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[bookmark: _Toc196561040][bookmark: _Toc196561133][bookmark: _Toc196561263][bookmark: _Toc296348559][bookmark: _Toc448383643]Chapter 1. Introduction    
[bookmark: _Toc196561041][bookmark: _Toc196561134][bookmark: _Toc196561264][bookmark: _Toc296348560][bookmark: _Toc448383644]1.1. Background 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Phillip Brainerd, the permittee on the Flying H allotment and working with the NRCS, has requested BLM to construct one surface water pipeline and install one drinking trough at the end of the pipeline within the allotment that would improve desirable livestock distribution in the allotment. The allotment contains federal and private property. The proposed project would be located on the Flying H allotment which is located approximately 50 miles west of Artesia, NM in Chaves County.
The waterline and trough would be located in T. 16 S. R. 17 E. Sec. 01 and 12.
Preparing Office:
Pecos District, Carlsbad Field Office
620 East Greene Street
Carlsbad, NM 88220

[bookmark: _Toc196561042][bookmark: _Toc196561135][bookmark: _Toc196561265][bookmark: _Toc296348561][bookmark: _Toc448383645]1.2. Purpose and Need for Action
[bookmark: _Toc296348562]The purpose of the action is to authorize the construction of one waterline and install one drinking trough on the allotment.  The proposed action would be for the grazing permittee to provide both the labor and materials for the construction of the pipeline.  The proposed project will assist in maintaining desirable livestock distribution on the Flying H allotment.

The need for the action is established by the Bureau of Land Management, hereinafter called the BLM, for and in consideration of the mutual benefits hereunder, and in accordance with the Taylor Grazing Act (43 U.S.C. 315c), as amended, which allows for cooperative agreement for the construction and/or maintenance of range improvements, installation of conservation works or establishment of conservation practices, hereinafter referred to collectively as improvements, for the benefit of the public lands and of the cooperator(s).
[bookmark: _Toc448383646]1.3. Decision to be Made
The BLM will decide whether or not to approve the request to construct the proposed project, and if so, under what terms and conditions.
[bookmark: _Toc448383647]1.4. Conformance with Applicable Land Use Plans 
[bookmark: _Toc196561045][bookmark: _Toc196561138][bookmark: _Toc196561268][bookmark: _Toc296348565]The 1988 Carlsbad Resource Management Plan (RMP) allows for the construction of range improvement projects based on allotment-specific management objectives adopted through the CMP process, interdisciplinary development and review of proposed actions, contributions from operators and others, and BLM funding capability (p. 25). The 1988 Carlsbad RMP also incorporates management from the East Roswell Grazing EIS, which states; “Proposed livestock facilities, would be designed to distribute livestock and to control their movement to facilitate application of those specific grazing systems necessary to meet multiple-use objectives” (page 1-27). 
The proposed action and alternatives are consistent with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1700 et seq.); the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (43 U.S.C. 315 et seq.), as amended; the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq), as amended; the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1535 et seq.) as amended; The Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 (43 U.S.C. 1901 et seq.); Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management; and Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands.

[bookmark: _Toc448383648]1.5. Scoping, Public Involvement, and Issues
The Carlsbad Field Office (CFO) publishes a NEPA log for public inspection. This log contains a list of proposed and approved actions in the field office. The log is located in the lobby of the CFO as well as on the BLM New Mexico website (http://www.blm.gov/nm/st/en/prog/planning/nepa_logs.html). 
The CFO uses Geographic Information Systems (GIS) in order to identify resources that may be affected by the proposed action. A map of the project area is prepared to display the resources in the area and to identify potential issues.
The proposed action was circulated among CFO resource specialists in order to identify any issues associated with the project.   The issues that were raised include:
Would livestock grazing management be impacted?
Would proposed action impact soil erosion?
How would the proposed action impact biological soil crusts?
Would vegetation in the project area be impacted?
How would utilization of forage change?
How would the pipeline construction impact big game in the project area?
Would noxious weeds be impacted?
Would cultural resources be impacted?













