special Status Species
	How would wildlife and migratory birds be impacted by the construction of a buried pipeline, surface site and access road?
How would special status species and habitat be impacted by the construction of a buried pipeline, surface site and access road and accompanying noise?

	Vegetation and Invasive Non-native Species
	How would the proposed pipeline, surface site and access road impact vegetation?  Would the proposed project spread invasive non-native species?

	Cultural Resources
	How would cultural resources be impacted by the construction of a buried pipeline, surface site and access road?? 

	Livestock Grazing
	How would range improvements and livestock be impacted by the construction of a buried pipeline, surface site and access road?

	Public Health and Safety
	How would public health and safety be impacted by the construction of a buried pipeline, surface site and access road?



Issues Considered but Not Analyzed
The following issues were considered but not analyzed in detail in this EA.
Recreation
Dispersed recreation could occur in the vicinity of the proposed project.  However, there are no special or extensive recreation management areas within or near the proposed project area.  A small number of seasonal recreation users (e.g., hunters and off-highway vehicle riders) may occasionally be in the vicinity of the project area.  Short-term avoidance of the project area may occur by recreational users during construction, although recreational access would not be closed.  The proposed project is not expected to change the recreation features of the general area after construction is complete.  No impacts to recreation have been identified; therefore, the issue is not analyzed in this EA.
Special Designations
There are no special designations within or near the proposed project area. The closest special designation is the Phantom Bank Heronries Special Management Area, approximately 6 miles to the south. The proposed project would not impact any special designations; therefore, the issue is not analyzed in this EA. 
Visual Resources
The proposed project is located entirely within visual resource management Class IV.  As explained in the BLM Visual Resource Inventory Manual H-8410-1: 
The objective of this class is to provide for management activities which require major modifications of the existing character of the landscape.  The level of change to the characteristic landscape can be high.  These management activities may dominate the view and be the major focus of viewer attention.  However, every attempt should be made to minimize the impact of these activities through careful location, minimal disturbance, and repeating basic elements (BLM 1986:7).

The proposed project is consistent with the objective of Class IV areas and the level of development within the project vicinity.  The aboveground facility would be painted to blend with the natural color of the landscape as prescribed by the BLM.  There would be no impacts to visual resources that warrant additional analysis in this EA. 
Paleontological Resources
The proposed project crosses portions of an area mapped as Potential Fossil Yield Classification 2, indicating geologic units in the project area are not likely to contain recognizable fossil remains. Management concern for paleontological resources within Class 2 units is negligible and assessment is usually unnecessary (BLM 2007a).  Section 2.1.5 includes a design feature for paleontological resources, if conditions arise.  Based on the PFYC class, the issue of paleontological resources does not warrant detailed analysis in this EA.
Native American Religious Concerns
For the Proposed Action, identification efforts for Native American religious concerns were limited to reviewing existing published and unpublished literature, the site-specific Class I records search for the Proposed Action, and the BLM’s cultural resources program regarding the presence of traditional cultural properties (TCPs) identified through ongoing BLM tribal consultation efforts.  The Proposed Action would not impact any known TCPs, prevent access to sacred sites, prevent the possession of sacred objects, or interfere with or hinder the performance of traditional ceremonies and rituals pursuant to the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (42 USC 1996) or EO 13007.
Socioeconomics
Enterprise estimates that approximately six to 10 workers would be temporarily employed to construct the project.  An estimated one employee would be tasked with inspecting and maintaining the project during the operational phase.  The project would enable Enterprise to continue to make capital investments within the state of New Mexico to support the growth of current and future activities in New Mexico and surrounding areas.  These investments would yield additional job opportunities within the state.  However, the number of jobs created and the temporary status of those jobs does not warrant detailed analysis in this EA. 
Environmental Justice
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Office of Environmental Justice defines environmental justice as the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies (EPA 2015a).  Fair treatment means that no group of people, including racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group(s), should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the execution of federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies.  No communities in the project vicinity meet the CEQ definition of a low-income population (50% or more of the representative population) nor would be classified as a minority population.  The Proposed Action would not disproportionately impact any low-income population or minority population area.  Therefore, the topic of environmental justice does not warrant detailed analysis in this EA.

[bookmark: _Toc441141354]Proposed Action And Alternatives
[bookmark: _Toc196561270][bookmark: _Toc196561140][bookmark: _Toc196561047][bookmark: _Ref413759909][bookmark: _Ref441141017][bookmark: _Toc441141355]Proposed Action
[bookmark: _Toc196561271][bookmark: _Toc196561141][bookmark: _Toc196561048]
In general, Enterprise proposes to install a 196.24-foot buried 8-inch-diameter steel gas pipeline; one 110-foot by 100-foot pipeline interconnect surface site (receiver, launcher, etc.); one new permanent access road; and use of one existing access road on lands managed by the BLM located in Eddy County, New Mexico.  Enterprise is seeking authorization from the BLM to use 10.054 acres of federal land for permanent operation of the project.  Enterprise requests a 30 feet permanent ROW with an additional 20 feet of temporary use for construction. 

The pipeline would connect the existing Cotton Draw above-ground facility with the existing Lateral 2 pipeline.  See Figures 2.1 and 2.2.  Construction would begin following approval of the ROW.  It is estimated that the project would take approximately 1 month to complete.  Table 2.1 shows the proposed project components and respective surface disturbance.  Table 2.2 shows the legal description of each project component.  




[bookmark: _Ref382226868][bookmark: _Toc391933298][bookmark: _Toc391967048][bookmark: _Toc391967229][bookmark: _Toc441141377]Table 2.1:	Proposed ROW and Surface Disturbance, Eddy County, New Mexico
	Project Element
	
Total Footage
	
Miles
	
Width
	Total Proposed ROW (acres)
	Long-term Disturbance 
(acres)

	Buried Steel Pipeline
	196.24*
	0.037
	30
	0.135
	0.135

	Interconnect Surface Site (110 x 100)
	11000
	2.083
	N/A
	0.253
	0.253

	Permanent Access Road (new)
	1105*
	0.209
	30
	0.761
	0.761

	Permanent Access Road (Existing)
	12,930.01*
	2.449
	30
	8.905
	8.905

	Total
	---
	4.778
	---
	10.054
	10.054


* = Linear

[bookmark: _Ref382224857][bookmark: _Toc391933295][bookmark: _Toc391967046][bookmark: _Toc391967226][bookmark: _Toc441141374]Table 2.2:	Legal Description of Proposed Project
	Name
	Legal Description 
(Township, Range, Section, Quarter/Quarter)

	Proposed pipeline
	T. 25 S., R. 31 E., NMPM
sec. 01:  NW¼ SW¼

	Interconnect surface site
	Same as above

	Access Road (new)
	Same as above

	Access Road (existing)
	T. 25 S., R 31 E., NMPM
sec. 01:  NW¼SW¼, SW¼SW¼;
sec. 10:  N½N½;
sec. 11:  N½N½;
sec. 12:  NW¼NW¼.




More specifically, the Cotton Draw pipeline would originate at the existing Cotton Draw above-ground dehydration site facility (ROW NM-99505) located in Section 1, Township 25 South, Range 31 East; travel north approximately 196.24 linear feet and connect to the proposed interconnect surface site (which will also connect to the NM-133788 Lateral 2 pipeline at the same point).  See Figure 2.2.  The new pipeline disturbance would travel approximately 0.037 miles and disturb 0.135 acres more or less.

The Cotton Draw pipeline would be operated at 1,440 maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP) at a temperature of 60 degrees Fahrenheit (°F).  It would deliver approximately 40 MMSCFD to the proposed Lateral 2 Enterprise pipeline daily, year round.



[image: C:\Users\cburnett\Documents\Projects\34203 Rattlesnake Draw (Enterprise)\GIS_maps\Cotton Draw\34203_CD_EA_Project_Vicinity (2).jpg]

Figure 2.1:	Enterprise’s proposed project area showing current land use.
[image: C:\Users\cburnett\Documents\Projects\34203 Rattlesnake Draw (Enterprise)\GIS_maps\Cotton Draw\34203_CD_EA_Project_Area_B.jpg]
Figure 2.2:	Proposed project in relation to Enterprise’s NM-99505 (pipeline and existing above-ground facility) and NM-133788 (lateral pipeline) (does not show existing road).


Standard pipeline construction techniques would be used along the pipeline route, which typically involve the following: pre-construction survey, mobilization, clearing vegetation, grading, best management practice (BMP) implementation for erosion control, topsoil removal and storage (also known as topsoiling), trenching, pipe stringing, pipe welding and coating, lowering in and padding, backfilling, strength testing, and cleanup and restoration.  The construction techniques described below would be used unless site-specific conditions warrant special construction methods.  Construction of the pipeline would begin after all required federal, state, and local approvals are obtained. 

The 11,000 square foot, 2.083-mile, 0.253-acre pipeline interconnect surface site would contain launcher and receiver equipment, as well as tie-in valves to facilitate the new pipeline connection to the Enterprise Lateral 2 pipeline (ROW serial number NMNM-133788).  The above-ground surface site proposed as part of the Cotton Draw pipeline project, would be located at the north end of the Cotton Draw pipeline with the 110 feet width spanning east/west; and the 100 feet spanning north/south.  See Figure 2.2.  Standard construction techniques would be used to construct the 0.253-acre surface site, which typically involve the following:  pre-construction survey, mobilization, clearing vegetation, grading, BMP implementation for erosion control, foundation work, pipe fabrication and erection, pipeline tie-in, and testing.  All vegetation within the surface site would be managed through the use of herbicides.  

One new access road with natural surface would be constructed to reach the interconnect surface site from the existing dehydration surface site (NM-99505).  The new road would begin at the existing dehydration site; travel north approximately 193.97 linear feet; turn west at an approximate ninety-degree angle at the west side of the surface site (north of NM-133788); and travel west approximately 911.03 feet.  The proposed new access road would then connect to an existing, unnamed road that runs north-south approximately 900 feet west of the surface site.  The new portion of access road would be a total of 1,105 feet in length with a 14-foot-wide driving surface and 30-foot-wide ROW; a total of 0.209 miles and disturb 0.761 acres more or less.  

Enterprise would use existing roads to access the proposed project area.  The existing access roads applied for use with the Proposed Action are not included in the project area footprint analyzed in this EA.  The 12,930.01 linear feet of existing road out to County Road 791 have been added to the proposed project area acreage so if/when the grant is authorized, Proponent will have right of use.
Project Schedule and Workforce
Construction Schedule and Project Workforce
Construction of the proposed project is scheduled to begin if/once the ROW grant is issued by the CFO and would take approximately 1 month to construct the pipeline and access road.  Approximately six to 10 workers would be employed during the construction phase of the project.  Employees are expected to find housing in Hobbs and Carlsbad.  The expected work schedule during construction is 6 to 7 days per week, with 60+ hours per week per worker.  An estimated one worker would be employed during the operational phase of the project. 
Traffic
The majority of the workers would commute to the construction ROW early in the morning (between 7:00 and 8:00 a.m.) and would return in the evening (between 5:30 and 6:30 p.m.).  Heavy equipment vehicles would be transported to the site and left within the ROW until construction is complete.
Pre-construction Survey
Construction staking would be required to designate the centerline and the outside ROW boundaries.  The limits of disturbance would be clearly marked or staked prior to construction, including the permanent ROW, temporary use areas, and access roads.  Utility and gas lines would be located and marked to prevent accidental damage during construction.  Sensitive areas to be protected from disturbance or that require monitoring would be marked.  The location of access road entry points would be properly marked.  Flagging, signs, and other markings identifying the limits of disturbance would be maintained through all phases of construction.  A survey crew would be available during construction activities to refresh any damaged stakes. 
Mobilization
Construction equipment would be transported to the construction ROW via tractor trailer and unloaded within a designated staging area, located at an existing Enterprise facility or along the pipeline ROW.  Existing roads would be used to access the construction ROW.  Upgrades to some existing roads may be necessary, such as adding gravel to unpaved roads or replacing weak corrugated metal pipe culverts. Any improvements would stay within the existing footprint of the road.  Transportation equipment would be removed from the site or parked within a staging area once off-loading is complete. 
Clearing, Grading and Blading the Project Area
Vegetation would be cleared and the construction ROW graded to provide for safe and efficient operation of construction equipment and vehicles.  Construction activity and ground disturbance would be limited to approved, staked areas.  Vegetative material would be shredded and scattered back across the surface to increase roughness, facilitate seeding establishment, and protect the construction ROW.  Stumps that are not shredded, chipped, or incorporated into the topsoil would be removed and disposed at an approved disposal facility.  Vegetation may also be brush-hogged, or mowed close to the ground, to encourage vegetation and habitat to regrow more quickly after project construction.  The length of the buried pipeline ROW would be bladed, limited to the 30-foot width.  
Topsoiling
Topsoil would be salvaged and segregated from trench spoil materials to prevent mixing along the entire alignment in all non-forested areas on BLM-administered lands to facilitate re-vegetation of the ROW after construction is complete.  If topographic constraints prevent topsoil salvaging, those areas would be identified prior to construction for BLM approval.  On BLM-administered lands, all available topsoil, up to a depth of 6 inches, would be removed from the trench line and working side of the ROW to be stored on the non-working side of the ROW and segregated from the trench spoil.  Segregated topsoil would not be used for padding the pipe.
Topsoil would be stockpiled separately from subsoil and would not be used to pad the trench or construct trench breakers.  In areas where the construction ROW crosses ephemeral drainages, soil would be placed on the banks of the drainages outside the ordinary high water mark (OHWM).  Gaps would be left periodically in the topsoil and subsoil piles to avoid ponding and excess diversion of natural runoff during storm events. 
Trenching
The proposed pipeline would be placed in a trench with a minimum depth of 4 feet deep to allow for 3 feet of cover from the top of the ground to the top of the pipe.  The trench could be deeper than 4 feet in some locations, depending on field conditions and allotment holder requirements.  The trench would be to one side of the construction ROW to allow for spoil to be placed opposite of the wider working side.  Access would be provided for grazing permittees to move vehicles, equipment, and livestock across the trench where necessary.  Livestock operators would be contacted and adequate crossing facilities would be provided as needed to ensure livestock are not prevented from reaching water sources because of the open trench. 
Wildlife and livestock trails would remain open and passable by adding soft plugs (areas where the trench is excavated and replaced with minimal compaction) during the construction phase.  Soft plugs with ramps on either side would be left at all well-defined livestock and wildlife trails and at no more than 0.5-mile intervals along the open trench to allow passage across the trench and provide a means of escape for livestock and wildlife that may enter the trench.
BMPs outlined in the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish (NMDGF) Habitat Handbook trenching guidelines (NMDGF 2003) would be followed to minimize the potential for accidental mortality of trapped wildlife.  Refer to Section 2.1.5 for project construction and operation design features. 

Pipe Stringing, Welding, and Coating

Pipe Stringing:  Individual joints of pipe would be strung along the construction ROW adjacent to the centerline or excavated trench and arranged so they are accessible to construction personnel.  A mechanical pipe-bending machine would bend individual joints of pipe to the desired angle at locations where there are substantial changes in the natural ground contours or where the pipeline route changes direction. 

Pipe Welding:  After stringing and potential bending of the pipeline, the sections would be aligned, welded together, and placed on temporary supports along the edge of the trench.  All welds would be visually inspected by a qualified inspector.  Non-destructive radiographic inspection methods would be conducted in accordance with current requirements.  A specialized contractor would be employed to perform this work.  All weld defects would be repaired or cut out as required under the specific regulations and standards. 

Pipe Coating:  In order to prevent corrosion, the pipe would be externally coated with fusion-bonded epoxy coating or similar protective coating prior to delivery.  After welding, field joints would be coated with tape wrap, shrinkable sleeve wrap, or field-applied fusion bond epoxy.  Before the pipe is lowered into the trench, the pipeline coating would be visually inspected and tested with an electronic detector and any faults or scratches would be repaired. 

