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[bookmark: _Toc450654162]Chapter 1.  Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc196561041][bookmark: _Toc196561134][bookmark: _Toc196561264][bookmark: _Toc296348560][bookmark: _Toc450654163]1.1. Background 
Lime Rock Resources II-A, L.P. (Applicant) has filed an Application  for Permit to Drill to drill one (1) vertical oil well from a new well pad to be constructed on federal  lands, approximately six miles southeast of Artesia, New Mexico (NM) .  Lime Rock has also filed right-of-way applications to construct the associated infrastructure including an access road, a pipeline and an overhead electric line for the proposed well.  The location of the proposed well and associated infrastructure is as follows:
Eagle 34 C Federal 85   
Surface Hole Location:  440 ft. FNL and 1850 ft. FWL; Section 34, T. 17 S., R. 27 E.
Bottom Hole Loction:  330 FNL and 1650 FWL; Section 34, T. 17S., R. 27 E.

The Proposed Action is analyzed by this Environmental Assessment (EA).  Maps of the project area are provided in Appendix A.   Plats of the well pad, access road, pipeline, and overhead electric line are provided in Appendix B.
[bookmark: _Toc196561042][bookmark: _Toc196561135][bookmark: _Toc196561265][bookmark: _Toc296348561][bookmark: _Toc450654164]1.2. Purpose and Need for Action
[bookmark: _Toc296348562]The purpose of the action is to provide the Applicant with reasonable access to develop a federal oil and gas lease.  The Applicant filed one Application for Permit to Drill (APD) and right-of -way (ROW) applications with the BLM to develop the well and install the associated infrastructure.
The need for the action is established by the BLM’s responsibility under the Mineral Leasing Act; the Mining and Minerals Policy Act; the Federal Land Policy and Management Act; the National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research, and Development Act; and the Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act to allow reasonable access to develop a federal oil and gas lease (1920, 1970, 1976, 1980, and 1987, respectively).
[bookmark: _Toc450654165]1.3. Decision to be Made
The BLM-CFO will decide whether or not to approve or reject the APD associated with the Eagle 34 C Federal 85 project (Proposed Action), and if so, under what terms and conditions.  Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; Public Law 91-90, 42 USC 4321 et seq.), the BLM-CFO must determine if there are any significant environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Action warranting further analysis in an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The BLM-CFO Field Manager is the responsible officer who will decide one of the following: 
· To approve the APD with the design features as submitted;
· To approve the APD with additional mitigation measures added;
· To analyze the effects of the Proposed Action in an EIS; or
· To deny the APD.
[bookmark: _Toc450654166]1.4. Conformance with Applicable Land Use Plan(s) 
[bookmark: _Toc196561045][bookmark: _Toc196561138][bookmark: _Toc196561268][bookmark: _Toc296348565]The site-specific analysis contained in this document incorporates information contained in the 2014 Carlsbad Field Office’s (CFO) Analysis of the Management Situation, 1988 Carlsbad Resource Management Plan (RMP), and the 1997 Carlsbad Approved Resource Management Plan Amendment and Record of Decision, by reference (USDI BLM).
The 1988 Carlsbad Resource Management Plan, as amended by the 1997 Carlsbad Approved Resource Management Plan Amendment and Record of Decision, and the 2008 Special Status Species Approved Resource Management Plan Amendment have been reviewed, and it has been determined that the Proposed Action conforms with the land-use plan terms and conditions as required by 43 CFR 1610.5 (USDI BLM).
Name of Plan:  Carlsbad Approved Resource Management Plan Amendment and Record of Decision (USDI BLM approved Oct. 1997)
Decision:  [Page 4] “Approximately 3,907,700 acres (95 percent of the oil and gas mineral estate) will be open to leasing and development under the BLM’s standard terms and conditions, the Surface Use and Occupancy Requirements (Appendix 1), the Roswell District Conditions of Approval (Appendix 2), and the Practices for Oil and Gas Drilling and Operations in Cave and Karst Areas (Appendix 3).”  The Proposed Action lies within the area of 95 percent of oil and gas mineral estate which is open to development and complies with current Surface Use and Occupancy Requirements. 
Name of Plan:  Special Status Species Approved Resource Management Plan Amendment (USDI BLM Apr. 2008)
Decision:  [Page 7] “The BLM will continue to require oil and gas lessees to conduct operations in a manner that will minimize adverse impacts to resources, land uses, and other uses.  To that end, the BLM will continue to apply reasonable mitigation measures to all oil and gas activities.”  The Proposed Action will utilize best management practices when developing leases in Lesser Prairie-Chicken and Sand Dune Lizard Habitat.  Special mitigation measures will be included into the Pecos District Conditions of Approval, if applicable.
There are no county or local land-use planning ordinances that preclude approval of the Proposed Action.
[bookmark: _Toc196561044][bookmark: _Toc196561137][bookmark: _Toc196561267][bookmark: _Toc441668858][bookmark: _Toc450654167]1.5. Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, or Other Plans 
NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the potential environmental consequences of proposed actions and to enhance the environment through well-informed federal decisions.  The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) was established under NEPA to implement regulations and to oversee federal policy in this process. A variety of laws, regulations, executive orders, and other requirements apply to federal actions and form the basis of the analysis presented in this EA.  Lime Rock would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.  The following list of statues may apply to the Proposed Action:
· Clean Water Act 
Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1972 (CWA; 33 USC 1251 et seq.), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACoE) regulate the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands.  A Section 404 permit is required for projects that would result in discharged material into a water of the U.S. 
Under Section 401 of the CWA, an applicant for a federal license or permit to conduct an activity that may result in a discharge into a water of the U.S. must provide the federal agency with a Section 401 certification declaring that the discharge would comply with the CWA.  The certification would be granted by the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED).
Under Section 402 of the CWA, the EPA regulates storm water discharges from industrial and construction activities under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System program. Permits are required if discharge results in a reportable quantity for which notification is required (pursuant to 40 CFR 117.21, 40 CFR 302.6, or 40 CFR 110.6) or if the discharge contributes to a violation of a water quality standard. 
The Clean Water Act has been amended to provide that certain stormwater discharges from field activities or operation, including construction, that are associated with oil and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operation or transmission facilities are exempt from National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements (1972).  This action encourages voluntary application of Best Management Practices (BMPs) for oil and gas field activities and operations to minimize the discharge of pollutants into stormwater runoff and protect water quality.  This action applies to all states, federal lands, and Indian country, regardless of whether the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or a state is the NPDES permitting authority.  States have the authority to regulate any discharges, pursuant to state law, through a non-NPDES permit program.
· National Historic Preservation Act
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA; 16 USC 470) requires federal agencies evaluate the effects of their actions on historic properties, and allow the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment. BLM Farmington Field Office compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act is adhered to by following the State Protocol Agreement between New Mexico BLM and New Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer (BLM-SHPO 2014), which is authorized by the National Programmatic Agreement among the BLM, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers (NPA 2012), and other applicable BLM handbooks. 
· Clean Air Act 
The Clean Air Act of 1972, as amended (CAA; 42 USC 7401 et seq.), establishes national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) to control air pollution and reduce negative effects on human health and safety.   In New Mexico, the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) has adopted most of the CAA into the New Mexico Administrative Code ([NMAC] 2014).  The NMED issues construction and operating permits for air quality and enforces air quality regulations and permit conditions. 
· Migratory Bird Treaty Act
Executive Order 13186 dated January 17, 2001 calls for increased efforts to more fully implement the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 as amended (16 USC 703-712).  In keeping with this policy, a list of priority birds of conservation concern which occur in similar eco-regions as those found in the Proposed Action area was compiled through a review of existing bird conservation plans including: 
· Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC)
· New Mexico Partners in Flight (NMPIF) New Mexico Bird Conservation Plan
· Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy for New Mexico (CWCS)
· Record of Decision and the Approved Special Status Species Resource Management Plan Amendment
· The North American Waterbird Conservation Plan
· Endangered Species Act
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires all federal departments and agencies to conserve threatened, endangered, and critical and sensitive species and the habitats on which they depend, and to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on all actions authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency to ensure that the action will not likely jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened and endangered species or adversely modify critical habitat (ESA 1973).  The BLM-CFO is currently in the process of revising its Resource Management Plan (RMP). Consultation with the USFWS, as required by Section 7 of the ESA, will be conducted as part of the Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement (PRMP FEIS) to address cumulative effects of the Resource Management Plan.  
Prior to conducting the field surveys for this project, the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC 2016) and the Biotic Information System of New Mexico (NMDGF, BISON-M 2016) databases were accessed for lists of Threatened and Endangered (T&E) wildlife species, and for recovery plans and conservation plans/strategies prepared for federally-listed candidate species that potentially occur within, or in the vicinity of the project area.  The species that were evaluated as potentially being impacted by the project are protected under state or federal laws, and/or interagency agreements, and are either known to occur within the project area, or have habitat requirements consistent with habitat available within or near the project area. 