[bookmark: _Toc196561046][bookmark: _Toc196561139][bookmark: _Toc196561269][bookmark: _Toc296348566][bookmark: _Toc448383649]Chapter 2. Proposed Action and Alternatives
[bookmark: _Toc196561047][bookmark: _Toc196561140][bookmark: _Toc196561270][bookmark: _Toc296348567][bookmark: _Toc448383650]2.1. Proposed Action
[bookmark: _Toc196561048][bookmark: _Toc196561141][bookmark: _Toc196561271][bookmark: _Toc296348568][bookmark: _Ref316650479]The proposed action is to construct approximately 6,834’ of surface water pipeline and the installation of one drinking trough.
Figure 1. Map of the Proposed Action



The legal location of the proposed pipeline construction would begin at an existing well in T16S, R17E, section 1 on private and follow the road southeast through the private property for approximately 5,800’ and continue south through section 12 for approximately 1,034’ ending at a trough in section 12 on federal surface, T16S, R17E, NWNE. The proposed project will assist in livestock distribution on this allotment. The proposed pipelines would be on both private and federal surface.  The grazing permittee, with assistance from NRCS, will provide both the labor and material for the construction of the pipeline and installation of water trough.

The water troughs will be rectangular, steel troughs. A full-size truck would be used to transport equipment and materials along the pipeline route.  Assuming an 8 foot wide area of disturbance, the proposed pipeline would affect approximately 1.2 acres.
[bookmark: _Toc448383651]2.2. No Action
[bookmark: _Toc296348569][bookmark: _Toc196561049][bookmark: _Toc196561142][bookmark: _Toc196561272]The BLM NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1) states that for Environmental Assessments (EAs) on externally initiated proposed actions, the No Action Alternative generally means that the proposed activity will not take place. This option is provided in 43 CFR 3162.3-1 (h) (2). This alternative would deny the approval of the proposed application, and the current land and resource uses would continue to occur in the proposed project area. No mitigation measures would be required.
[bookmark: _Toc296348570][bookmark: _Toc448383652]2.3. Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc196561278][bookmark: _Toc196561055][bookmark: _Toc196561148][bookmark: _Toc296348571]Because the proposed routes of the pipelines follow existing roads, much of the route is already disturbed.  Also, because of the very steep terrain of the project area, any different route would not be feasible from an engineering standpoint.  Because of these factors, no other action alternatives were considered for the proposed action.
[bookmark: _Toc448383653]Chapter 3.  Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
Projects requiring approval from the BLM can be denied when the BLM determines that adverse effects to resources (direct or indirect) cannot be mitigated to reach a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI).  Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed project would not be built or constructed and there would be no new impacts to natural or cultural resources.  The No Action Alternative would result in the continuation of the current land and resource uses in the project area and is used as the baseline for comparison of environmental effects of the analyzed alternatives. 
[bookmark: _Toc296348572]During the analysis process, the interdisciplinary team considered several resources and supplemental authorities. The interdisciplinary team determined that the resources discussed below would be affected by the proposed action. 
[bookmark: _Toc196561063][bookmark: _Toc196561156][bookmark: _Toc196561286][bookmark: _Toc296348574][bookmark: _Toc448383654]3.1. Range
The proposed action lies within the Flying H grazing allotment #9017, which is approximately 50 miles west of Artesia, NM, in Chaves County.  The allotment is in the “M”, or Maintain, category.  The permittee of the allotment is Phillip Brainerd, who runs a yearlong cow/calf operation.  Currently, there are 9 pastures on the allotment.  The allotment is characterized by very steep, nearly mountainous, limestone hills which are dissected by narrow canyons.  
[bookmark: _Toc196561064][bookmark: _Toc196561157][bookmark: _Toc196561287]3.1.1. Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects
The pipeline will aid the permittee by improving livestock distribution and utilization in the Flying H allotment.
Mitigation Measures 
None
[bookmark: _Toc196561067][bookmark: _Toc196561160][bookmark: _Toc196561290][bookmark: _Toc296348575][bookmark: _Toc448383655]3.2. Soils
The primary soil units in this allotment are Lt - Lozier-Tencee complex