Lowering and Padding 
Further inspections would be conducted to verify that the pipe would be properly fitted and installed in the trench, minimum cover would be provided, and the trench bottom would be free of rocks and other debris that could damage the external pipe coating.  The pipe sections would be simultaneously lifted in position over the trench and lowered in place.  Sifted soil fines from the excavated subsoil would provide rock-free pipeline padding and bedding. In rocky areas, padding material or a rock shield would be used to protect the pipe. Topsoil would not be used to pad the pipe.
Backfilling
Once the pipeline is placed in the trench, subsoil excavated from the trench would be used to backfill the trench.  Backfill would be conducted using a bulldozer or other suitable equipment.  Subsoil excavated from the trench would be used to backfill the trench, except in rocky areas where imported selected fill material may be needed.  Backfill would be graded and compacted, where necessary, for ground stability, by tamping or walking with a wheeled or tracked vehicle.  Compaction would be performed to remove any voids in the trench.  Any excavated materials or materials unfit for backfill would either be used elsewhere or properly disposed of in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.  Topsoil would be placed as a final step on top of the compacted subsoil and left crowned to facilitate natural settling.  This would reduce the risk of a sunken ditch developing over the pipeline.  
Hydrostatic Testing
Once the pipeline is in place, the pipeline would be pressure tested with fresh water to ensure that the system would be capable of operating at the proposed design pressures.  Pipeline integrity would be tested by capping the pipeline with test manifolds and filling the capped pipeline with water, which would then be pressurized for the required amount of time based on regulatory requirements.  A prescribed pressure drop across a specific time window may indicate that a leak may have occurred and the pipeline would therefore require further inspection, repair, and testing.
Water used for hydrostatic testing would be obtained from either a private or municipal source.  Enterprise estimates that approximately 70 cubic feet of water would be required.  Following completion of hydrostatic testing, test water would be hauled to a permitted disposal facility.  There is no intent to discharge the test water to the ground surface. 
[bookmark: _Toc242694709][bookmark: _Toc168984101]Cleanup and Restoration
Cleanup and restoration would occur after the pipeline is installed and backfill activities are completed. Cleanup of the surface along the construction ROW would consist of the removal of construction debris and final grading to the finished contours.  Permanent erosion control measures would be installed and re-seeding would occur in accordance with BLM seeding stipulations. 
Stabilization and Rehabilitation
After construction, disturbed areas would be stabilized and rehabilitated using a BLM-approved seed mix and according to BLM standards.  Vegetation, soil, and rocks left as a result of construction would be randomly scattered over the project area and would not be left in rows, piles, or berms unless requested by the BLM.  In those areas where erosion control structures would be required to stabilize soil, the structures would be installed for the specific soil conditions encountered in the field and in accordance with BMPs. 
Operation and Maintenance
Both the pipeline and the aboveground facility would be routinely patrolled and inspected to check for problems such as erosion, pipe exposure, ROW conditions, unauthorized encroachment, and any other situations that may result in a safety hazard or require preventative maintenance.  Inspections would be conducted on foot, airplane or from a vehicle moving along existing roads.  If damage should occur to the pipeline or aboveground facilities from external sources, repair or replacement of the damaged area would be completed. 
Abandonment
At the end of the pipeline’s useful life, estimated to be 50 to 75 years from construction, the necessary authorizations would be obtained from the BLM Authorized Officer to abandon the pipeline in place.  The BLM Authorized Officer would be contacted to arrange a pre-termination conference and joint inspection of the ROW to agree on an acceptable abandonment plan.  Pipeline abandonment would be in accordance with the policies and standards employed by the BLM at the time of abandonment.  The pipeline would be purged of all combustible materials and retired in place.  Equipment at the aboveground facilities and unsalvageable pipeline materials would be disposed of at authorized sites.  Regrading and revegetation of disturbed areas would be completed according to BLM standards.  The abandoned ROW would revert to the control of the then-current landowner(s). 
[bookmark: _Ref399318101]Project Construction and Operation Design Features
The following environmental protection measures have been incorporated into the project design of the Proposed Action for the construction and operations phases to lessen or avoid impacts to resources. Throughout this document these are referred to as the Proposed Action’s design features.  These features are organized below under the resource they are designed to protect; although some of these measures are designed to protect or mitigate impacts to multiple resources.  This document also refers to BMPs, which are industry- or agency-recommended construction methods that are routinely implemented to minimize impacts to resources.  Where practical, these BMPs have been incorporated into the project’s design features. 
Air Quality
Reasonable precautions would be used to prevent fugitive dust from becoming airborne, including:  1) using water to control dust where possible; 2) covering open-bodied trucks at all times while transporting materials likely to produce airborne dusts; 3) promptly removing earth or material from paved surfaces; and 4) re-establishing vegetation in temporary work areas as quickly as possible. 
Dust suppression techniques may be used in construction zones to mitigate the impacts of fugitive dust emissions.  It is estimated that one water truck could be required for dust control during construction.  Fresh water for dust control would be obtained from either a private or municipal source.
Magnesium chloride would not be used for dust control.
Soils and Vegetation
Enterprise would restrict construction activities and the storage of construction materials and equipment to the footprint of the permitted ROW described in Table 2.12 above. To minimize sedimentation and erosion during construction of the project, Enterprise is committed to following BMPs, including installing erosion and sediment control devices, using proper grading techniques, conducting periodic inspections, and stabilizing disturbed areas in a timely manner. Following construction, BMPs would be implemented throughout the life of the project to prevent sedimentation and erosion.  Enterprise would follow the BLM’s Surface Operating Standards and Guidelines for Oil and Gas Exploration and Development (Gold Book) (BLM 2007b).
Enterprise would use public and existing roads as much as possible to lessen new surface disturbance and habitat fragmentation.  No temporary access roads would be built.
The construction ROW would be delineated and clearly marked to prevent accidental disturbance of any unnecessary acreage.
Measures to control the spread of noxious weeds would include thoroughly cleaning all equipment prior to being brought to the construction ROW to avoid contamination from noxious weeds.  If working in sites with weed-seed contaminated soil, equipment would be cleaned prior to moving to uncontaminated terrain.  Where weed infestations exists, driving, parking, and equipment staging would not be allowed.  Following construction, exposed soils would be reseeded according to BLM.
Stabilization and Rehabilitation of Rights-of-way
Enterprise would conduct stabilization and rehabilitation activities in accordance with landowner agreements, permit requirements, and written recommendations from the local soil conservation authority or other duly authorized agency. 
Post-construction stabilization and rehabilitation measures for pipeline ROWs, in general, involve regrading the disturbed area to near pre-disturbance contours, respreading topsoil, applying soil amendments if necessary, applying a prescribed seed mixture per BLM guidelines, mulching, and placing runoff and erosion control structures, such as water bars, erosion control mats, and wattles (slope interruption devices).  The goal of post-construction reclamation is to:  1) restore primary productivity of the site and establish vegetation that would provide for natural plant and community succession; and 2) establish a vigorous stand of desirable plant species that would limit or preclude invasion of undesirable species, including invasive, non-native species. Enterprise would follow the Gold Book (BLM 2007b) or Enterprise’s internal standards, depending on whichever is more stringent.
To assist with the stabilization and rehabilitation of the pipeline ROWs during construction, topsoil would be handled separately from subsoil materials.  At all construction sites, topsoil would be stripped to provide sufficient quantities to be re-spread to a depth of at least 4 to 6 inches over the disturbed areas to be reclaimed.  Where soils are shallow or where subsoil is stony, as much topsoil would be salvaged as possible.  Topsoil would be stockpiled separately from subsoil materials and marked with signs or identified on alignments sheets.  Runoff would be diverted around topsoil stockpiles to minimize erosion of topsoil materials.
As soon as practicable after backfilling the trench, all work areas would be graded and restored to pre-construction contours and natural drainage patterns as closely as possible.  Non-cultivated lands would be reseeded as soon as possible to minimize erosion.  The seeding procedure would be the same as described above.
Topsoil would be placed as a final step on top of the compacted subsoil and left crowned to facilitate natural settling.  This reduces the risk of sunken ditch over the pipeline.  
If seasonal or weather conditions are not favorable, temporary erosion controls would be maintained until the area is re-vegetated.  Surplus construction material and debris would be removed from the ROW unless otherwise approved.  Fences and other existing infrastructure would also be returned to their pre-construction condition as approved by landowners and/or land management agencies. 
All survey monuments, witness corners, reference monuments, and bearing trees within the construction ROW would be protected against disturbance during construction, operation, maintenance, and restoration. If any monument, corner, or accessory is destroyed, obliterated, or damaged, a registered land surveyor would restore the disturbed monument, corner, or accessory.  The survey would be recorded in the appropriate county and a copy would be sent to the CFO.
Water Resources
Fuels and hazardous materials would not be stored within ephemeral drainages, wetlands, playas, or other water bodies along the construction ROW.  Enterprise would take measures to minimize the occurrence of contaminants from construction equipment, welding, and refueling from entering surface water.
Hydrostatic test water would be disposed of at a permitted disposal facility.
Cave/Karst Resources
· In the event that any underground voids are encountered during construction activities, construction would be halted and the BLM would be notified immediately. 
Wildlife and Special Status Species
Vegetation and abandoned passerine nest removal would occur outside the migratory bird breeding season (March 1–August 31 for loggerhead shrike [Lanius ludovicianus] and painted bunting [Passerina ciris]; and March through October for burrowing owls [Athene cunicularia]), to the extent possible.  Vegetation removal that occurs during the breeding bird season would be preceded by pre-construction nesting surveys as described in the event that:
· A potentially suitable nesting burrow for the burrowing owl is present within the project area.  If construction takes place during the burrowing owl breeding-nesting season (March–October), a nesting bird survey would be conducted up to 2 weeks prior to vegetation removal to establish the occupancy status of the potentially suitable nesting burrow.  If the burrow is active, a 200-meter avoidance radius would be established around the active nest site until the young have fledged.  These pre-construction nest surveys would be conducted in accordance with the BLM CFO’s burrowing owl survey guidance and recommendations.
· Suitable nesting habitat is present for loggerhead shrikes and painted buntings within the project area.  If construction takes place during the breeding-nesting season (March 1–August 31), a nest survey would be conducted up to 2 weeks prior to vegetation removal and avoidance buffers around any occupied nests would be established (distances to be specified by the BLM CFO).
Similarly, unoccupied raptor nests would be removed by Enterprise, in consultation with a biologist, outside the breeding season, if the need arises.  No raptor nests (occupied or unoccupied) were identified within the ROW during the 2015 biological surveys (SWCA 2016).  
Workers would be instructed not to park off the roads to protect any threatened or endangered species.
Enterprise would instruct personnel working on the construction of the project to avoid intentionally harassing all animals.
BMPs outlined in the NMDGF Habitat Handbook trenching guidelines (NMDGF 2003) would be followed to minimize the potential for accidental mortality of trapped wildlife.  Trenches would be backfilled as soon as feasible to minimize the amount of open trench.  Enterprise would avoid leaving trenches open overnight to the extent possible.  Open trenches that cannot be backfilled within 8 hours would have escape ramps (earthen or wooden) placed every 90 meters and sloped no more than 45 degrees.  Before any trench is backfilled, a monitor would walk the entire length of the open trench and remove all trapped wildlife.
Lesser Prairie-Chicken Protective Design Features

Construction noise associated with the three proposed components would be highly variable.  Many construction machines operate intermittently and the types of machines in use at the construction site would change with the construction phase.  Equipment used in the proposed project may include a crane, backhoes, side booms, welding machines, work trucks, forklifts, air compressors, and front-end loaders.  The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has published data on typical noise levels from construction equipment.  Based on the FHWA data, the highest noise levels from construction would be from a bulldozer or similar piece of equipment, which generate maximum noise levels near 85 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at 50 feet from the equipment (FHWA 2011).  Construction noise would occur periodically for approximately 10 hours per day during normal working periods until the project is completed (approximately one month). 

For lands within the LPC Isolated Population Area (IPA), the CFO stipulation states noise from oil and gas operations cannot exceed 75 dBA at 30 feet from the source of the noise. 
The construction schedule and morning activities would be modified during mating and nesting season (March 1–June 15).  Although Proponent’s goal was to conduct most of the earthmoving activities prior to the LPC timing restrictions that go into effect on March 1, the ROW will not be approved until after that time.  From the beginning of construction activities until the end of the timing restrictions on June 15, Enterprise would need to adhere to the timing stipulations.  However, construction activities would not occur between the hours of 3:00 to 9:00 a.m. in any event.  No operation of heavy equipment would be allowed at the project site until after 9 a.m. until the end of the timing restrictions on June 15.   
Written exceptions to these timing requirements would be considered only in emergency situations, such as mechanical failures.  Exceptions would not be granted after March 15, or during the March 1 to 15 period if the BLM determines, on the basis of biological data or other relevant facts or circumstances, that the granting of an exception would disrupt LPC booming activity during the breeding season.  Requests for exceptions on a non-emergency basis may also be considered, for the period of March 1 to June 15.  Exceptions would not be granted for projects occurring within 1.5 miles of a lek that has been active one out of the last 5 years or for projects occurring within 1.5 miles of LPC sightings with the past 2 years.
Cultural Resources
In the event of an unanticipated discovery of cultural material during construction, all work at that location would be stopped immediately and the area fenced off.  The BLM would be notified and work would not begin again in the area until clearance is obtained from the agency.
Paleontological Resources
In the event of an unanticipated discovery of paleontological resources, such as fossils, during construction, all work in the immediate area (100-foot buffer) would be stopped immediately.  The BLM would be notified and work would not begin again in the area until clearance is obtained.
Visual Resources
For the pipeline, all disturbed areas would be re-vegetated and the CFO buried pipeline stipulations would be followed.
Reclamation would be implemented to disguise disturbance.
The equipment within the surface site would be painted the appropriate color to blend with the landscape, as prescribed by the BLM.
Vegetation, soil, and rocks left as a result of construction would be randomly scattered over the project area and would not be left in rows, piles, or berms unless requested by the BLM.
Livestock Grazing
All fences, water supply pipelines, and other existing infrastructure would be returned to their pre-construction condition as approved by the BLM and allotment permit holders.
Livestock watering pipeline areas impacted during construction would be returned to their pre-disturbance state as soon as final construction is completed.  Topsoil from the disturbed areas would not be stockpiled for more than 60 days and would be redistributed over the surface. Disturbed soil in construction areas along the pipeline route would be prepared and amended as necessary in preparation for seeding with a native grass seed mix approved by the BLM and allotment permit holders.  Weed-free straw or other suitable mulching material would be used during revegetation. 
The goal of the final reclamation is to:  1) restore primary productivity of the site and establish vegetation that would provide for natural plant and community succession; and 2) establish a vigorous stand of desirable plant species that would limit or preclude the invasion of undesirable species including non-native and noxious weeds. 
All construction areas would be graded to original contours following the construction period, thereby mitigating potential injuries to livestock from holes, ditches, and trenches.  Surplus materials and debris from construction would be removed from the ROW.
See design features under Soils and Vegetation above that relate to livestock grazing. 
Public Health and Safety
Pipeline and Permanent Access Road Construction
The pipeline and permanent access road are being designed and would be built in accordance with all applicable state and federal codes and regulations. 
The pipeline would be designed and constructed to meet 49 CFR 195.  These design standards specify pipeline material and qualification, minimum design requirements, and protection from internal and external atmospheric corrosion.  Other applicable federal and state regulations, including U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA) requirements and EPA regulations, would be followed during the construction of the pipeline. 
All solid waste associated with the construction of the project would be managed in accordance with all federal, state, and local regulations.  Construction debris would be containerized and disposed of at appropriate facilities in a timely manner.  Temporary sewage disposal units would be provided by the contractor in areas of active construction and would be maintained regularly to prevent water or soil contamination.  Spill kits would be available at all active construction areas. Any leaks from equipment or vehicles would be cleaned up in accordance with all applicable regulations and contaminated material disposed of at appropriate facilities. 
Enterprise would take measures to minimize the occurrence of contaminants from construction equipment, welding, and refueling from entering surface water.  To avoid or minimize the potential for harmful spills and leaks during construction, Enterprise would ensure implementation of its Safety Manual.
Enterprise would notify the BLM Authorized Officer of any fires during construction and would comply with all rules and regulations administered by the BLM concerning the use, prevention, and suppression of fires on federal lands. 
Enterprise would designate a representative to be in charge of fire control during pipeline construction.  The fire representative would ensure that each construction crew has firefighting tools and equipment, such as extinguishers, shovels, and axes, available at all times.  The number of tools would depend on the number of persons working in the area. Enterprise would, at all times during construction, maintenance, and operations, require that satisfactory spark arresters be maintained on internal combustion engines.
In the event of a fire, Enterprise or its contractors would initiate fire suppression actions in the work area. Suppression would continue until the fire is out or until the crew is relieved by an authorized representative of the agency on whose land the fire occurred.  Heavy equipment would not be used for fire suppression outside the construction ROW without prior approval of the BLM unless there is imminent danger to life or property.  Enterprise or its contractors would be responsible for all costs associated with the suppression of fires and the rehabilitation of fire damage resulting from their operations, employees, or contractors. 
Pipeline Operations and Maintenance
A leak detection system would provide an early alert to operators when a leak has occurred. Automatic shut-off, check valves, or similar systems would be installed for the pipeline to minimize the effects of line failures in production.
Constant monitoring of the pipeline, aboveground facility, and all associated equipment would occur throughout the length of the pipeline.  Enterprise maintains a rigorous inspection program that monitors all aspects of construction and operation, including welding, environmental, safety, etc. The pipeline would be instrumented and monitored continuously for potential leaks.  If a leak is determined or reported during operation, the pipeline would be shut down and the source of the leak would be determined. 
To avoid or minimize the potential for harmful spills and leaks during construction, Enterprise would ensure implementation of its Safety Manual.
The pipeline and aboveground facility would be operated in a manner designed to protect the public and prevent accidents and failures. 
Other applicable federal and state regulations, including OSHA requirements and EPA regulations, would also be followed during the operation and maintenance of the pipeline.  These regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection to the public and the environment. 
Enterprise has minimum standards for operating and maintaining pipeline facilities, which can be found within its Operations and Maintenance Manual. 
Pipeline facilities would be clearly marked at line-of-sight intervals and at crossings of roads, railroads, and other key points.  The markers would clearly indicate the presence of the pipeline and provide a telephone number and address where a company representative could be reached in the event of an emergency or prior to any excavation in the area of the pipeline by a third party.
Enterprise’s pipeline systems are equipped with block valves.  In the event of an emergency, usually evidenced by a sudden loss of pressure, the block valves allow for a section of pipeline to be isolated from the rest of the system.  Data acquisition systems are also present at all of Enterprise’s meter stations. 
Routine inspections would be conducted by pipeline personnel to identify soil erosion that may expose the pipe, dead vegetation that may indicate a leak in the line, conditions of the vegetative cover and erosion control measures, unauthorized encroachment on the ROW such as buildings and other substantial structures, and other conditions that could present a safety hazard or require preventive maintenance or repairs. 