· Federal Cave Resources Protection Act
The Federal Cave Resources Protection Act of 1988 (16 USC 4301 et seq.) protects significant caves on federal lands by identifying their location, regulating their use, requiring permits for removal of their resources, and prohibiting destructive acts.  
· New Mexico State Regulations 
The New Mexico Oil Conservation Division (NMOCD) of the New Mexico Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources Department (EMNRD), regulates oil and gas operations in New Mexico.  The NMOCD is responsible for gathering production data, permitting new wells, establishing pool rules, issuing discharge permits, enforcing rules and regulations, monitoring underground injection wells, ensuring that abandoned wells are properly plugged, and ensuring that the land is responsibly restored (EMNRD 2014).  Oil and gas regulations administered by NMOCD are contained in Title 19, Chapter of the New Mexico Administrative Code (NMAC 19.15).  Lime Rock would comply with these and the following regulations:
· The EMNRD requires operators to follow “pit rule” guidelines (NMAC 19.15.17) to reduce groundwater contamination from industry-related activities. 
· NMAC 19.15.15 establishes requirements for well acreage spacing, obtaining approval of unorthodox well locations, and pooling or communitizing small acreage oil lots. 
· NMAC 19.15.16.19 requires the disclosure of hydraulic fracture constituents. 

[bookmark: _Toc450654168]1.6. Scoping, Public Involvement, and Issues
The BLM CFO publishes a NEPA log of proposed project actions 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). 
 An on-site inspection of the two proposed well sites was conducted on March 12, 2015 by Paul Murphy (BLM-CFO), Jerry Smith (Lime Rock), and Brian Wood (Permits West).  The well pad was moved 110 feet south and 200 feet east to its present proposed location.  Interim reclamation of the pad would occur on the north, south, east sides of the pad.  The proposed access road would extend west from the northeast corner of the well pad.  No other specific issues or considerations were identified by personnel at the on-site inspection.  
The CFO also uses Geographic Information Systems 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:
· How would the Proposed Action impact air quality and climate change?
· How would the Proposed Action impact soils?
· How would the Proposed Action impact the watershed?
· How would the Proposed Action impact vegetation?
· How would the Proposed Action Impact noxious weeds?
· How would the Proposed Action impact wildlife and special status species?
· How would the Proposed Action impact cultural resources?
· How would the Proposed Action impact paleontological resources?
· How would the Proposed Action impact visual resources?
· How would the Proposed Action impact range management?


[bookmark: _Toc196561046][bookmark: _Toc196561139][bookmark: _Toc196561269][bookmark: _Toc296348566]