Lt - Lozier-Tencee complex The Lozier component makes up 55 percent of the map unit. Slopes are 1 to 9 percent. This component is on uplands, hillslopes, hills. The parent material consists of calcareous alluvium and/or eolian deposits derived from sedimentary rock. Depth to a root restrictive layer, bedrock, lithic, is 4 to 16 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 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 2 percent. This component is in the R042XC025NM Shallow ecological site. Nonirrigated land capability classification is 7s. This soil does not meet hydric criteria. The calcium carbonate equivalent within 40 inches, typically, does not exceed 55 percent. The soil has a slightly sodic horizon within 30 inches of the soil surface. Biological soil crusts can contribute positively to soil stability, fixing atmospheric nitrogen, nutrient contributions to plants, water infiltration, and plant growth.  Biological soil crusts are present on the allotment.  The types of BSC present include cyanobacteria, squamulose lichens and gelatinous lichens.  

[bookmark: _Toc196561068][bookmark: _Toc196561161][bookmark: _Toc196561291]3.2.1. Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Effects
In areas where vegetation is lost the chance for soil erosion will be increased until revegetation occurs.  Some dust will be generated during construction. Positive long-term impacts to the soils could occur after livestock distribution within the pastures is improved from the reliable pipeline system. These would include decreased effects of trailing and decreased areas of heavy utilization.  An improved water and nutrient cycle would lead to less soil erosion and compaction. 
 
All surface disturbing construction activities will disturb the biological soil crusts found along the route. These crusts play an important role both in stability and fertility. Any disturbance to the crusts will disrupt the nutrient cycle taking nitrogen, organic matter, and moisture out of the soil. In addition, the protection from both wind and water erosion the crusts provide will be lessened due to construction activities.   
Mitigation Measures 
None
[bookmark: _Toc196561071][bookmark: _Toc196561164][bookmark: _Toc196561294][bookmark: _Toc296348576][bookmark: _Toc448383656]3.3. Vegetation
Predominant vegetation within the Flying H allotment #9017 can be separated by soil and topography type.  The following table shows predominant vegetation on the allotment.

Steep slopes/ Rocky, shallow soils
Grasses:	Sideoats grama	               Bouteloua curtipendula
		Black grama		Bouteloua eriopoda
		Hairy grama		Bouteloua hirsuta
		Green sprangletop	Leptochloa dubia 
		Wolftail		               Lycurus phleoides
		Plains lovegrass	               Eragrostis intermedia
		Little bluestem		Schizachyrium scoparium
		Curlyleaf muhly   	Muhlenbergia setifolia
		Slim tridens		Tridens muticus
Hairy tridens		Tridens pilosum
		Halls panicum		Panicum Hallii
		Fall witchgrass		Leptoloma cognatum
		Sand dropseed		Sporobolus cryptandrus

Shrubs:      	Sacahuista		Nolina microcarpa
Sotol			Dasylirion leiophyllum
		One-seed juniper 		Juniperus monosperma
 		Catclaw acacia     	Acacia greggii
		Cholla			Opuntia imbricata
		Feather dalea		Dalea formosa
		Mariola			Parthenium incanum

Forbs:		Mealy sage		Salvia farinacea
		Buckwheat		Eriogonum wrightii
		Zinnia			Zinnia grandiflora
Shaggy stenadrium	Stenadrium barbatum
Twin leaf senna		Cassia bauhinoides

Drainages, draws/ Deeper, loamy soils
Grasses:	Blue grama		Bouteloua gracilis
		Tobosa	               	Hilaria mutica
		Vine mesquite		Panicum obtusum
		3-awns	               	Aristida spp. 
		Sideoats grama   	 	Bouteloua curtipendula        
		Mat muhly		Muhlenbergia richardsonii
		Ring muhly		Muhlenbergia torreyii
          
Forbs:		Globemallow		Sphaeralcea spp.
		Desert holly		Perezia nana
		Locoweed		Astragalus spp.