In addition to the applicant-committed environmental protection measures, the BLM CFO would also apply the Standard Stipulations for Oil and Gas Related Sites (BLM 1997, 2008a) to the authorization for the Proposed Action.
[bookmark: _Toc441141356]No Action
The BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1 states that for EAs on externally generated applications, the No Action alternative generally means the request for the proposed activity would be denied (BLM 2008b:52).  This option is provided in 43 CFR 3162.3-1(h)(2).  Under this alternative, the BLM would not grant the ROW to Enterprise; the proposed pipeline and aboveground facility would not be built, and the associated surface disturbance for the road would not occur.  In the event the proposed project is denied there would be no additional impacts to natural/cultural resources in the project area and land use would continue at the current level.
[bookmark: _Toc441141357]Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study
Alternatives to the Proposed Action are developed to explore different ways to accomplish the proposed project while minimizing land disturbance, environmental impacts and resource conflicts.  Consistent with BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, the agency “need only analyze alternatives that would have a lesser effect than the proposed action” (BLM 2008b:80).  Those with greater adverse resource impacts or those that are not feasible because of existing physical constraints or infrastructure are not brought forward for detailed analysis in this EA.

Prior to siting the preliminary routes for the pipeline system, a desktop analysis was conducted to identify sensitive areas to avoid.  Once the preliminary route was identified, cultural, biological, and wetland resource investigations were conducted (SWCA 2016).  The route was aligned to avoid impacts to cultural or biological resources.  The proposed pipeline route and design would allow the proposed project to proceed while minimizing environmental impacts to the greatest extent possible. 

Additionally, there was an alternative proposal considered, which would have used an existing road to the south of Enterprise’s dehydration site facility; the pipeline and road would have run south from that site and the new interconnect surface facility would have been constructed below the road and pipeline.  Due to site work ongoing at the Devon Cotton Draw well, the existing road has been rendered unsuitable for Enterprise’s proposed site access.  Enterprise considered using that road south of Devon’s Cotton Draw well but it would not have served the proposed project adequately.  

Any other proposed pipeline route would likely result in greater surface and environmental impacts. Internal scoping did not identify any additional unforeseen alternatives; therefore, only the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives were brought forward for detailed analysis in this EA.
[bookmark: _Ref399318179][bookmark: _Toc441141358]Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
This chapter is organized by relevant major resources or issues/concerns as presented in Section 1.5.  On the basis of CEQ guidance and BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, the following discussion is limited to those resources that could be impacted to a degree that warrants detailed analysis (40 CFR 1502.15) (BLM 2008b:96) as determined by the CFO BLM interdisciplinary team.  Each resource section includes the following subsections:
Affected Environment: 
This section describes the existing condition and trend of issue-related elements of the human environment that would be affected by implementing the Proposed Action or an alternative, as described in Chapter 2, and limits the description of the affected environment to be commensurate with the potential impacts:  “1500.4 (c) impacts shall be discussed in proportion to their significance.” For the purposes of providing baseline data for the affected environment, a project area for each resource was delineated, as appropriate. 
Impacts from the Proposed Action: 
Direct and Indirect Impacts:  This EA addresses the resources and impacts on a site-specific basis as required by NEPA.  Pursuant to 40 CFR 1508.28 and 1502.21, this site-specific EA tiers to the information and analysis contained in the CFO’s RMP, as amended (BLM 1988, 1997, 2008a).  The No Action alternative reflects the current situation within the project area and serves as the baseline for comparing the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action.  For each resource analyzed, the impacts discussion identifies:
Direct impacts – impacts that are caused by the action and occur at the same time and in the same general location as the action.
Indirect impacts – impacts that occur at a different time or in a different location than the action to which the impacts are related.
Short-or-long-term impacts – the duration of impacts are described as short or long term.  For the purposes of this EA, short-term impacts occur during or immediately after the construction phase (approximately 1 month for construction and an additional year and 11 months following construction, for a total of 2 years).  Long-term impacts occur beyond the first 2 years and apply to the production and the overall life of the project through eventual decommissioning.
Table 3.1 summarizes the impact indicators used to analyze impacts to the resources and resource uses considered in this EA. 
[bookmark: _Ref398718464][bookmark: _Toc441141378]Table 3.1	Impact Indicators Used to Analyze Impacts from the Proposed Action
	Resource or Resource Use
	Impact Indicator

	Air Resources
	Emission estimates for regulated pollutants, exceedance of NAAQS or New Mexico Ambient Air Quality Standards

	Water Resources
	Number of potential jurisdictional waterways to be crossed by the proposed project; acres of disturbance within potential jurisdictional drainages and playas; qualitative description of potential impacts to groundwater resources

	Soils
	Acres of soil to be disturbed by construction and maintenance, by soil type

	Wildlife and Special Status Species
	Acres of habitat to be disturbed by construction and maintenance activities; qualitative description of direct and indirect impacts to individuals 

	Vegetation
	Acres of surface disturbance from construction and maintenance activities

	Cultural Resources
	Number of eligible cultural resources sites to be disturbed within the project area

	Livestock Grazing
	Acres and number of grazing allotments to incur surface disturbance from the proposed project; number of range improvements to be effected by construction

	Public Health and Safety
	Qualitative description of short- and long-term impacts to transportation routes; discussion of rules and regulations for natural gas pipelines and facilities



Cumulative Impacts: Cumulative impact analysis methodology is described in detail in the next section (below). 
Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts:  As directed by 40 CFR 1508.20, mitigation measures are those measures that could reduce or avoid adverse impacts and have not already been incorporated into the Proposed Action (as listed in the project design features; see Section 2.1.5).  These measures may:
avoid the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;
minimize the impact by limiting the degree of magnitude of the action and its implementation;
rectify the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;
reduce or eliminate the impact over time by implementing preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action; and
compensate for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.
Residual impacts are those remaining after implementation of mitigation measures.  These impacts may be to the subject resource or a different resource. 
Cumulative Impact Analysis Methodology for Proposed Action
A cumulative impact, as defined in 40 CFR 1508.7, is the impact on the environment that results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other action. 
The geographic extent of the cumulative impact analysis area (CIAA) varies by the type of resource and impact.  Three spatial CIAAs have been developed and are listed with their total acreage in Table 3.2. The time frames, or temporal boundaries, for those impacts may also vary by resource.  In some areas, restoration may potentially include plant species that are not locally native or are not present within the adjacent, native plant communities.  Although the replanting of disturbed soils may successfully establish vegetation in some locations, the success of project area rehabilitation is dependent on many factors, including rainfall, seed mix, and appropriate seedbed preparation.  For this reason, the temporal boundary for cumulative resource analysis is 2 years, allowing approximately 2 years after construction for vegetative regrowth within the project area.
[bookmark: _Ref398718482][bookmark: _Ref393964668][bookmark: _Toc393965289][bookmark: _Toc441141379]Table 3.2	Cumulative Impact Analysis Areas by Resource
	Resource
	CIAA
	Total CIAA Acreage
	Temporal Boundary

	Air Quality and Climate
	31-mile buffer around the proposed ROW.  This area was chosen to capture air quality data points across the Permian Basin.
	1,932,160
	2 years (1 month for construction and rehabilitation, plus 1 year and 11 months for vegetative cover regrowth)

	Water
Soils
Wildlife
Vegetation
Livestock Grazing Special Status Species (except for LPC)
	The total area of the one Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) 10-digit watersheds intersected by the project area.  This area was chosen because it is an area with clear natural topographical boundaries with vegetative connectivity, similar soil types, and hydrological functionality.  This area also includes available grazing lands on all land jurisdictions considered in the EA. The watershed is Red Hills Draw (Figure 3.1).
	119,894
	2 years (1 month for construction and rehabilitation, plus 1 year and 11 months for vegetative cover regrowth)

	Special Status Species: 
LPC
	Total area of LPC IPA as delineated in the RMPA, intersected by the proposed project.
	794,683
	2 years (1 month for construction and rehabilitation, plus 1 year and 11 months for vegetative cover regrowth)



Past Actions
The past actions can be defined as all actions contributing to the current condition of resources found in the project area, as described in the affected environment sections below.  Past actions that have contributed to the current condition of resources include heavy oil and gas development, land use authorizations that require ROW grants, livestock grazing, and dispersed recreational use of public lands. No data are available to estimate the acreage of impacts of past or present livestock grazing and recreation. 
Estimates were obtained from the CFO (BLM 2014) to calculate area of disturbance resulting from past actions.  A factor of 3.0 acres of disturbance was applied to each existing well on federal and non-federal lands within the 6,257,412-acre CFO planning area (Table 3.3).  Surface disturbance associated with all existing land use authorizations, including roads, pipelines, sites, power lines, and other easements, on both federal and non-federal lands were also included in the past disturbance calculations (Table 3.3).  In total, the past actions account for approximately 5% of the planning area.  This percentage was then applied to the acreage of each CIAA identified above to estimate the past disturbance within each CIAA. Table 3.4 below summarizes past actions by CIAA.
[bookmark: _Ref428440371][bookmark: _Toc428442909][bookmark: _Toc441141380]Table 3.3	Summary of Past Disturbance within the CFO Planning Area
	Past Action
	Quantity
	Acres

	Oil and gas wells
	25,751
	77,253

	Roads
	1,159
	15,700

	Pipelines/sites
	6,626
	50,985

	Power lines/sites
	2,117
	12,473

	Telephone/fiber optic cables
	94
	1,580

	Water facilities, ditches, reservoirs
	196
	146,898

	U.S. Forest Service easements/grants
	1
	2

	Other
	8
	12,239

	Total
	35,952
	317,130


Source:  BLM 2014.
Present Actions and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 
Reasonably foreseeable future actions (RFFAs) are those for which there are existing decisions, formal proposals, or highly probable, based on known opportunities or trends.  Present actions are those RFFAs that are currently under construction or recently began operations.  The BLM has identified the following present actions and RFFAs occurring within the CIAAs identified above.  It is likely several other oil and gas well and road activities would also occur within these areas.
· Enterprise Gaucho-Thistle Crude Oil Pipeline Project:  The pipeline project is 26.1 miles of 10-inch-diameter pipeline and four aboveground facilities.  The pipeline would transport crude oil from the Thistle 44 Truck Station and Central Delivery Point, the Thistle Central Delivery Point, and the Gaucho Central Delivery Point to the Lynch Station.  From the Lynch Station, crude oil would be injected into the existing C88 pipeline to be transported to the Hobbs Station and ultimately moved towards Midland, Texas.  The total project area is 174 acres.
· Mid-America Y-Grade Pipeline Project:  The pipeline project is approximately 35.8 miles of 12-inch-diameter pipeline to transport natural gas liquids from the South Eddy Cryogenic Gas Plant on the south end of the pipeline and would terminate at a mainline valve on the north end of the pipeline to facilitate takeaway to storage and additional processing facilities.  The project area is estimated to be 220 acres.  The proposed pipeline project would deliver 25 million barrels per day, with an increase capacity up to 65 million barrels per day of natural gas liquids.  
· Enterprise Laterals:  Enterprise is proposing to build several lateral pipelines to move natural gas from existing wells to gathering lines and processing facilities in the area.  Laterals 1, 2, and 4 would cross BLM lands within the CIAA.  Approximately 140 acres are estimated to fall within the CIAA.
· Enterprise South Eddy Interconnects and Cryogenic Gas Plant:  Enterprise is planning to build the South Eddy Cryogenic Gas Plant on a 40-acre parcel in eastern Eddy County.  The gas processing capacity of the plant is estimated at 200 million cubic feet per day.  The proposed plant would also require several pipeline interconnects, access roads, and electric easements.
· Enterprise Rattlesnake Pipeline and Compressor Station:  Enterprise is planning to construct 5 miles of 12.75-inch-diameter pipeline, two aboveground facilities, including one 5-acre compressor station, and two permanent access roads in the area.  The proposed project is approximately 25 acres, with approximately 10 acres falling within the LPC IPA. 
· OXY USA Inc. Sand Dunes Master Development Plan:  OXY USA Inc. is proposing to drill, produce, and finally abandon 31 to 155 oil and natural gas wells and construct, use, and reclaim the associated surface features in the Sand Dunes Area of Eddy County, New Mexico.  Total surface disturbance for the proposed project is 320 acres.  Project elements include 31 well pads, seven access roads, five buried pipelines, 62 surface pipelines, utility poles, and several centralized tank batteries. 
· Potash Junction to Roadrunner 345-Kilovolt Transmission Line Project:  This project is a proposed overhead power line with an estimated 132 to 223 acres of surface disturbance for the transmission line, expansion of the existing Potash Junction Substation, and new construction of the Roadrunner Substation. 
· Hobbs to China Draw 345-Kilovolt Transmission Line Project:  This project is a proposed overhead power line with an estimated 450 acres of surface disturbance within the LPC IPA.  The proposed project includes a new transmission line, expansion of the existing substations, and new substation construction. 
· Western Refining Southwest, Inc. 70-12 Pipeline Project: This project is an approved 76-mile, 12-inch crude oil pipeline with an estimated 403 acres of surface disturbance for the pipeline and aboveground appurtenances.
· DCP Midstream, Lea County Lateral Pipeline Project:  This project is an approved 12-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline with an estimated 598 acres of surface disturbance for the pipeline and aboveground appurtenances.
· DCP Midstream, Zia II Natural Gas Processing Plant and Pipeline Project: This project is an approved natural gas processing plant and series of gathering pipelines with an estimated 694 acres of surface disturbance. 
· DCP Midstream, Red Hills North, Central, and South Pipeline Projects:  The three natural gas pipelines would disturb approximately 53 acres, including a small portion within the LPC IPA managed by the BLM.
· Navitas Midstream New Mexico, Delaware Basin Natural Gas Cryogenic Processing Plant and Pipeline Project:  This project is a proposed natural gas processing plant, associated gathering pipelines, natural gas liquid pipeline, and lateral pipeline, gathering compression stations, and downstream interconnect points.
· DCP Midstream Ross Draw Pipeline:  DCP is proposing to build a 20-inch natural gas pipeline that would be 10 miles long, with a 50-foot ROW.  Approximately 30 acres are estimated to fall within the CIAA for the LPC. 
· Versado Gas Processors Arena Roja Pipeline:  Versado is proposing to install a 4.5-mile, 20-inch-diameter natural gas polyethylene pipeline and associated aboveground valves and meters with a 50-foot ROW.  The project area is approximately 28 acres; all of which are within the LPC IPA managed by the BLM.
· [bookmark: _Ref398722720][bookmark: _Ref393964677][bookmark: _Toc393965290]Other oil and gas proposed well pad and access road activity: According to the BLM CFO’s NEPA log published on May 4, 2015, 723 applications for permit to drill, realty transactions, and sundry actions in Eddy County were listed as pending or approved within the first 4 months of 2015 (BLM 2015).  This analysis assumes each of these projects represents an average disturbance of approximately 3 acres. While exact location data for these pending actions were not available, this analysis assumes that the projects would be located evenly across Eddy County and, as a result, approximately 4% or 29 projects would fall within the CIAA.
Table 3.4 summarizes known past, present, and reasonably foreseeable disturbance impacts by CIAA. 
[bookmark: _Ref433022800][bookmark: _Toc441141381]Table 3.4	Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Disturbance Impacts by CIAA*
	CIAA
	Past Actions (acres) 
	Present Actions and RFFAs 
(acres within CIAA)

	31-mile buffer around the proposed ROW 
	Data not available
	Data not available

	Red Hills Draw HUC-10 watershed
	5,995
	637

	LPC IPA
	39,734
	3,306


*See resource specific sections below for full cumulative analysis.