[bookmark: _Toc450654169]Chapter 2.  Proposed Action and Alternative(s)
[bookmark: _Toc442187731][bookmark: _Toc450654170][bookmark: _Toc196561047][bookmark: _Toc196561140][bookmark: _Toc196561270][bookmark: _Toc296348567]2.1.  No Action
The BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1 states that for EAs on externally initiated proposed actions, the No Action Alternative generally means that the proposed activity will not take place (USDI BLM Jan. 2008).  This option is provided for in 43 CFR 3162.3-1 (h) (2). Selection of this alternative would deny the approval of the Application for Permit to Drill, and the current land and resource uses would continue to occur in the proposed project area.  No mitigation measures would be required.
The No Action Alternative is presented here for baseline analysis of resource impacts.
[bookmark: _Toc450654171]2.2.  Proposed Action
[bookmark: _Toc196561048][bookmark: _Toc196561141][bookmark: _Toc196561271][bookmark: _Toc296348568]The BLM Carlsbad Field Office is proposing to allow Lime Rock to drill one (1) vertical oil well from a new well pad and install the associated infrastructure including an access road, a pipeline, and an overhead electric line on federal lands in Section 34, T. 17 S., R. 287E., in Eddy County, New Mexico (see Appendix A Location Maps).      
Lime Rock would strip the available topsoil from the well pad area and stockpile it adjacent to the west side of the well pad.  Subsoil would be removed and stockpiled within the surveyed boundaries of the well pad site.  If caliche is found, material would be stockpiled within the pad site to build the location and road.  The well site would then be leveled and surfaced with mineral material, typically the caliche.  In the event no caliche is found onsite, caliche would be hauled in by trucks from a BLM approved caliche pit or other established mineral pit.  
The proposed well would be drilled using a combination of water mud systems.  Fresh water would be obtained from private land between Artesia and Riverside and hauled to the location by transport truck using the existing and proposed roads described below.  
Lime Rock would take about 30 days to drill the proposed well.  After the proposed well is drilled and completed, the proposed well location would be dowsized to a 180-foot x 180-foot or 0.74- acre area around the pump jack on the pad. All areas not needed for production would be reclaimed by removing the caliche, recontouring the area, spreading the stockpiled topsoil over the areas, and seeding the area.  Lime Rock plans to perofrm interim reclamation on the north, east and south sides of the pad.  Interim reclamation must be completed within six (6) months of the completion of the well.  It is likely that the proposed well would be drilled within four (4) years.  
 2.2.1. Location of Proposed Action
The Proposed Action is located on private surface lands with BLM subsurface mineral rights in Section 31, T. 23 S., R. 28 E., in Eddy County, New Mexico (Appendix A).  The location is approximately 2.5 miles southwest of Loving, New Mexico.
2.2.2. Construction Details
The project includes drilling a vertical oil well and constructing 1527.8 feet of on-lease three-inch surface poly pipeline and 132.4 feet of overhead powerline (NMNM-096616).   Lime Rock also proposes to rebuild 640.69 feet of overhead power line on Lease NMNM-098325.  

The Proposed Action will disturb approximately 3.31 acres.  Rebuilding 640.69 feet of an existing overhead powerline within an existing 15-foot wide right-of-way will redisturb approximately 0.05 acres of existing right-of-way.  Details of the Proposed Action surface disturbance are summarized in the following table:
Table 1.  Proposed Action Surface Disturbance
	Feature on BLM Land
	Length (ft.)
	Width (ft.)
	Total (acres)

	Eagle 34 C Federal 85 Well Pad
	340 
	300
	2.34

	Eagle 34 C Federal 85 Access Road
	24
	20
	0.01

	Eagle 34 C Federal 85 3-inch Poly Pipeline
	1527.8
	15
	0.52

	Eagle 34 C Federal 85 Overhead Powerline (New)
	132.4
	15
	0.44

	Eagle 34 C Federal 85 Overhead Powerline (Rebuild in existing corridor)
	640.69
	15
	0.05

	Total Land Use
	
	
	3.36



Well
The Applicant will drill one vertical well (see plats in Appendix B).    
Well Pad
The well pad containing the Eagle 34 C Federal 85 well would consist of a 340-foot N/S by 300-foot E/W pad site (2.34 acres) 

In addition to a drill rig, the well pad will house camper trailers for the company man, tool pusher, or mud logger; a portable trash cage; and a pump jack.