Shrubs:   	Apache plume		Fallugia paradoxia
		Cholla			Opuntia imbricata
		Skunkbush sumac	Rhus trilobata                
		Prickly pear		Opuntia engelmannii
		Cutleaf brickell bush	Brickellia laciniata   	

						
[bookmark: _Toc196561072][bookmark: _Toc196561165][bookmark: _Toc196561295]3.3.1. Proposed Action
[bookmark: _Toc196561074][bookmark: _Toc196561167][bookmark: _Toc196561297]Direct and Indirect Effects
Assuming a construction area of approximately 8 feet on one side of the pipeline route approximately 1.2 acres of vegetation may be impacted when the pipeline is constructed.  This impact will last until the growing season, when grasses normally begin to reestablish themselves.
Mitigation Measures 
None.
[bookmark: _Toc448383657]3.4. Wildlife
Avian species potentially occurring within this allotment based on the presence of suitable habitat include the bobwhite quail, scaled quail, mourning dove, white-winged dove, road runner, western king bird. scissor-tailed flycatcher, ash-throated flycatcher, pyrrhuloxia, Scott’s oriole, Bullock’s oriole, Chihuahuan raven, turkey vulture, Harris’ hawk, northern harrier, prairie falcon, Swainson’s hawk, Ferruginous hawk, red-tailed hawk, golden eagle, merlin, American kestrel, barn owl, great horned owl, burrowing owl, lesser night hawk, various hummingbirds, horned larks, lark bunting, logger-headed shrike, cactus wren, western tanager, curve-billed thrasher, mocking bird, various warblers and sparrows.  

Mammals known to occur throughout the allotment include various bats, mule deer, pronghorn antelope, javelina, desert cottontail, black-tailed jackrabbit, spotted ground squirrel, pocket gopher, porcupine, coyote, gray fox, bobcat, raccoon, striped and spotted skunk, wood rat and various other small rodents.  This is not a complete list, as there are other mammal species that are highly likely to occur on this allotment.


Herptofauna (reptiles and amphibians) potentially associated with the allotment include the Couch’s spadefoot toad, green toad, Red-spotted toad, plains leopard frog, collared lizard, Texas horned lizard, short-horned lizard, roundtail horned lizard,  prairie lizard, Texas spotted whiptail, six-lined racerunner, western whiptail,  little striped whiptail, great plains skink, leopard lizard, lesser earless lizard, sand dune lizard, side-blotched lizard, many lined skink, New Mexico milk snake, ringneck snake, Texas blind snake, glossy snake, longnose snake, plains black-headed snake, checkered garter snake, coachwhip, striped whipsnake, gopher snake, western hognose snake, common kingsnake, blackneck garter snake, western garter snake, western rattlesnake, massasauga and the western diamondback rattlesnake.  


      3.4.1. Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Effects
There will be some displacement of wildlife in the area during the construction period of the pipelines and troughs.  Wildlife will be attracted to areas of permanent water which may lead to smaller animals becoming trapped in the water troughs.  In addition, if water is not left in the troughs year round, animals that have become dependent on that water source will have to move to an alternate source or perish.  Increasing the number and distribution of available water, should improve distribution and occurrence of those wildlife species that utilize permanent, free standing water.  Maintenance of existing water sources as well as development of new water sources is critical to supporting existing wildlife populations.   Increased sources of permanent water would lead to increased habitat for quail, mourning dove and other smaller species. Because grazing distribution patterns will be improved within the allotment and because the permitted livestock numbers will not be increased after construction of the pipeline, competition between wildlife and livestock may be reduced.  Maintenance and operation of the new troughs and of existing watering will continue to provide a dependable water source for wildlife, as well as livestock.
Mitigation Measures 
To mitigate potential trapping of birds and small mammals in the water troughs, wildlife escape ramps will be installed.  To ensure maximum water distribution for wildlife, water will be maintained in the trough on a yearlong basis, unless the system is under repair. 
[bookmark: _Toc448383658]3.5. Special Status Species
3.5.1. Proposed Action
Federally Listed Threatened/Endangered Species:  Of the 24 species listed as category 1 (proposed threatened, threatened, or endangered) the Kuenzler’s hedgehog cactus (endangered), has potential habitat in the project area.  

Kuenzler’s hedgehog cactus Enchinocereus fendleri var. Kuenzleri
Kuenzler’s hedgehog cactus was first listed as a federal endangered species on October 26, 1979 and the recovery plan was drafted in 1985.  Kuenzler’s hedgehog cactus has been found to range from 5,200 feet to 6,900 feet on ridge tops and limestone benches where slopes are less than 5 percent.  Habitat for the species is described as occurring on the lower fringes of the piñon - juniper woodland on skeletal soils of limestone outcrop.  It is found primarily on gentle, south-facing or nearly flat ridge tops and limestone ledges, in grass and juniper woodland habitats.  