[bookmark: _Ref432581933][bookmark: _Toc441141359]Air Resources
 Affected Environment
Air quality and climate are components of air resources that may be affected by the Proposed Action. Air resource impacts associated with the Proposed Action were evaluated within a designated analysis area, extending 31 miles beyond the site of the Proposed Action.  The analysis area includes portions of Lea and Eddy Counties in New Mexico and Reeves, Ward, Winkler, and Andrews Counties in Texas. Climate, ambient air quality standards, existing air quality, and county emissions inventories are discussed in this section.

Climate
Southeastern New Mexico’s climate is generally categorized as semiarid.  The area receives low annual precipitation, has low annual humidity, and has among the highest evaporation rates in the state. During summer months, individual daytime temperatures can exceed 100°F; the warmest days often occur in June just before the monsoon season begins (monsoon season in the southwestern United States typically occurs from June to September). Precipitation in semiarid regions typically varies markedly between seasons with intense precipitation events in the summer providing the majority of the annual precipitation. May through October are the warmest 6 months of the year and provide an average of 80% of the annual total precipitation for the state’s eastern plains where the Proposed Action site is located (Western Regional Climate Center 2015a). A wind measurement station near the Proposed Action (Paduca) indicates that the prevailing winds most frequently arrive from the southeast (Western Regional Climate Center 2015b). 

Ambient Air Quality Standards

Under the CAA, the EPA has the authority to regulate emissions from both stationary and mobile sources. The CAA requires the EPA to establish NAAQS for pollutants considered harmful to public health and the environment. Per the requirement, the EPA has created national standards for six common air pollutants, also known as criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), SO2, ozone (O3), lead (Pb), particulate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), and particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5).

The NAAQS include primary standards that provide for the protection of human health and secondary standards that provide for the protection of public welfare (e.g., visibility, the health of vegetation and animals). The NAAQS are defined in terms of threshold ambient concentrations measured as an average for specified periods of time. Pollutants with acute health effects are assigned short-term standards and those with chronic health effects are assigned long-term standards. The NAAQS undergo periodic revisions to ensure that emerging science and technology result in the most up-to-date and protective standards achievable. 

[bookmark: _Ref398723011][image: C:\Users\cburnett\Documents\Projects\34203 Rattlesnake Draw (Enterprise)\GIS_maps\Cotton Draw\34203_CD_EA_Project_Area_HUC10.jpg]
[bookmark: _Ref407366153][bookmark: _Toc441141373][bookmark: _Toc363816619]Figure 3.1	Watershed crossed by proposed project used to define the CIAA.
Under the provisions of the CAA, states can elect to develop their own ambient air quality standards, and New Mexico has adopted its own standards (New Mexico Ambient Air Quality Standards [NMAAQS]) for CO, NO2, total suspended particulates (TSP), SO2, hydrogen sulfide (H2S), and total reduced sulfur (TRS). The NAAQS and NMAAQS are presented in Table 3.5.
[bookmark: _Ref433181369][bookmark: _Toc373752338][bookmark: _Toc441141382]Table 3.5	Ambient Air Quality Standards
	Pollutant
	New Mexico Standard
	National Standards

	
	
	Primary 
	Secondary 

	CO
1-hour average
8-hour average
	
13.1 ppm
8.7 ppm
	
35 ppm
9 ppm
	
–
–

	Pb
Rolling 3-month average
	
–
	
0.15 µg/m3
	
Same as Primary

	NO2
1-hour average
24-hour average
Annual average
	
–
0.05 ppm
0.10 ppm
	

100 ppb
53 ppb
	

–
Same as Primary

	O3
8-hour average
	
–
	
0.075 ppm
	
Same as Primary

	TSP
24-hour average
7-day average
30-day average
Annual geometric mean
	
150 µg/m3
110 µg/m3
90 µg/m3
60 µg/m3
	
–
–
–
–
	
–
–
–
–

	PM10
24-hour average
	
–
	
150 µg/m3
	
Same as Primary

	PM2.5
24-hour average
Annual average
	
–
–
	
35 µg/m3
12 µg/m3
	
Same as Primary
15 µg/m3

	SO2
1-hour average
3-hour average
24-hour average
Annual average
	
–
–
0.10 ppm
0.02 ppm
	
75 ppb
–
–
–
	
–
0.5 ppm
–
–

	H2S
½ hour average a
	
0.100 ppm
	
–
	
–

	TRS
½ hour average a
	
0.010 ppm
	
–
	
–

	a H2S and TRS ½ hour average for the Pecos-Permian Basin Intrastate Air Quality Control Region.
µg/m3: microgram per cubic meter.
ppb: parts per billion.
ppm: parts per million.
Source: New Mexico Administrative Code 20.2.3; EPA 2014.


Existing Air Quality and Emissions Inventory
In accordance with the CAA, the EPA must review air quality conditions reported by states to determine whether states are meeting the national standards for air quality. Areas with ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants within the NAAQS are deemed to be “attainment” areas; conversely, those that do not meet the standards are referred to as “non-attainment” areas. Areas that cannot be classified on the basis of insufficient data are designated as “unclassifiable.” The designation “attainment/unclassifiable” may be assigned to areas that are lacking sufficient monitoring data but meet the standard or will soon meet the standard.
The EPA designates Lea and Eddy Counties in New Mexico and Reeves, Ward, Winkler, and Andrews Counties in Texas as being in attainment/unclassifiable with respect to the NAAQS for O3, CO, NO2, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, and Pb. Similarly, the NMED designates these counties as being in attainment/unclassifiable with respect to the NMAAQS for CO, NO2, SO2, TSP, H2S, and TRS (EPA 2015b). The Proposed Action is located within New Mexico Air Quality Control Region 155.
Emission inventories are useful in comparing emission source categories to determine which industries or practices are contributing to the general level of pollution in an area. Emission inventories provide an overview of the type and amount of pollution emitted on an annual basis from sources in the area. For the purposes of this assessment, the most recent National Emissions Inventory conducted in 2011 was summarized for Eddy County. The emission inventory data are presented in Table 3.6.
[bookmark: _Ref433181420][bookmark: _Toc416963716][bookmark: _Toc441141383]Table 3.6	Emissions Inventory in Tons per Year for Eddy County, New Mexico 
	Source
	CO
	NOX
	SO2
	PM10
	PM2.5
	VOCs
	HAPs

	Eddy County, New Mexico

	Agriculture
	–
	–
	–
	656
	131
	–
	–

	Biogenics 1
	13,620
	1,423
	–
	–
	–
	57,192
	13,000

	Dust
	–
	–
	–
	18,905
	1,928
	–
	–

	Fires
	13,153
	268
	127
	1,424
	1,198
	3,100
	385

	Fuel combustion
	956
	1,378
	48
	89
	74
	201
	28

	Industrial processes
	9,662
	8,247
	2,413
	1,919
	708
	48,338
	941

	Miscellaneous 2
	9
	0
	0
	23
	21
	822
	230

	Mobile
	7,690
	1,694
	8
	94
	77
	1,030
	247

	Waste disposal
	632
	21
	1
	82
	66
	48
	5

	Total Emissions
	45,722
	13,031
	2,597
	23,192
	4,203
	110,731
	14,836

	Note: “-” denotes no information available. Due to an incomplete data set, greenhouse gas emissions are not presented. Totals may not sum exactly due to rounding.
1 Biogenic emissions are those emissions derived from natural processes (such as vegetation and soil).
2 Miscellaneous categories include bulk gasoline terminals, commercial cooking, gas stations, miscellaneous non-industrial (not elsewhere classified), and solvent use.
NOx:  Nitrogen Oxides. 
VOC:  Volatile Organic Compounds. 
HAPs:  Hazardous Air Pollutants.
Source:  EPA 2015c.


According to the 2011 National Emissions Inventory, the major pollutants emitted in Eddy County are volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and CO.  The major sources contributing to VOC emissions are biogenics and industrial processes.  The major sources contributing to CO emissions are biogenics, mobile sources, and industrial processes.  PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are principally generated from dust. Industrial processes and fuel combustion are the major contributors to nitrogen oxides (NOX) emissions in the county.  SO2 emissions are almost entirely generated in Eddy County through industrial processes. Industrial facilities near the Proposed Action area in New Mexico include compressor stations, storage facilities, gas processing plants, and potash mining (NMED 2015).
Pollutants included in the 2011 National Emissions Inventory are the criteria pollutants and hazardous air pollutants.  Due to an incomplete data set from the 2011 National Emissions Inventory, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are not represented.  However, according to the NMED, emissions of GHGs in New Mexico remained essentially level from 2000 to 2007 (the most recent information available), despite a 6.7% growth in New Mexico’s population over that period.  The largest sources of GHG emissions in New Mexico in 2007 were electricity production (41%), the fossil fuel industry (22%) and transportation fuel use (20%).  Estimated total gross GHG emissions in 2007 for New Mexico were 76.2 million metric tons (NMED 2010).
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
Hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), also known as air toxins, are pollutants that are produced primarily by human-made sources.  These pollutants are known or suspected to cause adverse human health effects, including cancer, as well as negative effects to ecosystems.  Humans can come into contact with these toxins through several exposure pathways, including inhalation, ingesting of contaminated food, water, and soil, and dermal contact. 
To date, the EPA has identified 187 different HAPs.  The EPA operates the National Air Toxics Trends Station Network, which monitors air toxics at 27 sites throughout the United States.  In 2011, the EPA released the 2005 National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) analysis, which estimated risks from breathing air toxins.  The NATA analysis demonstrated geographic variability between census tracts in cancer and non-cancer risks based on proximity to and density of air toxics emissions sources.
The 2005 NATA analysis (the most recent year available) estimated tract level total cancer risk for the analysis area as 16 to 25 per one million, and the estimated tract level total respiratory hazard index was 0.2 to 0.4 per one million (EPA 2015d).  For comparison, the NATA analysis estimates the average national cancer risk for 2005 was 50 per one million, meaning one person out of every 20,000 had an increased likelihood of contracting cancer from breathing air toxins from outdoor sources if exposed to 2005 emission levels over their lifetime.  A respiratory hazard index below 1 indicates that exposures in the area do not exceed reference levels that would have adverse effects for human health.
Air Quality-Related Values
Federal land managers are required under the CAA Amendments of 1977 to “protect the natural and cultural resources of Class I areas from the adverse impacts of air pollution.”  In order to do so, federal land managers must identify or define the air quality related values (AQRVs) within their jurisdiction.  An AQRV is a resource that may be adversely affected by a change in air quality.  The resource may include visibility or a specific scenic, cultural, physical, biological, ecological, or recreational resource identified by the federal land manager for a particular area.  Federal agency actions must not adversely affect AQRVs at the nearest Class I area.  Currently, all federal land managers use Interagency Monitoring of Protected Visual Environments (IMPROVE) monitoring data to determine conditions for visibility in federal land manager areas.
The nearest Class I area to the Proposed Action is Carlsbad Caverns National Park.  The northern border of Carlsbad Caverns National Park is approximately 37 miles west of the Proposed Action.  There is no IMPROVE monitor in the park, but a representative monitor exists at Guadalupe Mountains National Park, approximately 16 miles southwest of Carlsbad Caverns National Park’s southern border.  The monitor records standard visual range, or visibility, which is the distance that can be seen on a given day.  From 1989 to 2013, the standard visual range for the Guadalupe Mountains National Park IMPROVE monitor ranged from 111 to 152 miles on the best visibility days, 71 to 102 miles on intermediate visibility days, and 40 to 61 miles on the worst visibility days (IMPROVE 2014).  The visibility on the clearest days at Guadalupe Mountains National Park show a significant trend towards greater visibility from 1989 to 2014, but visibility on the haziest days does not show a significant trend in improvement or degradation (Federal Land Manager Environmental Database 2015).
Impacts from the Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Impacts
Criteria for assessing air quality impacts are based on existing regulatory requirements across all applicable jurisdictions.  Therefore, significant direct and indirect impacts from the Proposed Action can be assumed to result if it is demonstrated that the NAAQS or NMAAQS would be exceeded.  The quantity of emissions from the construction and operation of the Proposed Action can be estimated (see Table 3.7 and Table 3.8).  Where possible, potential emissions from anticipated activities and the project timeline were calculated for the Proposed Action.  Impacts are evaluated separately as construction emissions (those emissions that are expected to be temporary) and operational emissions (those emissions that are expected to occur annually during operation of the Proposed Action).  Construction-related emissions considered include exhaust from construction vehicles, material movement, and equipment; exhaust from construction worker commuting; fugitive dust from general construction activities and earthmoving; and pipeline sandblasting and coating.  Operational-related emissions considered include emissions from operational worker commuting and emissions from inspection and maintenance of the pipeline (which includes exhaust from inspection vehicles and aerial inspections, fugitive dust from unpaved roads, and line maintenance equipment).
While these estimates and emissions limitations are not directly comparable to any ambient air quality standards, these values can be compared to county emissions inventories.  Construction and operational emissions from the Proposed Action are presented as a percentage of the emissions from Eddy County as reported in the 2011 National Emissions Inventory.  The emissions inventory of Eddy County was used to compare to emissions from the Proposed Action because the project would be located there.  The comparison offers an estimate of the scope of the Proposed Action for informational purposes and carries no regulatory significance.
Construction Emissions
Construction-related emissions considered include exhaust from construction vehicles, material movement, and equipment; exhaust from construction worker commuting; fugitive dust from general construction activities and earthmoving; and pipeline sandblasting and coating. 

Exhaust emissions from off-road construction vehicles and equipment were calculated using the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Off-Road Model Mobile Source Emission Factors using the 2015 vehicle fleet.  Several variables were incorporated into these calculations, including equipment-specific emission factors, quantity of each equipment type, and duration of use.  Similarly, construction worker commute and equipment delivery emissions were calculated using SCAQMD emission factors for On-Road Passenger Vehicles for the 2015 vehicle fleet (SCAQMD 2007a).  The construction workers were assumed to originate from Jal, New Mexico. Emissions associated with equipment delivery were estimated using SCAQMD emission factors for Heavy-Heavy-Duty-Vehicles (with vehicle weights ranging from 33,001 to 60,000 pounds) (SCAQMD 2007b), originating from Odessa, Texas.  Fugitive dust emissions due to general construction and earthmoving activities were estimated using the Western Regional Air Partnership’s (2006) Fugitive Dust Handbook.  Construction-related emissions resulting from the Proposed Action is presented in Table 3.7.