Well Pad Access Road
A 24-foot long access road extending north from the pad to an existing caliche road that runs along the north boundary of the proposed  well pad . The well pad access road will be 20-feet wide, crowned, and will have a 14-ft.-wide driving surface.  The maximum disturbed width will be 20 ft.  The maximum cut or fill will be one foot.  The maximum grade will be 1%.  No culverts, cattle guards, or turn-outs are needed for this road.  

Existing non-county access roads will be maintained as needed to BLM Gold Book standards (USDI BLM 2007).  This includes pulling ditches, preserving the crowns, and cleaning culverts.  This will be done at least once a year and more often, as needed.  Upgrading existing roads will consist of filling potholes with caliche.    
Well Pad 3-Inch Poly Pipeline
The proposed 1,527.8 foot 3-inch poly surface pipeline production flowline would extend west in a 15-foot wide corridor from the pad, then south by 1527.8-feet along an existing caliche road to a Central Tank Battery.  The pipeline corridor will not be used as a road.
Overhead Power Line
The proposed 132.4-foot long power line will also be built to extend north from the proposed well pad in a 15-foot wide corridor  to an existing power line that runs E-W along its north boundary.  A portion of the existing overhead powerline (640.69-feet) also will be rebuilt as an overhead raptor safe 3-phase line. 
General
Water for the project will be trucked from an existing well on private land.  
Brush on the construction site, which chiefly consists of creosote, will be brush-hogged and mixed with the pad and spoil material, then compacted.  
No perennial streams, alkali seeps, or wetlands are recorded in the immediate project area (USDI USFWS April 2016) and none were observed during the plant survey (Appendix C).
Construction will only be performed when the soil is dry enough to adequately support construction equipment and vehicles.  When the soil is too wet (ruts more than six inches deep), construction will be postponed until conditions improve.  Ruts deeper than four inches will be raked flat.  Maintenance and repair will be conducted as required using existing roads or approved project surfaces.
All work will be performed during daylight hours.  
Surface disturbance and vehicular traffic will be limited to the approved Proposed Action area.
All open cavities will be fenced and covered to keep out migratory and cavity-nesting birds and other wildlife. 
If the Applicant discovers any Threatened and Endangered (T&E) wildlife species, work in the vicinity of the discovery will cease and the discovery will be promptly reported to the BLM wildlife biologist and to the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  The BLM and the USFWS will then specify what action(s) will be taken.
To limit the establishment of noxious weeds, construction equipment will be inspected and cleaned prior to initially starting work on the work site.  It will be the Applicant’s responsibility to monitor and control invasive, non-native plant species within the proposed project area to the fullest extent possible throughout the life of the project.  
Best Management Practices (BMPs) and appropriate Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards and guidelines will be implemented to limit impacts to resources, workers, and the public.  
No hazardous substances as defined by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) will be used in the construction or operation of the Proposed Action (1980).  No Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous wastes will be generated (1976).  No toxic substances will be used, stored, generated, or released during construction or operation of the project.  If hazardous wastes were inadvertently generated, the proper authorities, including the BLM CFO, would be consulted regarding the disposal of such wastes.  Any spilled contaminants would be immediately cleaned up by the Applicant and reported to the appropriate regulatory agencies, as required.  All trash and waste materials generated will be placed in a portable trash cage and hauled to a county landfill.  No burial or burning of waste materials will occur.  Also, a portable toilet will be located in the project area and wastes will be disposed of according to all federal and state regulations. 
The Applicant will comply with the US Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) Clean Air Act (CAA) and all applicable state and local regulations (1970).  No long-term emissions requiring a New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) Air Quality Bureau permit will occur.
All BLM CFO cultural resources stipulations will be followed.  All employees, contractors, and sub-contractors of the project will be informed by the Applicant that cultural sites are to be avoided by all personnel, personal vehicles, and company equipment, and that it is illegal to collect, damage, or disturb cultural resources, and that such activities are punishable by criminal and/or administrative penalties under the provisions of the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA 1979).  In the event of a discovery during construction, the Applicant would promptly suspend all construction activities in the immediate vicinity of the discovery and notify the archaeological monitor, if present, or the BLM.  The BLM would then evaluate or cause the site to be evaluated.  Were a discovery to be evaluated as significant [e.g., National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA 1966), Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA 1990), or the ARPA (1979)], it would be protected in place until mitigating measures could be developed and implemented according to guidelines set by the BLM.
Any paleontological and other heritage resources discovered by the Applicant, or any agent working on their behalf, during construction of the Proposed Action, will be immediately reported to the BLM paleontologist.  All operations in the area of the discovery would be immediately suspended until approval to proceed is issued by the BLM.  An evaluation of the discovery would be made by the BLM paleontologist to determine appropriate action to prevent the loss of significant paleontological resources.
Reclamation
Reclamation efforts will commence immediately after each surface disturbance is no longer needed.  Disturbed areas will be contoured to match pre-construction grades as much as possible.  After all disturbed areas have been satisfactorily contoured and prepared for seeding, the location will be revegetated with a standardized seed mixture approved by the BLM-CFO. The Applicant will contact the surface owner prior to beginning surface reclamation operations.    
[bookmark: _Toc296348570][bookmark: _Toc450654172][bookmark: _Toc196561278][bookmark: _Toc196561055][bookmark: _Toc196561148]2.3. Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis
An on-site inspection of the two proposed well sites was conducted on March 12, 2015 by Paul Murphy (BLM-CFO), representatives from Lime Rock, and Brian Wood (Permits West).  Plant, wildlife, and threatened, endangered, and sensitive species (TES) surveys of the area also were performed on April 21, 2016 to ensure that potential impacts to natural resources would identified early on in the review and minimized through the implementation of avoidance or mitigation measures (Appendices C and D).    
No specific issues, alternatives, or other considerations were identified by personnel at the on-site inspection.  
[bookmark: _Toc296348571]