Kuenzler’s hedgehog cactus is a long-lived perennial (Benson 1982).  The plant grows to 30 cm tall and has stems that are either solitary or few-clustered which support few, thick, angular and often twisted spines (Weniger 1984).  The cactus appears to only reproduce sexually as there is no documentation showing reproduction by tubers, stolons, rhizomes or by fragmentation.  It also appears to be incapable of self- pollination.  The cactus normally flowers in mid- May, although it may flower earlier if sufficient moisture occurs.  Seed dispersal is primarily by rodents who eat the fruit and also by wind and water.  It takes about 4 to 5 years for a plant to reach reproductive capability following germination.    

Kuenzler’s hedgehog cactus is typically found growing wedged against rocks, within grass clumps or beneath shrub canopies.  It has been theorized that this association provides thermal and physical protection to the plant (Knight and Cully 1988 and Chauvin et al. 1999).  The New Mexico Natural Heritage Program (NMNHP) conducted surveys on BLM lands adjacent to the Lincoln National Forest boundary from 1998-2000.  During the surveys, NMNHP determined that a certain percentage of ground cover and biomass is required for healthy plants.  In their study, a 24 percent vegetative ground cover was reported as an average cover surrounding healthy plants (DeBruin 1996).  NMNHP conducted research at Fort Stanton, NM and reported that the amount of biomass surrounding a plant correlated to the condition of the plant (DeBruin 1996).  The report further surmised that clipping the surrounding grass and other vegetation causes a significant decrease in cactus condition.  There has been some conjecture that thermal cover may be important to Kuenzler’s cactus, particularly for winter survival, but it is known to occur both in densely and sparsely vegetated habitats.  De Bruin (1996) found seedlings and juvenile plants in ground cover ranging from 3% to 38% at Fort Stanton, which is toward the colder, northern end of the cactus’ range.  She found that mean vegetation cover and health of cactus recruits were correlated, and that drought was the main mortality factor for Kuenzler’s cactus.  She did not discuss whether the lower mean vegetative cover and poorer cactus health were correlated to drought.  In a sample of 60 Kuenzler’s cactus plants on BLM land in the Carlsbad area in 2004, 32 were found in conjunction with another type of plant, all but one of the 32 Kuenzler’s plants were associated with either grama grass or bunch grasses (BLM unpublished data).

A hypothesis has been presented that suggests the population patterns for Kuenzler’s hedgehog cactus and other cacti are cyclic.  Populations appear to fluctuate in cycles that last for ten or more years.  A possible factor in the cycle is insect larval infestations that seem to occur when the cactus populations become very dense (DeBruin, 1996).     

The recovery plan criterion for downlisting Kuenzler’s hedgehog cactus is “an increase in the numbers of the cactus to approximately 5,000 individuals and maintenance of that population level for a period of 5 consecutive years” (Fletcher 1985).  Additional criteria may be found in the Kuenzler’s Hedgehog Cactus Recovery Plan.  In November 2003, Dr. David Wester estimated there to be 4,148 Kuenzler’s cactus in the Fort Stanton area alone (USFWS Consultation #2-22-03-F-0078.2).  Combined with an estimated 200 plants near Elk (DeBruin 1992) and approximately 200 plants known from the east side of the Guadalupe Mountains, plus additional populations near Hope and Carrizozo, it is likely that there are over 5,000 plants alive.  