[bookmark: _Ref433181549][bookmark: _Toc373752343][bookmark: _Toc441141384]Table 3.7	Construction-related Emissions in Tons Resulting from the Proposed Action
	Source
	CO
	NOX
	SOX 1
	PM10
	PM2.5
	VOCs
	HAPs
	GHG 2

	Construction equipment exhaust
	11.85
	19.57
	0.03
	1.01
	0.90
	2.66
	0.27
	2,502

	Commuting and equipment/material delivery
	2.09
	0.29
	< 0.01
	13.64
	1.38
	0.23
	0.02
	351

	Fugitive emissions from general construction and earthmoving
	–
	–
	–
	7.61
	0.76
	–
	–
	–

	Pipeline sandblasting and coating
	–
	–
	–
	8.25
	0.82
	4.56
	0.46
	–

	Total
	13.94
	19.86
	0.03
	30.51
	3.86
	7.45
	0.74
	2,853

	Percent of Total Eddy County Emissions
	0.03%
	0.15%
	< 0.01%
	0.13%
	0.09%
	0.01%
	< 0.01%
	N/A 3



	1 All oxides of sulfur (including SO2).  For purposes of comparison, SO2 emissions reported in the county inventory are assumed to be equal to SOX.
2 GHG emissions are reported in metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e).  For any quantity and type of GHG, CO2e signifies the amount of carbon dioxide that would have the equivalent global warming impact.
3 GHG emissions are not reported for all sources in the county inventory.  Therefore, GHG emissions are not compared to the county inventory.



The most abundant pollutants estimated to be produced during the construction phase of the Proposed Action, in total tons, are GHGs, PM10, NOX, and CO.  The greatest contributors to these pollutants are construction equipment exhaust, construction worker commuting, and equipment and material delivery for and fugitive dust emissions from general construction and earthmoving. Each pollutant is equal to or less than 0.13% of Eddy County’s emission inventory for 2011.  The construction phase for the pipeline, associated surface site, and access road would be temporary.  Additionally, during pipeline construction, construction activities would advance down the line as construction progresses.  Therefore, impacts to air resources are likely to be insignificant from the construction of the Proposed Action. 
Operational Emissions
Operational-related emissions considered include aboveground fugitive emissions from pipeline equipment and emissions from inspection and maintenance of the pipeline (which includes exhaust from inspection vehicles and aerial inspections, fugitive dust from unpaved roads, and line maintenance equipment).  Inspection and maintenance activities are assumed to occur every year of operation.  The emissions from the aboveground equipment would be insignificant with the planned inspection and maintenance activities.  Operational-related emissions resulting from the Proposed Action are presented in Table 3.8.
[bookmark: _Ref433181998][bookmark: _Toc373752344][bookmark: _Toc441141385]Table 3.8	Operational-related Emissions in Tons per Year Resulting from the Proposed Action
	Source
	CO
	NOX
	SOX 1
	PM10
	PM2.5
	VOCs
	HAPs
	GHG 2

	Pipeline inspection and maintenance activities
	0.01
	< 0.01
	< 0.01
	1.85
	0.19
	< 0.01
	< 0.01
	2.02

	Percent of Total 
Eddy County Emissions
	< 0.01%
	< 0.01%
	< 0.01%
	0.02%
	0.01%
	< 0.01%
	< 0.01%
	N/A 3

	1 All oxides of sulfur (including SO2). For purposes of comparison, SO2 emissions reported in the county inventory are assumed to be equal to SOX.
2 GHG emissions are reported in metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e).  For any quantity and type of GHG, CO2e signifies the amount of carbon dioxide that would have the equivalent global warming impact.
3 GHG emissions are not reported for all sources in the county inventory.  Therefore, GHG emissions are not compared to the county inventory.


The most abundant pollutants emitted during operation of the Proposed Action, according to the methodology described above, are GHGs, CO, VOC, and NOX.  All emissions from the operation of the Proposed Action are less than 0.02% of the county’s emissions inventory.  Therefore, significant impacts to air resources are not likely to occur from the operation of the Proposed Action.
Cumulative Impacts
Impacts from the Proposed Action, when considering neighboring oil and gas development projects and existing ambient air quality, may contribute to air quality deterioration.  Oil and gas development, which includes oil and gas production, natural gas compressor stations and pipelines, gas plants, and petroleum refining, generates air pollutants (primarily VOCs and HAPs) and GHG emissions throughout the analysis area.  The analysis area is currently experiencing a rapid expansion of oil and gas development, which is expected to continue into the future.
Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
Present actions within the analysis area include existing oil and gas production facilities and supporting infrastructure.  RFFAs in the area are generally those serving the oil and gas industry.  Project types generally include transmission lines, pipelines, oil and gas production facilities, and natural gas processing plants.
Transmission line and pipeline projects emit pollutants over a wide area during construction, but typically emit small amounts of pollutants during operation.  Similar to the Proposed Action, construction emissions would include exhaust from construction vehicles, material movement, and equipment; exhaust from construction worker commuting; and fugitive dust from general construction activity.  Proposed projects with pipelines would require sandblasting and coating.  Typically, these levels of emitted pollutants do not contribute largely to the overall cumulative impact to air resources.  Therefore, concurrent construction or operation of these actions during construction or operation of the Proposed Action is expected to have an insignificant impact on air quality.
National gas processing plants and oil and gas production facilities emit pollutants during construction, but would also emit large amounts of pollutants during the operational lifetime of the facility.  The plants typically emit large amounts of NOX, CO, VOC, SO2, and GHGs.  Sufficient data are not currently available to determine cumulative impacts from the present or future actions listed in the introduction to Chapter 3.  The RFFAs outlined above could cumulatively impact air quality through emissions from surface disturbance, tailpipe and fugitive dust emissions from mobile sources, and point-source emissions from industrial activities.  These air quality impacts, collectively, could result in degradation of air resources within the project analysis area.  However, all proposed actions in the analysis area would be regulated by the appropriate regulatory authority ensuring that anthropogenic air quality impacts are minimized.
Climate 
Climate analyses consist of several factors, including GHGs, land use management practices, and the albedo effect.  There are no sites within or near the Proposed Action area that are collecting ambient GHG data.  The tools necessary to quantify incremental climatic impacts of specific activities associated with those factors are presently unavailable.  As a consequence, impact assessment of effects of specific anthropogenic activities cannot be performed.  Ambient background data that exist are parametrically derived from fossil fuel combustion and other industrial sources.  While the cumulative effect of climate change in the air resources CIAA may be major and long term, it is difficult to state with certainty what the Proposed Action would contribute to those climate impacts. 
However, CEQ draft guidance states that NEPA documents for proposed federal actions resulting in direct GHG emissions of 25,000 metric tons per year should include a GHG emissions analysis of alternatives.  The reference point of 25,000 metric tons of direct GHG emissions is not an indicator of a level of GHG emissions that may significantly affect the quality of the human environment, but serves as a minimum for conducting a quantitative analysis (CEQ 2014).  While a quantitative analysis of alternatives was provided, the Proposed Action is estimated to have GHG emissions much less than the reference point.
Climate change impacts from the end use of the processed natural gas are not effects of the proposed planning decisions and thus are not required to be analyzed under the NEPA.  They are not direct effects, as defined by the CEQ, because they do not occur at the same time and place as the action, nor are they indirect effects because the proposed plan actions and resulting GHG emissions production are not a proximate cause of the emissions or other factors resulting from consumption.  The BLM does not determine the destination of the resources produced from federal lands.  The effects from consumption are not only speculative, but beyond the scope of agency authority or control.
Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts
Measures to minimize or eliminate impacts to air quality are described in the Proposed Action’s project design features (see Section 2.1.5).  No additional mitigation measures have been recommended.
[bookmark: _Ref399318064][bookmark: _Ref399318168][bookmark: _Toc441141360]Water Resources
Affected Environment
Surface Hydrology
The surface water supplies in southeast Eddy County are transitory and limited to quantities of runoff impounded in short drainage ways, shallow lakes, and small depressions, including various playas and lagunas (New Mexico Office of the State Engineer [NMOSE] 1999).  The proposed project crosses one watershed, Red Hills Draw, as defined by the 10-digit Hydrologic Unit Codes (HUCs) (Table 3.9).  The watershed is contained within the Pecos River Basin, although there is no connecting drainage to the Pecos River in in this area (NMOSE 1999:6-3).  There are no New Mexico Outstanding National Resource Waters within the Red Hills Draw watershed.
[bookmark: _Ref399317431][bookmark: _Toc441141386]Table 3.9	Watershed Crossed by the Proposed Project
	Watershed Name
	HUC-10/ID
	Portion of Project Area within the watershed (acres)
	Total watershed size (acres)

	Red Hills Draw
	1307000101
	1.3
	119,894


A 100% pedestrian survey of the project area was conducted on August 31, September 1, and December 16, 2015, to determine the presence of potential waters of the U.S., including wetlands and special aquatic sites.  Defining elements of potential waters of the U.S. include OHWMs, defined bed and banks, or the three mandatory wetland criteria:  hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology.  No special aquatic sites, wetlands, streams, or ponds were identified within the project area.  The presence of playas and vegetated depressions was investigated in the field according to the CFO’s guidance.  None were identified during the 2015 field surveys. 
Groundwater Hydrology
The project area occurs within the Carlsbad Underground Basin.  The Carlsbad Underground Basin stretches from the Guadalupe Mountains, west of Carlsbad, south to the Texas border, and east into Lea County, New Mexico.  Groundwater in this basin is derived from several geological formations, including the Delaware Mountain Group, the Carlsbad and Capitan Limestones, the Castile, the Rustler and Dockum Formations, and alluvium (water eroded) and river terrace deposits (Pecos Valley Water Users Organization 2001).  The two major aquifers that yield large supplies of water are the Capitan Reef and the shallow water aquifer found in the alluvium and river terrace deposits.  The city of Carlsbad, the village of Loving, and five other community water systems derive their water supplies from the two major aquifers in the basin.  Mineral extraction industries (potash, oil, and gas) also use water from the basin. The groundwater quality within the Carlsbad Underground Basin can vary from good to poor.  The major constituents affecting water quality are salts and sulfur (Pecos Valley Water Users Organization 2001).  Groundwater level data are limited for the project vicinity.  Based on the New Mexico Water Rights Reporting System, groundwater levels in the Carlsbad Underground Basin average 192 feet below ground surface with a minimum depth of 60 feet below ground surface (NMOSE 2015).
Impacts from the Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Impacts
No potential waters of the U.S., wetlands, or special aquatic sites, as defined by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, were identified during the field surveys of the proposed project area (SWCA 2016).  No impacts to waters of the U.S. would occur from the proposed project.  Furthermore, no playas or vegetated depressions, as defined by the BLM CFO, were identified during the field surveys; therefore, no impacts to these features would occur from the proposed project. 
The potential to impact water resources primarily lies with the indirect impacts that could occur due to stormwater runoff from pipeline construction activities into downstream waters or the nearby playas.  While indirect impacts from stormwater movement of contaminants or sediment due to ground disturbance is a possibility, the stabilization and rehabilitation procedures described in Section 2.1.5, including established BMPs, are likely to limit any movement of contaminants or sediment and limit any indirect impacts.  This Proposed Action would have no impact on the Pecos River because the ephemeral drainages do not drain directly into the river.
Similar to potential impacts to surface water, the impacts to groundwater would occur if spills or leaks occurred during construction or operation of the pipeline and access road.  Direct contact with groundwater during construction is not likely, as trenching of the pipeline would penetrate to approximately 4 feet deep, up to a maximum of 10 feet, depending on field conditions.  The minimum record groundwater depth is approximately 60 feet within the Carlsbad Underground Basin.  The greatest risk is from accidental spillage or release of contaminants that could migrate to groundwater.  The use of BMPs and spill prevention, control, and cleanup procedures would minimize the risk of any impact to shallow groundwater resources, if they exist.
Hydrostatic test water would be disposed at a permitted off-site disposal facility after testing of the pipeline occurs.  No surface discharge is intended or planned.  Therefore, a discharge permit is not required.
Cumulative Impacts
Impacts from past actions within the 119,894-acre CIAA include approximately 5,995 acres of surface-disturbing activities, including past construction of oil and gas well pads, access roads, transmission lines, and other linear features.  Past actions account for surface disturbance on approximately 5% of the CIAA. Reclamation of some disturbed areas and use of BMPs for erosion control and stormwater events has reduced impacts to water resources by limiting sedimentation and controlling runoff.
Present actions and RFFAs, not including the Proposed Action, are estimated to create an additional 637 acres of surface disturbance within the CIAA, or 0.5% of the CIAA.  Impacts to water resources would depend on the placement and type of surface disturbance, the type of soil and the hydrologic conditions within the individual project areas.  Generally, soil erosion and sedimentation of local drainages would be expected to occur and more so when storm events occur during construction of the future actions.  The subject projects would require BMPs and other mitigation to reduce these impacts.  Together, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable surface disturbance would total 6,632 acres (5.5% of the CIAA).
The Proposed Action would result in an additional 10.054 acres of surface disturbance, which is approximately 0.083% of the CIAA.  This comprises an additional 1% to the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable surface disturbance identified above.  This contribution would be localized and minimized from implementation of project design features and BMPs.  Cumulative impacts to groundwater are difficult to estimate because, as with the Proposed Action, impacts to groundwater could occur from accidental spills during construction or operation that would reach the water table.  BMPs would be in place for all projects considered for the cumulative impacts analysis; therefore, spills would be rare.  If a spill did occur, response would be immediate, thereby reducing the likelihood of groundwater contamination.
Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts
Measures to minimize or eliminate impacts to water resources and karst features are described in the Proposed Action’s project design features (see Section 2.1.5).  No additional mitigation measures are recommended. 
[bookmark: _Ref399318135][bookmark: _Toc441141361]Soil Resources
Affected Environment
[bookmark: _MON_1435039305][bookmark: _Toc391933299]According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (2015a), three soil types are mapped within the 10.054-acre project area.  These soil types include:  1)  Berino complex, 0% to 3% slopes; 2) Berino Loamy fine sand, 0 to 3 percent slopes; and 3) Tonuco loamy fine sand, 0 to 3 percent slopes.  See Figure 4.

Map unit:	BB – Berino complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes, eroded.

Component:	Berino (60%)

The Berino component makes up 60 percent of the map unit.  Slopes are 0 to 3 percent.  This component is on uplands, fan piedmonts.  The parent material consists of mixed alluvium and/or eolian sands.  Depth to a root restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches.  The natural drainage class is well drained.  Water movement in the most restrictive layer is moderately high.  Available water to a depth of 60 inches is moderate.  This soil is not flooded.  It is not ponded.  There is no zone of water saturation within a depth of 72 inches.  Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 0 percent.  This component is in the R042XC003Nm Loamy Sand ecological site.  Nonirrigated land capability classification is 7e.  This soil does not meet hydric criteria.  The soil has a very slightly saline horizon within 30 inches of the soil surface.  The soil has a slightly sodic horizon within 30 inches of the soil surface. 

Component:	Pajarito (25%)

The Pajarito component makes up 25 percent of the map unit.  Slopes are 0 to 3 percent.  This component is on uplands, dunes.  The parent material consists of mixed alluvium and/or eolian sands.  Depth to a root restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches.  The natural drainage class is well drained.  Water movement in the most restrictive layer is high.  Available water to a depth of 60 inches is moderate.  Shrink-swell potential is low.  This soil is not flooded.  It is not ponded.  There is no zone of water saturation within a depth of 72 inches.  Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 1 percent.  This component is in the R042XC003NM Loamy Sand ecological site.  Nonirrigated land capability classification is 7e.  Irrigated land capability classification is 2e.  This soil does not meet hydric criteria.  The calcium carbonate equivalent within 40 inches, typically, does not exceed 30 percent.  

Map unit:	BA – Berino loamy fine sand, 0 to 3 percent slopes.

Component:	Berino (100%)

The Berino component makes up 100 percent of the map unit.  Slopes are 0 to 3 percent.  This component is on fan piedmonts, uplands.  The parent material consists of mixed alluvium and/or eolian sands.  Depth to a root restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches.  Available water to a depth of 60 inches is moderate.  Shrink-swell potential is moderate.  This soil is not flooded.  It is not ponded.  There is no zone of water saturation within a depth of 72 inches.  Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 0 percent.  This component is in the R042XC007NM Loamy ecological site.  Nonirrigated land capability classification is 7e.  Irrigated land capability classification is 3e.  This soil does not meet hydric criteria.  The soil has a very slightly saline horizon within 30 inches of the soil surface.  The soil has a slightly sodic horizon within 30 inches of the soil surface.

Map unit:	TF – Tonuco loamy fine sand, 0 to 3 percent slopes.  

Component:	Tonuco (100%)

The Tonuco component makes up 100 percent of the map unit.  Slopes are 0 to 3 percent.  This component is on alluvial fans, uplands.  The parent material consists of mixed alluvium and/or eolian sands.  Depth to a root restrictive layer, petrocalcic, is 6 to 20 inches.  The natural drainage class is  

 
[image: ]
Figure 4.1	Proposed Enterprise Project area showing soil types.


excessively drained.  Water movement in the most restrictive layer is very high.  Available water to a depth of 60 inches is very low.  Shrink-swell potential is low.  This soil is not flooded.  It is not ponded.  There is no zone of water saturation within a depth of 72 inches.  Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 0 percent.  This component is in the R042XC004NM Sandy ecological site.  Nonirrigated land capability classification is 7e.  This soil does not meet hydric criteria.   

Sandy Soils

This map unit is typically associated with fan piedmont, interdunes, dunes, and plains landforms within loamy sand ecological sites from 3,000 to 4,200 feet above mean sea level.  Typically, these soils are deep, well-drained to excessively drained, non-calcareous to weakly calcareous sands.  They are found on undulating plains and low hills in the “sand country” east of the Pecos River.  Permeability is moderate to very rapid, water-holding capacity is low to moderate, and little runoff occurs.  Due to the texture of the Berino complex and low organic matter within the project area, the soil is highly susceptible to water induced erosion when vegetative cover is removed (Natural Resources Conservation Service 2015a).  These soils are also susceptible to wind erosion and careful management is needed to maintain a cover of desirable forage plants and to control erosion.  Reestablishing native plant cover could take 3-5 years due to unpredictable rainfall and high temperatures.  

Low stability soils, such as the sandy and deep sands found on this area, typically contain only large filamentous cyanobacteria.  Cyanobacteria, while present in some locations, are not significant.  While they occur in the top 4 mm of the soil, this type of soil crust is important in binding loose soil particles together to stabilize the soil surface and reduce erosion.  The cyanobacteria also function in the nutrient cycle by fixing atmospheric nitrogen, contributing to soil organic matter, and maintaining soil moisture.  Cyanobacteria are mobile, and can often move up through disturbed sediments to reach light levels necessary for photosynthesis.  Horizontally, they occur in nutrient-poor areas between plant clumps.  Because they lack a waxy epidermis, they tend to leak nutrients into the surrounding soil.  Vascular plants such as grasses and forbs can then utilize these nutrients.

Impacts from the Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Impacts
Construction activities (e.g., clearing vegetation, grading, trenching) related to the installation of the pipeline and aboveground facility would directly impact  acres of soil resources.  Approximately 1.149 acre would be temporarily impacted, with vegetation reclamation of the area by faster growing plants expected within 2 years after construction, given sufficient rainfall and proper seeding techniques.  The growth of mature native plant communities may require decades to become fully re-established.  
Long-term, direct impacts would result from the construction and permanent operation of 1.149 acres for the pipeline, surface site and permanent access road.  Direct impacts to soils include increased erosion from the removal of vegetative cover, contamination from accidental spills or leaks, and soil compaction from heavy equipment resulting in the loss of soil structure and porosity.  These impacts can lead to increased rainfall runoff and susceptibility to high wind events and consequently increased erosion. 
Indirect impacts to soil resources can include a change in soil productivity due to mixing of topsoil with subsoil during trenching and grading.  This has the greatest chance of occurring on sensitive soils, which include soils that are easily eroded with shallow profiles, such as those found in the project area. Another indirect impact is the colonization of noxious weeds on disturbed soils.  This can occur anywhere soil is disturbed.  Weeds can out-compete native species due to their ability to thrive under conditions with low soil moisture content, poor nutrient availability, and coarse soil textures. 
Per communication with the BLM CFO and comparison with similar projects in the region, it is reasonable to expect seeded vegetation to be re-established within the project area 2 years after construction.  This assumes the project area would receive sufficient rainfall, proper seed bed preparation, and appropriate seeding techniques, and that a BLM-prescribed seed mix would be used. 
Cumulative Impacts
Impacts from past actions within the 119,894-acre CIAA include approximately 5,995 acres of surface-disturbing activities, including past construction of oil and gas well pads, access roads, transmission lines, and other linear features.  Past actions account for soil disturbance on approximately 5% of the CIAA. Reclamation of some disturbed areas and use of BMPs for erosion control and stormwater events has reduced impacts to soil resources by improving vegetative cover from construction conditions and reducing soil loss.
Present actions and RFFAs, not including the Proposed Action, are estimated to create an additional 637 acres of soil disturbance within the CIAA, or 0.5% of the CIAA.  Impacts to soil resources would depend on the placement and type of surface disturbance, the type of soil and the topography within the individual project areas. Generally, soil erosion would be expected to occur, especially when storm events occur during construction of the future actions. The subject projects would require BMPs and other mitigation to reduce these impacts. Together, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable surface disturbance would total 6,632 acres (5.5% of the CIAA).
The Proposed Action would result in an additional 1.149 acres of surface disturbance, which is approximately 0.0173% of the CIAA. This comprises an additional 0.002% to the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable surface disturbance identified above. This contribution would be localized and minimized from implementation of project design features and BMPs.
Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts
[bookmark: _Toc382906477]Mitigation measures have been built in to the Proposed Action and are detailed in Section 2.1.5.  No other mitigation has been recommended. 
[bookmark: _Toc441141362][bookmark: _Toc382906478]Vegetation and Invasive Non-native Species
Affected Environment
The proposed project area is located within the Chihuahuan Deserts: Chihuahuan Basins and Playas EPA Level IV ecoregion (Griffith et al. 2006). During the biological surveys, biologists identified one vegetation community within the proposed project area, mixed desert scrub (SWCA 2016). A very small sand sagebrush (Artemisia filifolia)-dominated area (approximately 100 × 200 feet) is located within the mixed desert scrub vegetation community. The area was so minimal in size that it did not constitute a separate vegetation community. The overall project area and surrounding landscape have been disturbed by existing oil and gas infrastructure and livestock grazing. Vegetative cover within and surrounding the proposed project area is approximately 40% to 60%.  Plant species recorded within each vegetation community during the biological survey are listed in Table 3.10.

Noxious Weeds
During the biological survey, no State of New Mexico or federally listed noxious weeds were identified within the survey area (New Mexico Department of Agriculture 2009; U.S. Department of Agriculture 2015). The BLM participates in an invasive species monitoring and treatment program in Lea and Eddy Counties. Based on review of the CFO’s noxious weed treatment geographic information system (GIS) shapefile, there are no previously treated noxious weed areas within 0.5 mile of the proposed ROW. The closest noxious weed treatment area is approximately 3 miles northeast of the proposed project area. 

Impacts from the Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Impacts
Impacts to plant communities and habitats from the construction of the pipeline, surface site, and access road would include 1.149 acres of direct impact from vegetation removal.  Additional short-term impacts would occur during site preparation and would continue until re-vegetation of the project area by faster growing plants is achieved, which is estimated to be 2 years after construction.  Long-term, permanent impacts from the construction of the surface site and permanent access road would result in 1.149 acres of vegetation loss.  These impacts are expected to change the vegetation species composition, abundance, and distribution in and adjacent to the project area. 

[bookmark: _Ref430164231][bookmark: _Ref430164227][bookmark: _Toc441141387][bookmark: _Ref382219458]Table 3.10	Plant Species Observed during the Biological Surveys
	Scientific Name
	Common Name

	
	

	Artemisia filifolia
	Sand sagebrush

	Atriplex hymenelytra
	Desert holly

	Bouteloua eriopoda
	Black grama

	Bouteloua gracilis
	Blue grama

	Condalia ericoides
	Javelina bush

	Croton pottsii
	Leatherweed

	Croton texensis
	Texas croton

	Cylindropuntia leptocaulis
	Christmas cactus

	Echinocactus texensis
	Horse crippler

	Eragrostis lehmanniana
	Lehmann lovegrass

	Eriogonum annuum*
	Annual buckwheat

	Gutierrezia sarothrae*
	Broom snakeweed

	Helianthus annuus
	Common sunflower

	Larrea tridentata*
	Creosote bush

	Mentzelia laevicaulis
	Smoothstem blazingstar

	Opuntia polyacantha
	Plains pricklypear

	Prosopis glandulosa*
	Honey mesquite

	Quercus havardii
	Shinnery oak 

	Salsola tragus
	Russian thistle

	Schizachyrium scoparium
	Little bluestem

	Solanum elaeagnifolium
	Silverleaf nightshade

	Sphaeralcea coccinea
	Scarlet globemallow

	Sporobolus cryptandrus
	Sand dropseed

	Yucca elata
	Plains yucca

	Yucca glauca
	Soapweed yucca

	Zinnia acerosa
	Desert zinnia


Note:  Nomenclature follows the PLANTS Database (Natural Resources Conservation Service 2015b).
*Refers to dominant species within corresponding vegetative community.
Indirect impacts to vegetation would occur as a result of deposition of fugitive dust generated during clearing and grading activities, the use of access roads, and from wind erosion of exposed soils.  This could reduce photosynthesis and productivity, increase water loss (Eveling and Bataille 1984) in plants near the project area, and result in injury to leaves.  Localized fugitive dust could be generated from the large areas of disturbed soil from trenching and blading associated with construction.  Plant community composition could subsequently be altered, resulting in habitat degradation.  Localized impacts on plant populations and communities could occur if seed production in some plant species is reduced. BMPs to control fugitive dust are incorporated into the project design features found in Section 2.1.5.	
Any surface disturbance can increase the possibility of establishment of new populations of invasive, non-native species. Noxious weed seed could be carried to and from the project area by construction equipment and transport vehicles.  BMPs to prevent the spread and new propagation of invasive, non-native species are incorporated into the project design are listed in Section 2.1.5. 
After construction, the project area would be reclaimed with a BLM-prescribed seed mix.  In some areas, restoration may potentially include species that are not locally native or plant communities different from local native communities. Although the replanting of disturbed soils may successfully establish vegetation in some locations (i.e., with a biomass and species richness similar to those of local native communities), the resulting plant community may be quite different from native communities in terms of species composition and representation of particular vegetation types, such as shrubs. The community composition of replanted areas would likely be greatly influenced by the species that are initially seeded, and colonization by species from nearby native communities may be slow. In addition, the planting of non-native species may result in the introduction of those species into nearby natural areas. The establishment of mature native plant communities may require decades, and some community types may never fully recover from disturbance. Successful re-establishment of some habitat types, such as shinnery oak (Quercus havardii) and sand sagebrush communities, may be difficult and may require considerably greater periods of time. Restoration of plant communities in areas with arid climates (e.g., averaging less than 9 inches of annual precipitation) would be especially difficult (Monsen et al. 2004).
Cumulative Impacts
Impacts from past actions within the 119,894-acre CIAA include approximately 5,995 acres of surface-disturbing activities, including past construction of oil and gas well pads, access roads, transmission lines, and other linear features. Past actions account for surface disturbance on approximately 5% of the CIAA. Reclamation of some disturbed areas and use of BMPs, such as reseeding construction areas, has reduced impacts to vegetation.
Present actions and RFFAs, not including the Proposed Action, are estimated to create an additional 637 acres of surface and vegetation disturbance within the CIAA, or 0.5% of the CIAA.  Impacts to vegetation would depend on the placement and type of surface disturbance and the plant species present within the individual project areas. Generally, native vegetation loss and the spread of noxious weeds would be expected to occur, especially during construction of the future actions. The subject projects would require BMPs and other mitigation to reduce these impacts. In time, the reclaimed and seeded areas would result in stable plant communities with densities that are similar to the pre-disturbance plant densities.  Together, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable surface disturbance would total 6,632 acres (5.5% of the CIAA).
The Proposed Action would result in an additional 1.149 acres of surface disturbance, which is approximately 0.0173% of the CIAA.  This comprises an additional 0.002% to the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable surface and vegetation disturbance identified above.  This contribution would be localized and minimized from implementation of project design features and BMPs.
Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts
Mitigation measures have been built in to the Proposed Action and are detailed in Section 2.1.5.  No other mitigation has been recommended. 
[bookmark: _Ref399318306][bookmark: _Ref430088979][bookmark: _Ref430089002][bookmark: _Toc441141363][bookmark: _Ref399318081][bookmark: _Ref399318190]Wildlife and Special Status Species
Affected Environment
[bookmark: _Ref345328332][bookmark: _Toc345328471]The Chihuahuan Deserts: Chihuahuan Basins and Playas ecoregion (Griffith et al. 2006) provides habitat for a variety of wildlife species.  SWCA biologists detected 12 bird species and five mammal species during the August, September, and December biological surveys of the proposed project area (Table 3.11). One species observed, loggerhead shrike, is a special status species (denoted in bold type), which is discussed in further below.

In addition to the species identified in the Table 3.11, other game species that have the potential to occur in and around the project area include javelina (Pecari tajacu) and pronghorn (Antilocapra americana). Furbearer game species likely to occur in the project area include badger (Taxidea taxus), long-tailed weasel (Mustela frenata), gray fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), and bobcat (Lynx rufus) (Findley et al. 1975; Frey 2004).






[bookmark: _Ref430164871][bookmark: _Toc441141388]Table 3.11	Wildlife Detected during the Biological Surveys of the Project Area
	Scientific Name
	Common Name

	Birds

	Aimophila cassinii
	Cassin’s sparrow

	Buteo swainsoni
	Swainson’s hawk

	Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus
	Cactus wren

	Callipepla squamata
	Scaled quail

	Cardinalis sinuatus
	Pyrrhuloxia

	Carpodacus mexicanus
	House finch

	Lanius ludovicianus
	Loggerhead shrike

	Mimus polyglottos
	Northern mockingbird

	Spizella passerina
	Chipping sparrow

	Spizella pallida
	Clay-colored sparrow

	Zenaida asiatica
	White-winged dove

	Zenaida macroura
	Mourning dove

	Mammals

	Ammospermophilus
	Antelope ground squirrel

	Canis latrans
	Coyote

	Lepus californicus
	Black-tailed jackrabbit

	Odocoileus hemionus
	Mule deer

	Sylvilagus audubonii
	Desert cottontail



An abundance of non-game species is also known to occur within the CFO’s jurisdiction, including mammals, reptiles, amphibians, raptors, and neotropical migrant bird species not discussed above.  Non-game mammals with the potential to occur in the project area include striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), a variety of small mammals (Order Rodentia), and several bat species such as big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus), California myotis (Myotis californicus), western small-footed myotis (M. ciliolabrum), Mexican free-tailed bat (Tadarida brasiliensis), pocketed free-tailed bat (Nyctinomops femorosaccus), hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus), eastern red bat (L. borealis), pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), and western pipistrelle bat (Pipistrellus hesperus) (Findley et al. 1975; Frey 2004).
Reptiles and amphibians with the potential to occur in the project area include western diamondback rattlesnake (Crotalus atrox), coachwhip (Coluber flagellum), desert kingsnake (Lampropeltis getula), bullsnake (Pituophis catenifer), Texas horned lizard (Phrynosoma cornutum), checkered whiptail (Aspidoscelis tesselata), collared lizard (Crytaphytus collaris), ornate box turtle (Terrapene ornata), Great Plains toad (Anaxyrus cognatus), Mexican spadefoot (Spea multiplicata), and Couch’s spadefoot (Scaphiopus couchii) (Degenhardt et al. 1996; Stebbins 2003).
Raptor species with the potential to occur in the project area include golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), red-tailed hawk (B. jamaicensis), Harris’s hawk (Parabuteo unicinctus), western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea), great horned owl (Bubo virginianus), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), and prairie falcon (F. mexicanus).
Migratory Birds
Most bird species are protected by the MBTA.  The MBTA implements various treaties and conventions between the United States and other countries for the protection of migratory birds.  Under the MBTA, unless permitted by regulations, it is unlawful to:  1) pursue, hunt, take, capture, or kill; 2) attempt to take, capture or kill; and 3) possess, offer to or sell, barter, purchase, deliver, or cause to be shipped, exported, imported, transported, carried, or received any migratory bird, part, nest, egg, or product, manufactured or not. USFWS regulations broadly define “take” under the MBTA to mean “pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect.”  Under the MBTA, “take” does not include habitat loss or alteration.
Suitable nesting habitat for migratory birds is present throughout the proposed project area. During SWCA’s survey, 12 bird species were observed or heard (see Table 3.11), and passerine nests used during a previous nesting season were identified within the project area (see Error! Reference source not found. for the biological evaluation prepared for this project). None were occupied at the time of the survey. 
Bald and Golden Eagles
Bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) are protected under the MBTA and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. Bald eagles are found typically in association with water and nest and breed from October to July throughout the state. Golden eagles nest primarily on rock ledges or cliffs and occasionally in large trees at elevations ranging from 4,000 to 10,000 feet above mean sea level. Golden eagles are typically found in mountainous regions of open country, prairies, arctic and alpine tundra, open wooded areas, and barren areas. Both bald and golden eagles are carnivores. Bald eagles prey on fish but also on mammals, especially prairie dogs (Cynomys sp.). Golden eagles feed mainly on small mammals, as well as invertebrates, carrion, and other wildlife (Biota Information System of New Mexico [BISON-M] 2015; Stahlecker and Walker 2010). 
No bald or golden eagles were observed during the biological survey. Bald eagles are unlikely to occur in the proposed project area due to the lack of water, trees, and preferred prey. Golden eagles could occur in the proposed project area, especially outside the breeding season when they can perch on utility poles far from cliffs and other rugged terrain. 
Special Status Species
[bookmark: _Ref382219546][bookmark: _Toc405208936]The special status species evaluated in this EA consist of:  1) all federally protected (i.e., endangered and threatened) species; 2) additional species listed by the USFWS as candidate and proposed and species under review (USFWS 2015); 3) state-listed endangered and threatened species (BISON-M 2015; New Mexico Forestry Division 2006); and 4) BLM sensitive species, some of which are also listed as candidates or are under the review by the USFWS and/or are state listed.  The BLM manages certain sensitive species that are not federally listed as threatened or endangered in order to prevent or reduce the need to list them as threatened or endangered in the future.  The authority for this policy and guidance is established by the ESA, as amended; Title II of the Sikes Act, as amended; FLPMA; and Department of the Interior Manual 235.1.1A. 