Direct and Indirect Effects
Kuenzler’s hedgehog cactus
Potential direct impacts to Kuenzler’s cactus would include trampling of cacti by livestock and crushing of individual cacti from ranch vehicles, particularly if they drive off roads.  There are no documented records of these impacts causing mortality to individual plants of this species, although there is a record of livestock trampling and damaging one individual Kuenzler’s cactus plant (USFWS 1985).  That plant later recovered and fruited. There is a long history of livestock grazing at the existing stocking rates and use patterns, and if trampling constitutes a threat to this cactus, it would have happened long ago before the cactus was listed as endangered.  Trampling is more likely to occur where livestock concentrations occur, such as near water facilities.  
Indirect impacts of livestock grazing on Kuenzler’s cactus habitat are not well understood, because studies have produced conflicting results, and no indirect impacts have been documented.  DeBruin (1996) believed that at high elevations at Fort Stanton, thermal cover is important for the species, and any removal of that thermal cover was thought to be detrimental.  Since grazing removes thermal cover, it may have a detrimental impact at Fort Stanton, where the cactus occurs on igneous, but not on limestone, soils.  May et al. (2007) found no evidence that thermal cover is important to Kuenzler’s cactus on limestone outcrop habitat in the Guadalupe Mountains, which is much more similar to the potential habitat in the action area.  In other words, removal of other vegetation through livestock grazing is not anticipated to impact Kuenzler’s cactus habitat in the action area.

Other potential indirect impacts to Kuenzler’s cactus could include erosion of habitat caused by livestock trailing and alteration of fire regimes.  Although fire was thought to have had negative impacts to Kuenzler’s cactus habitat, studies by the Carlsbad BLM office have shown that fire apparently increases seedling establishment for this species (John Sherman, personal communication).  Since livestock grazing removes fine fuels that are essential for carrying wildfire in grass and piñon/juniper/grass habitat types, grazing may have beneficial indirect impacts by reducing the potential for direct mortality during wildfire.  

Mitigation Measures 
The entire route of the proposed water pipeline and trough will be surveyed for the presence of Kuenzler cactus during its typical blooming period of mid-May. 

[bookmark: _Toc448383659][bookmark: _Toc296348579]3.6. Weeds and Invasive Plants
3.6.1. Proposed Action
There are four plant species within the CFO that are identified in the New Mexico Noxious Weed List Noxious Weed Management Act of 1998.  These species are African rue, Malta starthistle, Russian olive, and salt cedar. African rue and Malta starthistle populations have been identified throughout the CFO and mainly occur along the shoulders of highway, state and county roads, lease roads and well pads (especially abandoned well pads).  The CFO has an active noxious weed monitoring and treatment program, and partners with county, state and federal agencies and industry to treat infested areas with chemical and monitor the counties for new infestations. No noxious weed populations have been found on this allotment.  
Direct and Indirect Effects
Any surface disturbance can increase the possibility of establishment of new populations of invasive, non-native species. The construction of the proposed action may contribute to the establishment and spread of African rue and Malta starthistle. The main mechanism for seed dispersion would be by equipment and vehicles that were previously used and/or driven across noxious weed infested areas. Noxious weed seed could be carried to and from the project area by construction equipment and transport vehicles.  
Mitigation Measures 
None
[bookmark: _Toc448383660]3.7. Cultural and Historical Resources
The project falls within the Southeastern New Mexico Archaeological Region.  This region contains the following cultural/temporal periods: Paleoindian (ca. 12,000 – 8,000 B.C.), Archaic (ca. 8,000 B.C. – A.D. 950), Ceramic (ca. A.D. 600 – 1540), Protohistoric and Spanish Colonial (ca. A.D. 1400 – 821), and Mexican and American Historical (ca. A.D. 1822 to early 20th century).  Sites representing any or all of these periods are known to occur within the region.  A more complete discussion can be found in Living on the Land:  11,000 Years of Human Adaptation in Southeastern New Mexico; An Overview of Cultural Resources in the Roswell District, Bureau of Land Management published in 1989 by the U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management.
Native American Religious Concerns
The BLM conducts Native American consultation regarding Traditional Cultural Places (TCP) and Sacred Sites during land-use planning and its associated environmental impact review.  In addition, during the oil & gas lease sale process, Native American consultation is conducted to identify TCPs and sacred sites whose management, preservation, or use would be incompatible with oil and gas or other land-use authorizations.  With regard to Traditional Cultural Properties, the BLM has very little knowledge of tribal sacred or traditional use sites, and these sites may not be apparent to archaeologists performing surveys in advance of drilling or other projects.  However, to date no TCPs or sacred sites have been identified in the vicinity of the current project area. 
3.7.1. Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Effects
Cultural resources on public lands, including archaeological sites and historic properties, are protected by federal law and regulations (Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the National Environmental Policy Act). Class III cultural surveys will be conducted of the area of effect for projects proposed on these lands prior to the approval of any ground disturbing activities to identify any resources eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.  Cultural resource inventories minimize impacts to cultural sites and artifacts by avoiding these resources prior to construction of the proposed project.  If unanticipated or previously unknown cultural resources are discovered at any time during construction, all construction activities shall halt and the BLM authorized officer will be immediately notified.  Work shall not resume until a Notice to Proceed is issued by the BLM.
A Class III cultural resource inventory (BLM 15-NM-523-566) was conducted of the area of effect, no historic properties were identified.
Mitigation Measures 
None
[bookmark: _Toc448383661]3.8. Cumulative Effects
Cumulative impacts are the combined effect of past projects, specific planned projects, and other reasonably foreseeable future actions within the allotment to which range improvements may add incremental impacts. This includes all actions, non-ranching actions that may occur in the area including foreseeable non-federal actions.
The combination of all land use practices across a landscape has the potential to change the visual character, disrupt natural water flow and infiltration, disturb cultural sites, cause minor increases in greenhouse gas emissions, fragment wildlife habitat and contaminate groundwater.  However, the likelihood of these impacts occurring is minimized through standard mitigation measures, special Conditions of Approval and ongoing monitoring studies.
The freshwater livestock pipelines constitute minor disturbance.  The pipeline will also improve livestock distribution and forage utilization within the allotment.  All resources are expected to sustain some level of cumulative impacts over time; however these impacts fluctuate.  
[bookmark: _Toc448383662]Chapter 4. Supporting Information
[bookmark: _Toc296348581][bookmark: _Toc448383663]4.1. List of Preparers
[bookmark: _Toc296348582]Prepared by:  Jana Onsurez, Natural Resource Specialist, BLM-CFO
Date: April 13, 2016
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Pecos District
Carlsbad Field Office
620 E Greene Street
Carlsbad, NM  88220