The USFWS has filed an appeal to reverse the September 2, 2015, judicial decision to remove the LPC from listing under the ESA (U.S. District Court, Western District of Texas 2015).  The court of appeals decision could reverse the District Court decision, whereby the LPC would remain listed under the ESA as a threatened species. This species is currently being treated as a candidate species by the USFWS and is included in Table 3.12 pending the court of appeals decision and also because the LPC is a BLM sensitive species.  Based on the biological surveys of the project area, five special status species have the potential to occur in the project area (Table 3.12).  

Impacts from the Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Impacts
General Wildlife
Impacts to wildlife would result from actions that alter wildlife habitats, including changes to habitat and disturbance. Altering wildlife habitat in ways that would be considered adverse may occur directly (through habitat loss from surface disturbance) or indirectly (through the reduction in habitat quality caused by increased noise levels and increased human activity). 

Short-term impacts to wildlife, migratory birds, and special status species include removal or crushing of existing vegetation and compaction of soils from construction. The proposed project is estimated to 

[bookmark: _Ref430168073][bookmark: _Toc441141389]Table 3.12	Special Status Species with the Potential to Occur in the Proposed Project Area
	Common Name
(Scientific Name)
	Status*
	Range or Habitat Requirements
	Potential for Occurrence in Project Area

	Reptiles

	Texas horned lizard (Phrynosoma cornutum)
	BLM Sensitive
	Inhabits arid and semiarid areas in the southwestern United States, characterized by open country with little vegetation.  These areas often consist of grasses interspersed with cacti, yucca, mesquite, and other assorted woody shrubs and trees. In New Mexico, the species is associated with Yucca-Prosopis-Ephedra and Larrea-Acacia-Fouquieria habitat associations often in playas or on bajadas and mountain foothills.
	May occur in the project area due to presence of open mesquite vegetation community.

	Birds

	Lesser prairie-chicken (Tympanuchus pallidicinctus)
	USFWS C
BLM Sensitive
	This species occurs in southeastern New Mexico primarily in shinnery oak or sand sagebrush grasslands.  Also occurs in shinnery oak-bluestem habitats dominated by sand bluestem (Andropogon hallii), little bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium), sand dropseed (Sporobolus cryptandrus), threeawn (Aristida sp.), and blue grama (Bouteloua gracilis).
	May occur.  The project area is located within the LPC IPA (BLM 2008a) (see Error! Reference source not found.).

	Burrowing owl
(Athene cunicularia hypugaea)
	BLM Sensitive
	Present mainly during the breeding season in the northern half of the state and present year-round in the southern half.  Found in grasslands especially in association with prairie dog colonies, in desert scrub, and in agricultural and semi-urban environments. Depends on prairie dogs, rock squirrels (Otospermophilus variegatus), and other fossorial mammals for the availability of nest burrows.
	May occur in the project area due to presence of suitable burrow.

	Loggerhead shrike 
(Lanius ludovicianus)
	BLM Sensitive
	The loggerhead shrike is a year-round resident in New Mexico and is found throughout the state primarily in open country including grasslands, improved pastures, hayfields, shrub steppe, and desert scrub, as well as piñon-juniper woodland and woodland edges.
	Known to occur within the project area.  The species was observed during the biological surveys.

	Painted bunting 
(Passerina ciris)
	BLM Sensitive
	Painted buntings breed in dense brush, often adjacent to thick, grassy areas or woodland edges.  During migration and winter they favor dense, weedy habitats, as well as the understory of semi-open forest. 
	May occur in the project area due to presence of scrub habitat.