Finding of No Significant Impact 
Brainerd Waterline
NEPA No. DOI-BLM-NM-P020-2016-0992-EA


FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT:
I have determined that the proposed action, as described in the EA will not have any significant impact, individually or cumulatively, on the quality of the human environment.  Because there would not be any significant impact, an environmental impact statement is not required.
In making this determination, I considered the following factors:
1.  The activities described in the proposed action do not include any significant beneficial or adverse impacts (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(1)).  The EA includes a description of the expected environmental consequences of the waterline installation for the Flying H pastures within the allotment that would maintain desirable livestock distribution.  
2.  The activities included in the proposed action would not significantly affect public health or safety (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(2)).  
3.  The proposed activities would not significantly affect any unique characteristics (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)) of the geographic area such as prime and unique farmlands, caves, wild and scenic rivers, designated wilderness areas, wilderness study areas, or areas of critical concern.  
4.  The activities described in the proposed action do not involve effects on the human environment that are likely to be highly controversial (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(4)).  
5.  The activities described in the proposed action do not involve effects that are highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(5)).  
6.  My decision to implement these activities does not establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects or represent a decision in principle about a future consideration (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(6)).  
7.  The effects of the waterline installation for the pastures within the allotment would not be significant, individually or cumulatively, when considered with the effects of other actions (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(7)).  The EA discloses that there are no other connected or cumulative actions that would cause significant cumulative impacts. 
8.  I have determined that the activities described in the proposed action will not adversely affect or cause loss or destruction of scientific, cultural, or historical resources, including those listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(8)).  Cultural resource surveys 
a) were completed OR clearances will be completed prior to implementation.  
b) Known cultural resources will be avoided by project activities OR describe how effects will be mitigated.  
c) Cite to page in EA describing effects to cultural resources.  
d) If SHPO consultation has been completed, state Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office was completed on date.  

9.  The proposed activities are not likely to adversely affect any endangered or threatened species or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(9)). 
a) The project area does not contain any known populations but is within the Kuenzler Hedgehog Cactus Potential habitat at the Carlsbad Field Office.
b) Page 7 in EA describe any effects to T&E species

10.  The proposed activities will not knowingly threaten any violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements imposed for the protection of the environment (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(10)).  Pages 3-4 in the EA that describe Plan conformance and conformance with relevant laws, regulations, and policies.

APPROVED:

	
	
	

	George MacDonell
Field Manager
Carlsbad Field Office
	
	Date




















UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Pecos District
Carlsbad Field Office
620 E Greene Street
Carlsbad, NM 88220

DECISION RECORD
for the
Brainerd Waterline
NEPA No. DOI-BLM-NM-P020-2016-0992-EA


I. Decision
I have decided to select the proposed action for implementation as described in the 4/13/16 Brainerd Waterline and trough installment. Based on my review of the Environmental Assessment (EA) and project record, I have concluded that the proposed action was analyzed in sufficient detail to allow me to make an informed decision. I have selected this alternative because the proposed treatments will provide the grazing permittee on the Flying H Allotment #9017, to install a surface waterline that would maintain desirable livestock distribution in the allotment. Our analysis has shown with proper mitigation the proposed action would have minimal environmental impacts. The proposed action is consistent with the 1988 Carlsbad Resource Management Plan, as amended by the 1997 Carlsbad Resource Management Plan Amendment and the 2008 Special Status Species Approved Resource Management Plan Amendment. Therefore, it is recommended that this application be approved.   
II. Finding of No Significant Impact 
I have reviewed the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposed activities documented in the EA for the Brainerd waterline installation. I have also reviewed the project record for this analysis. The effects of the proposed action are disclosed in the Environmental Consequences sections of the EA. I have determined that the proposed action as described in the EA will not significantly affect the quality of the human environment. Accordingly, I have determined that the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement is not necessary.
III. Other Alternatives Considered
No reasonable action alternative was substantially different in design or effects from the proposed action for this project.  Therefore no other alternative was considered or analyzed. 
Other action alternatives were substantially similar in design and had sustainably similar effects to the proposed action alternative analyzed in the EA. Therefore no other alternative was considered or analyzed.
IV. Public Involvement
The Carlsbad Field Office (CFO) publishes a NEPA log for public inspection. This log contains a list of proposed and approved actions in the field office. The log is located in the lobby of the CFO as well as on the BLM New Mexico website (http://www.blm.gov/nm/st/en/prog/planning/nepa_logs.html). 
V. Appeals
This decision may be appealed to the Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA), Office of the Secretary, in accordance with the regulations contained in 43 CFR Part 4. Any appeal must be filed within 30 days of this decision. Any notice of appeal must be filed with George MacDonell, Carlsbad Field Manager, at 620 E.Greene St., Carlsbad, NM 88220. The appellant shall serve a copy of the notice of appeal and any statement of reasons, written arguments, or briefs on each adverse party named in the decision, not later than 15 days after filing such document (see 43 CFR 4.413(a)). Failure to serve within the time required will subject the appeal to summary dismissal (see 43 CFR 4.413(b)). If a statement of reasons for the appeal is not included with the notice, it must be filed with the IBLA, Office of Hearings and Appeals, U. S. Department of the Interior, 801 North Quincy St., Suite 300, Arlington, VA 22203 within 30 days after the notice of appeal is filed with the IBLA, Office of Hearings and Appeals, U.S. Department of the Interior, 801 North Quincy St., Suite 300 Arlington, VA 22203 within 30 days after the notice of appeal is filed with George MacDonell, Carlsbad Field Manger. 
Notwithstanding the provisions of 43 CFR 4.21(a)(1), filing a notice of appeal under 43 CFR Part 4 does not automatically suspend the effect of the decision. If you wish to file a petition for a stay of the effectiveness of this decision during the time that your appeal is being reviewed by the Board, the petition for a stay must accompany your notice of appeal.
A petition for a stay is required to show sufficient justification based on the following standards: 
(1) The relative harm to the parties if the stay is granted or denied; 
(2) The likelihood of the appellant's success on the merits; 
(3) The likelihood of immediate and irreparable harm if the stay is not granted; and 
(4) Whether the public interest favors granting the stay. 

In the event a request for stay or an appeal is filed, the person/party requesting the stay or filing the appeal must serve a copy of the appeal on the Office of the Field Solicitor, 1100 Old Santa Fe Trail, Santa Fe, NM 87505. 


_________________________  			___________
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