permanently disturb 1.149 acres of vegetation and potential habitat as well as additional vegetation during construction.  Other potential short-term direct impacts to wildlife, migratory birds, and special status species are the risk of direct mortality of species during construction and loss or degradation of native habitat and displacement of wildlife species from habitat due to development. Potential short-term indirect impacts may include disruption or displacement of species from nesting/birthing and foraging areas, changes in activity patterns due to construction, increased human activity, increased predation on sensitive species due to displacement from their habitat during construction, and other human activities such as noise disturbance. 
Long-term, direct impacts to wildlife include the permanent removal of habitat of 1.149 acres of vegetated area to accommodate the permanent surface site and access road.  The proposed project would incrementally contribute to overall habitat fragmentation and isolation of connected habitats, including reduced habitat patch size, reduced distance between areas of disturbance, and the potential displacement of wildlife.  Noise disturbance would also impact wildlife by interfering with animals’ abilities to detect important sounds or by posing an artificial threat to animals (Clinton and Barber 2013). Construction equipment is expected to contribute the highest noise levels to the project vicinity for the estimated 1-month construction phase. As discussed supra, noise levels of 85 dBA at 50 feet would occur periodically when large equipment, such as cranes and bulldozers, are in use.  After construction, some species would become acclimated to the operational activity associated with maintenance and operations.  Other species would avoid the surface site and access road due to the increased noise and human activity.  The noise profile of the surrounding area is also influenced by the nearby roads and well pads, which would not change as a result of the Proposed Action. 
After construction, the project area would be reclaimed with a BLM-prescribed seed mix.  Reclamation of the disturbed temporary pipeline construction areas is expected to return those affected areas to herbaceous production within 2 years after construction, depending on drought conditions.  In some areas, restoration may potentially include plant species that are not locally native or plant communities different from local native communities.  Although the replanting of disturbed soils may successfully establish vegetation in some locations (i.e., with a biomass and species richness similar to those of local native communities), the resulting plant community may be quite different from native communities in terms of species composition and representation of particular vegetation types, such as shrubs.  In addition, the planting of non-native species may result in the introduction of those species into nearby natural areas.  The establishment of mature native plant communities may require decades, and some community types may never fully recover from disturbance.  Successful re-establishment of some habitat types, such as shinnery oak and sand sagebrush communities, may be difficult and may require considerably greater periods of time.  As a result, reclamation of the project area could have a long-term impact to wildlife, migratory birds, and special status species by modifying the habitat within and adjacent to the project area.  The change in vegetative species composition may modify cover and foraging opportunities for wildlife. 
Migratory Birds
In general, no major short- or long-term effects to migratory birds are anticipated from the implementation of the proposed project.  Construction is scheduled to begin spring or summer 2016.  If vegetation clearing occurs during the bird breeding season (March–August), a pre-construction migratory bird nest survey would be conducted to ensure avoidance of any occupied nests; however, incidental mortality or displacement is possible on a local scale.  The proposed project would result in temporary habitat loss from 0.2 acre of construction-related surface disturbance and 1.149 acres of permanent upland vegetation loss for the surface site and permanent access road. 
Activities in the proposed project area are not expected to impact bald or golden eagles.  Because the proposed project area lacks suitable nesting habitat, the proposed project is not anticipated to cause take of individual bald or golden eagles, their nests, or eggs.  Adult eagles would not likely be directly harmed by the proposed project because of their mobility and ability to avoid areas of human activity.
Special Status Species
Special status species with the potential to occur in the project area were evaluated for possible impacts from the proposed project.  However, effect determination categories are written differently based on the legal status of a species and the responsibilities of the agency tasked to manage or protect that species. No federally protected (i.e., threatened or endangered) species were identified as likely to occur within the project area; therefore, no effect determinations are provided below. 
Impact determinations for all other species (USFWS candidate, BLM sensitive, species under federal review, and state-listed species that are not federally threatened or endangered) were evaluated for possible impacts as follows.
· Beneficial impact—the project is likely to benefit the species, whether it is currently present or not, by creating or enhancing habitat elements known to be used by the species.
· May impact individuals or habitat, but is not likely to result in a trend toward federal listing or loss of viability—the project is not likely to adversely impact a species if 1) the species may occur but its presence has not been documented, and 2) project activities would not result in disturbance to areas or habitat elements known to be used by the species.
· May impact individuals or habitat and is likely to result in a trend toward federal listing or loss of viability—the project is likely to adversely impact a species if 1) the species is known to occur in the project area, and 2) project activities would disturb areas or habitat elements known to be used by the species or would directly affect an individual.
[bookmark: _Toc409528516]Texas Horned Lizard (Phrynosoma cornutum)
The Texas horned lizard is a BLM sensitive species.  Threats to the Texas horned lizard include habitat loss from destruction and fragmentation, commercial collection, chemical spraying of non-native vegetation, and the red fire ant (Solenopsis invicta) introduction (Degenhardt et al. 1996; Jones and Lovich 2009).
The project area is characterized by suitable habitat for the species.  No Texas horned lizards were observed during the biological surveys.  If Texas horned lizards are present in the project area during construction, they could avoid the disturbance by moving to adjacent habitat.  The proposed project is not likely to adversely impact this species.  Per Section 2.1.5, all personnel working on the construction of the proposed project would be instructed to avoid intentionally harassing all animals.  Moreover, following BMPs on pipeline burial (NMDGF 2003) would prevent accidental Texas horned lizard mortality resulting from entrapment.  The proposed project may impact individuals or habitat, but would not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species.
Lesser Prairie-Chicken (Tympanuchus pallidicinctus) 
The LPC is listed by the BLM as a sensitive species and is protected under the MBTA.  This species is currently being treated as a candidate species by the USFWS pending the court of appeals decision. LPCs are known to occupy native mixed-grass prairies, shinnery oak, sand bluestem (Andropogon hallii), and sand sagebrush–bluestem plant communities of the southern Great Plains.  The entire proposed project area is located within the LPC IPA managed by the BLM CFO (BLM 2008a).  Conservation measures have been developed for activities within the IPA and other RMPA zoning areas, which include following BMPs (e.g., stipulations) for construction, revegetation, and operations and maintenance (BLM 2008a).  BLM stipulations for activities within or in proximity to the LPC IPA are included in Section 2.1.5.
Neither LPCs nor signs of this species (e.g., feathers, scat, tracks) were observed in the proposed project area during the biological surveys of the project area.  The project area does not contain suitable nesting or foraging habitat for the LPC. Shinnery oak and sand sagebrush in the project area is sparse, and few preferred LPC grass species are present.  Photographs depicting habitat overviews are provided in Error! Reference source not found..  Additionally, the habitat within and surrounding the project area has been disturbed by existing oil and gas infrastructure. As a result, individual LPCs are unlikely to occur in the area.  No long-term impacts to the LPC or its habitat are anticipated from the project.  The project would not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species. 
[bookmark: _Ref395080850][bookmark: _Toc395081170]Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia)
The burrowing owl is protected under the MBTA and is also a BLM sensitive species.  Primary threats to the species consist chiefly of prairie grassland habitat loss and fragmentation, human-caused mortality on wintering grounds and during migration, and the loss of colonial sciurids such as prairie dogs.
No burrowing owls were observed in the vicinity of the project area during the field surveys.  One potentially suitable nest burrow was identified within the project and survey area.  Evidence of previous burrowing owl use was not identified at the burrow entrance.  No prairie dog colonies, extant or historic, were identified within the project area.  Potential impacts to burrowing owls could range from temporary disturbance to loss of one potential burrow.
Construction activities would likely occur during the breeding season (March–October), in spring or summer 2016.  Per Section 2.1.5, any vegetation removal during the breeding season would be preceded by a pre-construction nesting survey up to 2 weeks prior to vegetation removal to establish the occupancy status of the potentially suitable nesting burrow detected within the project area.  If the burrow is active, a 200-meter avoidance radius would be established around the active nest site until the young have fledged.  These pre-construction nest surveys would be conducted in accordance with the BLM CFO’s burrowing owl survey guidance and recommendations.  The proposed project may impact individuals or habitat, but likely would not contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species.
Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus)
The loggerhead shrike is designated as a BLM sensitive species and is also protected under the MBTA. Suitable habitat is present within the project area for loggerhead shrikes.  During the biological surveys, loggerhead shrikes were observed within the project area.  No nests indicative of loggerhead shrikes were observed within the project area. Per the design features in Section 2.1.5, if vegetation removal is scheduled to occur during the migratory bird breeding season (March 1–August 31), a nest survey would be conducted up to 2 weeks prior to vegetation removal and avoidance buffers around any occupied nests would be established (distances to be specified by the BLM CFO). 
Due to the mobility of adult birds, it is unlikely that adult birds would be directly harmed by the project. Noise and visual disturbances associated with project construction could temporarily deter this species from utilizing the project area and immediate adjacent lands.  The proposed project may impact individuals or habitat, but likely would not contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species.
Painted Bunting (Passerina ciris)
The painted bunting is a BLM sensitive species and is also protected under the MBTA.  Painted bunting habitat consists of open riparian and shrub areas.  In New Mexico, this bunting species inhabits riparian areas and the surrounding grass and shrub habitats, with nesting taking place is open mesquite and other desert shrublands.
There is suitable habitat throughout the general region that could be utilized by this species.  This species could occur in the project area during migration and breeding seasons; no painted buntings were observed during the biological surveys.  Per the design features in Section 2.1.5. if vegetation removal is scheduled to occur during the migratory bird breeding season (March 1–August 31), a nesting bird survey would be conducted up to 2 weeks prior to vegetation removal and avoidance buffers around any occupied nests would be established (distances to be specified by the BLM CFO). 
Due to the mobility of adult birds, it is unlikely that adult birds would be directly harmed by the project. Noise and visual disturbances associated with project construction could temporarily deter this species from utilizing the project area and immediate adjacent lands.  The proposed project may impact individuals or habitat, but likely would not contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species.
Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative Impacts to Wildlife and Special Status Species, except for LPC 
Surface-disturbing activities affect wildlife, migratory birds, and special status species through decreasing available forage and habitat and causing habitat alteration and fragmentation.  Well pad and road density break the available habitat into smaller and smaller pieces, which can lead to displacement and physiological stress in wildlife species.  Fragmentation results in indirect habitat loss and degradation. Wildlife species would have to expend an increased amount of energy to avoid disturbed areas or when experiencing alarm due to human presence, traffic, and associated noise. 
Watkins et al. (2007) describe quantitative thresholds of fragmentation impact as moderate, high, and extreme, based on the density of well pads per section and cumulative surface disturbance. Moderate impact is defined as one to four wells and less than 20 acres of disturbance per section.  High impact is defined as five to 16 wells and 20 to 80 acres of disturbance per section.  Extreme impact is defined as more than 16 wells and greater than 80 acres of disturbance per section.  Based on the above-described definitions, the density of current oil and gas development is high within the project area.  This indicates impacts to wildlife are increasingly difficult to mitigate and may not be completely offset by management or habitat treatments (Watkins et al. 2007). 
Impacts from past actions within the 119,894-acre CIAA include approximately 5,995 acres of surface-disturbing activities, including past construction of oil and gas well pads, access roads, transmission lines, and other linear features. Past actions account for surface disturbance and potential habitat removal on approximately 5% of the CIAA.  Reclamation of some disturbed areas and use of BMPs, such as reseeding construction areas, has reduced impacts to species and their habitat.
Present actions and RFFAs, not including the Proposed Action, are estimated to create an additional 637 acres of surface and vegetation disturbance within the CIAA, or 0.5% of the CIAA.  Impacts to wildlife, migratory birds, and special status species would depend on the placement and type of surface disturbance and the available habitat within the individual project areas. Generally, native vegetation loss, increased noise, and habitat degradation would be expected to occur, especially during construction of the future actions.  The subject projects would require BMPs and other mitigation to reduce these impacts.  In time, the reclaimed and seeded areas would result in stable plant communities with densities that are similar to the pre-disturbance plant densities.  Some species would also adapt to noise associated with maintenance and operation of these actions.  Together, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable soil disturbance would total 6,632 acres (5.5% of the CIAA).  Based on the cumulative impacts, habitat fragmentation in the project area is expected to be maintained at high levels into the future.
The Proposed Action would disturb an additional 1.149 acres, which is approximately 0.0173% of the CIAA.  This comprises an additional 0.002% to the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable surface and vegetation disturbance identified above.  This contribution would be localized and minimized from implementation of project design features and BMPs.
Cumulative Impacts to LPC 
The specific CIAA for the LPC is based on the habitat zones identified in the 2008 RMPA.  The LPC IPA is used as the CIAA.  For all other special status species with potential to occur in the project area, the cumulative effects analysis above for general wildlife would also apply.  
Impacts to LPC from past actions within the 794,683-acre CIAA include surface-disturbing activities primarily from past construction of well pads, access roads, transmission lines, and other linear features. Past actions account for surface disturbance and vegetation removal on approximately 5% or 39,734 acres of the CIAA. Reclamation of some disturbed areas has reduced impacts to LPC from some of this development.
Present actions and RFFAs, not including the Proposed Action, are estimated to create an additional 3,306 acres of surface and vegetation disturbance within the CIAA, or 0.4% of the CIAA.  There are no specific data on when RFFA activities are scheduled to begin and when reclamation would be complete, but most of the soil types identified in the CIAA and in the project area have characteristics that could limit successful reclamation of LPC habitat. RFFAs would require BMPs or other mitigation measures to mitigate LPC habitat loss. Together, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable surface disturbance would total 43,040 acres (approximately 5.4% of the CIAA).
The Proposed Action would located entirely within the LPC IPA as defined by the 2008 RMPA.  The Proposed Action would disturb an estimated 1.149 acres of potential LPC habitat, which is a negligible portion of the CIAA.  This contribution would be minimized from implementation of project design features and BMPs presented in Section 2.1.5.  
Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts
Mitigation measures have been built in to the Proposed Action and are detailed in Section 2.1.5.  No other mitigation has been recommended. 
[bookmark: _Ref433184882][bookmark: _Ref433184916][bookmark: _Toc441141364]Cultural Resources
Affected Environment
Management of cultural resources on BLM lands is determined by policy directives contained in the CFO RMP (BLM 1988), as amended.  The BLM makes land use decisions that could limit access or require alterations to the Proposed Action to minimize impacts to cultural resources. 
The Proposed Action is located within an area of the BLM CFO that falls under the PBPA (BLM 2016).  In certain portions of southeastern New Mexico, Section 106 obligations may be met by alternative means established by the PBPA between the BLM, the State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.  The PBPA is a compliance tool available for use by industry and local units of government when meeting obligations under Section 106 of the NHPA specifically for energy-related projects that are within a 28-quadrangle area of the CFO (the PBPA project area; BLM 2016).  The PBPA project area encompasses portions of western Lea County, eastern Eddy County, and a small portion of southern Chaves County.  Serving as a method of off-site mitigation, the PBPA allows project proponents to pay into a mitigation fund in lieu of paying for additional cultural resources inventory for projects within the PBPA project area.  When industry chooses not to follow the alternative set of procedures provided under the PBPA, standard Section 106 processes and consultation procedures detailed within the current protocol agreement are implemented for the undertaking.  The PBPA is only applicable for projects and portions of projects on lands managed by the BLM and private surface acreage within the PBPA project area in New Mexico.  Enterprise has opted to implement the alternative measures of Section 106 compliance provided under the PBPA for the Proposed Action, and no Class III archaeological survey was required for the project area.
SWCA conducted a Class I records search in order to identify previously recorded archaeological sites and to determine if any sites intersect the proposed pipeline corridor.  SWCA conducted the inventory using the online database available at the Archaeological Records Management Section of the New Mexico Historic Preservation Division, as well as geospatial data provided by the BLM CFO.  No previously recorded sites were identified within 0.25 mile of the Proposed Action.  The nearest previously recorded cultural resource is located approximately 0.9 mile to the south of the proposed project area.
Impacts from the Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Impacts
No cultural resources are located within the area of potential effect for the Proposed Action.  As a result, no impacts to cultural resources would occur as a result of the Proposed Action.  Per the project design features in Section 2.1.5, in the event of an unanticipated discovery of cultural material during construction, all work at that location would be stopped immediately and the area would be fenced.  The appropriate agency would be notified and work would not begin again in the area until clearance is obtained.
Cumulative Impacts
There would be no contribution of cumulative impacts to cultural resources from this project, as there are no cultural resources within the proposed project area. 
Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts
[bookmark: _Toc363198724]Mitigation measures have been built into the Proposed Action and are detailed in Section 2.1.5.  No other mitigation has been recommended.  
[bookmark: _Toc441141365]Livestock Grazing
Affected Environment
[bookmark: _Ref363806468]The BLM is responsible for managing livestock grazing on 1,947,890 federal acres within the CFO, which includes approximately 367,656 active animal unit months (AUMs) of livestock forage in 265 grazing allotments.  Livestock grazing includes the grazing of domestic cattle, sheep, goats, and horses (BLM 2014).  Almost all livestock grazing within the CFO planning area is permitted for year-round.  The most common livestock operations in the project area are cattle and calf operations.
The project area coincides with one BLM allotment within the CFO, Phantom Banks.  The allotment number is 77040.  It consists of 53,560 public acres (BLM 2014). There are livestock watering lines, fences and pasture improvements within the proposed project area. 
Impacts from the Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Impacts
[bookmark: _Ref363806507]Forage removal from the one grazing allotment crossed by the proposed project would be the primary impact to grazing resources.  Construction of the pipeline would remove approximately 1.149 acres of vegetation to accommodate the pipeline, interconnect surface site and permanent access road.  The pipeline portion would be re-seeded immediately after construction and likely rebound fully within two years.
The project has the potential to temporarily create barriers to livestock movement during trenching activities.  Restricted access to range improvements such as watering troughs or water delivery systems (ditches/pipelines) on BLM-administered lands could occur.  However, the design features for the proposed project (see Section 2.1.5) identify measures to prevent these types of impacts to grazing livestock after construction is complete. 
Direct impacts to livestock occur when holes, ditches, or trenches are not excluded properly.  Any type of hole or ditch is potentially a hazard to livestock while grazing.  Cow or calf injuries may occur if they fall into a ditch or trench-type cavity or in the process of trying to get out.  Cow or calf leg injuries also may occur when any hole is left uncovered.  Livestock can step into the hole and break/injure a leg or worse. 
Surface disturbance resulting from construction and ongoing maintenance may facilitate the introduction and spread of noxious weeds throughout grazing allotments and could accelerate soil erosion, which would reduce site productivity and limit grazing opportunities through a reduction in available animal unit months. 
Based on the U.S. Drought Monitor report for January 2016, no drought areas occur within the CFO planning area (National Drought Mitigation Center 2016).  Adequate rainfall would support conditions for successful reclamation of the project area within 2 years. Herbaceous production and forage levels may be restored within two to three growing seasons.  Additional short-term impacts may include displacement of permitted livestock during construction activities or exposure of livestock to hazards.  Movement of livestock may also be temporarily impeded in areas of active construction.  After construction, livestock should become acclimated to the activity associated with operation of the surface site and access road. Vehicle traffic associated with the Proposed Action could pose impacts to livestock considering that the area is open range and livestock may be found on roads in the area.  Indirect impacts include extra time required by the permit holder to locate livestock or potential trespass issues for the livestock owner if the livestock cross allotment boundaries. 
Cumulative Impacts
Impacts from past actions within the 119,894-acre CIAA include approximately 5,995 acres of surface-disturbing activities, including past construction of oil and gas well pads, access roads, transmission lines, and other linear features. Past actions account for surface disturbance on approximately 5% of the CIAA. The loss of vegetation results in a loss of forage available to livestock within the grazing allotments located in the CIAA. Reclamation of some disturbed areas and use of BMPs, such as reseeding construction areas, has reduced impacts to vegetation and livestock grazing conditions.
Present actions and RFFAs, not including the Proposed Action, are estimated to create an additional 637 acres of surface and vegetation disturbance within the CIAA, or 0.5% of the CIAA. Impacts to vegetation and livestock grazing conditions would depend on the placement and type of surface disturbance and the plant species present within the individual project areas. Generally, native vegetation loss and the spread of noxious weeds would be expected to occur, especially during construction of present and future actions. The subject projects would require BMPs and other mitigation to reduce these impacts. In time, the reclaimed and seeded areas would result in stable plant communities with densities that are similar to the pre-disturbance plant densities, thereby reclaiming the forage available to livestock. Together, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable surface and vegetation disturbance would total 6,632 acres (5.5% of the CIAA).
The Proposed Action would result in an additional 1.149 acres of surface disturbance, which is approximately 0.0173% of the CIAA.  This comprises an additional 0.002% to the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable surface and vegetation disturbance identified above. T his contribution would be localized and minimized from implementation of project design features and BMPs.
Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts
Mitigation measures have been built in to the Proposed Action and are detailed in Section 2.1.5.  No other mitigation has been recommended. 
[bookmark: _Toc441141366]Public Health and Safety
Affected Environment
A major priority in land management for the CFO is ensuring health and human safety on its public lands. The BLM's goals are to effectively manage safety hazards and hazardous materials, protect the health and safety of public land uses, protect the natural and environmental resources, minimize future hazardous risks including costs and liabilities, and mitigate physical hazards in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations, and policies.  The BLM follows its national, state, and local contingency plans as they apply to emergency responses.  These plans are also consistent with federal and state laws and regulations.
The proposed project is located in an area with established oil and gas exploration, development, transportation, and processing operations with the accompanying pipelines, drilling rigs, pump jacks, traffic, and other related activities.  During construction of the pipeline, aboveground facilities, and access roads, physical hazards such as welding equipment, heavy machinery, and deep trenches would be present. 
No residential dwellings are located in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project.  The closest community to the project area is Loving, New Mexico, which is 23 miles northwest of the proposed project area.  Aerial photography shows the nearest residence to the project area is approximately 6 miles to the south. 
A small number of seasonal recreation users (e.g., hunters and off-highway vehicle riders) may occasionally be in the vicinity of the project area.  However, these users are warned about possible hazardous conditions in the project area through posted signs and would have limited access to the project area during construction.
OSHA regulates worker safety under the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970.  This act requires employers and operators to provide a safe and healthy workplace for employees, and the agency must track and monitor reportable incidents of accidents and injury.
OSHA requires all chemicals stored within the project area during construction and operations must be handled according to label directions for each chemical.  All chemicals present within the project area must also have a Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) located in a specified central location where it could be accessed during an emergency situation.  These MSDSs must be kept up to date and any new chemical added to the project area must have an MSDS added to the existing catalog.  All lists of hazardous substances that may be stored within the project area must be updated at a minimum of once per month or more frequently if chemicals are added more often. 
The EPA also regulates public health and safety through its Risk Management Program.  This program requires facilities using extremely hazardous substances in excess of specified threshold quantities to evaluate typical and worst-case scenarios and have emergency response procedures in place to protect the public and the environment.
Enterprise is committed to operating its facilities in a safe and environmentally sound manner.  To achieve this goal, the company has systems and procedures in place ranging from written operating procedures, required internal policies and standards, and compliance audits/inspections and accountability for correcting findings. 
Hazardous Materials
The EPA, along with state and local government agencies, has numerous laws and policies designed to protect the public including the following:
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), passed in 1976, establishes a comprehensive program for managing hazardous wastes from the time they are produced until their disposal.  The EPA regulations define solid wastes as any “discarded materials” subject to a number of exclusions.  A “hazardous waste” is a solid waste that:  1) is listed by the EPA as a hazardous waste; 2) exhibits any of the characteristics of hazardous wastes (ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity); or 3) is a mixture of solid and hazardous waste.  On July 6, 1988, the EPA determined that oil and gas exploration, development, and production wastes would not be regulated as hazardous wastes under the RCRA.  A simple rule of thumb was developed to determine whether exploration, development, and production waste is likely to be considered exempt or non-exempt from RCRA regulations. If:  1) the waste came from downhole or; if 2) the waste was generated by contact with the oil and gas production stream during removal of produced water or other contaminants, the waste is most likely to be considered exempt by the EPA.  Typical wastes associated with the Proposed Action include trash, sanitary wastes, produced water, and produced hydrocarbons.  Based on the discussion above, these are generally exempt from the RCRA.
The Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), passed in 1980, deals with the release (spillage, leaking, dumping, accumulation, etc.) or threat of a release of hazardous substances into the environment.  Despite many oil and gas constituent wastes being exempt from hazardous waste regulations, certain RCRA-exempt contaminants could be subject to regulations as hazardous substances under CERCLA.  The Oil Conservation Division of the New Mexico Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources Department administers hazardous waste regulations for oil and gas activities in New Mexico. 
All hazardous chemicals, as defined by the EPA Hazardous Substances Reportable Quantities and the Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Act (EPCRA) list within 40 CFR 302–312 (EPA 2010), stored at quantities greater than the reportable quantities must be reported as required by the EPCRA regulations.  Any release of a hazardous substance above a specified reportable quantity for the hazardous substance must be reported to the EPA.
Any spill must be cleaned up immediately based on information that is available in the MSDS.  If any spill is of a sufficient quantity to require notification and possible emergency response, emergency response agencies within Eddy County and the New Mexico Oil Conservation Division must be notified immediately upon discovery of the release.  All hazardous substances that are recovered during the cleanup must be handled and disposed of in accordance with available information.
Any emergency response necessary would be based upon information available regarding the specific hazardous materials associated with the substance and after consultation of Enterprise Operations Manager and the proper emergency response officials.
Impacts from the Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Impacts
Numerous laws and safeguards are detailed in the Proposed Action design features to protect both workers and the public (see Section 2.1.5).  Some potential risk is inherent in any construction project and this could include the potential risk of contamination to soil through improper disposal of waste, leaks from equipment, or accidental releases.  There is also potential for releases of hazardous materials from the pipeline and surface site during operation. 
When significant amounts of chemicals are stored on-site, governmental agencies would be notified as required under the EPCRA.  The notification of hazardous substance releases outside the facility site is required under CERCLA and New Mexico Administrative Code 19.15.29.  All facilities must have informational signs, as directed under 43 CFR 3160.
The increase in traffic to area roads during construction could pose a hazard to other vehicles and road users.  However, area roads are already used by oil and gas traffic and users would be accustomed to the type of vehicles necessary for construction.  The increase in vehicles would be spread across the project area and drivers would be warned of possible hazards by appropriate signage and would be expected to follow all rules of the road.  This impact to area roads would be short term for construction of the pipeline and would lessen considerably during the operations phase.
Cumulative Impacts
No measurable impacts to public health and safety are expected provided the management cited above is followed; therefore, no cumulative impact to public health and safety is expected.  Operators of other nearby oil and gas facilities would be made aware of the construction and location of the proposed pipeline.
Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts
Measures to protect the public’s health and safety would be implemented as described in the Proposed Action’s project design features (see Section 2.1.5).  No additional mitigation measures have been identified.
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