[bookmark: _Toc450654173]Chapter 3.  Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
1. [bookmark: _Toc443296216][bookmark: _Toc443296832][bookmark: _Toc443296889][bookmark: _Toc443296979][bookmark: _Toc443552617][bookmark: _Toc443567378][bookmark: _Toc443567431][bookmark: _Toc443567494][bookmark: _Toc449872441][bookmark: _Toc449953139][bookmark: _Toc449953258][bookmark: _Toc450050312][bookmark: _Toc450121941][bookmark: _Toc450654174][bookmark: _Toc437346584][bookmark: _Toc441668865]
2. [bookmark: _Toc443296217][bookmark: _Toc443296833][bookmark: _Toc443296890][bookmark: _Toc443296980][bookmark: _Toc443552618][bookmark: _Toc443567379][bookmark: _Toc443567432][bookmark: _Toc443567495][bookmark: _Toc449872442][bookmark: _Toc449953140][bookmark: _Toc449953259][bookmark: _Toc450050313][bookmark: _Toc450121942][bookmark: _Toc450654175]
3. [bookmark: _Toc443296218][bookmark: _Toc443296834][bookmark: _Toc443296891][bookmark: _Toc443296981][bookmark: _Toc443552619][bookmark: _Toc443567380][bookmark: _Toc443567433][bookmark: _Toc443567496][bookmark: _Toc449872443][bookmark: _Toc449953141][bookmark: _Toc449953260][bookmark: _Toc450050314][bookmark: _Toc450121943][bookmark: _Toc450654176]
3.1. [bookmark: _Toc450654177]Introduction
This section provides a description of the human and natural environmental resources that could be affected by the approval of the Proposed Action and presents comparative analyses of the direct and indirect effects of the proposed project on the affected environment. This EA draws upon information compiled in the respective RMPs for each BLM field office (BLM, 2003a, 1986, 2012a, 1997a, 1988, and 1997b). 
BLM Resource Specialists, experts in their respective fields, determined which resources would be brought forward for analysis by evaluating whether the resources were present within the project area and whether the Proposed Action would impact those resources. Any resource not present within the project area or any resource that would not be affected by the Proposed Action or No Action Alternative is not analyzed in this document. 
3.1.1. Direct and Indirect Impacts
Environmental impact analysis was based upon available data and literature from state and federal agencies, peer-review scientific literature, and resource studies conducted in the project area. Comparison of impacts is intended to provide an impartial assessment to help inform the decision-maker and the public. Actions resulting in adverse impacts to one resource may impart a beneficial impact to other resources. For each resource analyzed, environmental consequences include: 
 direct impacts – impacts that are caused by the action, and that 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 – when applicable, the short-term or long-term aspects of impacts are described. For the purposes of this EA, short-term impacts occur during or after the activity or action and may continue for up to two years. Long-term impacts occur beyond the first two years. 
The predicted intensities and duration of effects from implementation of the Proposed Action for each resource were evaluated to determine how these effects could be avoided or reduced through the application of protective design features. The measures that San Juan Resources included in their POD as design features were evaluated for their ability to reduce expected effects and are included, where applicable, for each resource. The BLM-Farmington Field Office may have Conditions of Approval that could be applied in addition to the design features. The need for additional mitigation measures was determined for each resource, based on the expectation that potential effects could be further reduced or avoided. 
3.1.2. Cumulative Impacts
NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the cumulative impacts of proposals under their review. Cumulative impacts are defined in the CEQ regulations 40 CFR §1508.7 as “…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…or person undertakes such other actions….”. This directive introduces the concept of “project impact zone” or more simply put --  the area that might be affected by the proposed project.  To assess past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions that may occur within the project area, the BLM CFO NEPA log was reviewed. The following includes all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions known to the BLM that may occur within the project area. 
Past Actions Past projects considered in this cumulative impacts assessment include plugged and abandoned wells, existing pipelines, and other linear facilities (i.e., power lines, fiber optic cables, roads, highways, etc.) that utilize or occupy a shared or common utility right-of-way. Past activities within or in the vicinity of the project area that BLM has determined would have a major influence on the resources in the area include: 
 Livestock grazing (expected to continue in the future); 
 Oil and gas development within the general area of the project area (expected to continue in the future); 
 Dispersed motorized and mechanized recreation within the general area of the project area (expected to continue in the future).
Present Actions. Present activities within or in the vicinity of the project area that BLM has determined would have a major influence on in the area include: 
 Livestock grazing; 
 Oil and gas development; 
 Dispersed motorized and mechanized recreation. 
Additionally, the BLM CFO NEPA log includes a number of new oil and gas well Applications for Permit to Drill (APD) for surrounding townships and ranges.  The NEPA log also notes that numerous other oil and gas production projects are on-going throughout the Permian Basin of New Mexico. 
Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions. Reasonably foreseeable future actions describe existing facilities identified within and adjacent to the project area, as well as proposed projects which may be constructed in the area in the reasonably foreseeable future. To be included, a proposed future action must have a high probability of occurrence and be defined well enough to consider in any cumulative impact analysis. Foreseeable projects would be included if the responsible BLM field offices have accepted applications for the projects. Future activities within or in the vicinity of the project area that BLM has determined would have an influence on the resources in the area include: 
 Disturbance from construction of additional pipelines adjacent to the current pipeline
   right-of-way; 

 Livestock grazing; 
 Oil and gas development 

3.2. [bookmark: _Toc450654178]Air Resources 
3.2.1. Affected Environment 
The affected environment, as it relates to the existing climate, terrain, laws and regulatory requirements, and background air quality of southeast New Mexico is discussed in this section. The primary factors that influence regional ambient air quality are the locations of air pollution sources, the quantity and chemical characteristics of pollutants emitted by those sources, the topography of the region, and local meteorological conditions.
Air resources include air quality and climate.  Air quality is determined by atmospheric pollutants and chemistry, dispersion meteorology, and terrain; and also includes applications of noise, smoke management, and visibility.  Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, such as carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), water vapor, and several trace gases, can affect air quality (USEPA Apr. 2015).  The USEPA has the primary responsibility for regulating air quality, including seven nationally regulated ambient air pollutants or National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) as defined by the Clean Air Act (CAA). 
Climate is the composite of generally prevailing weather conditions of a particular region throughout the year, averaged over a series of years.  Greenhouse gases (GHGs) also affect climate.  Through complex interactions on a global scale, emissions of GHGs may cause a net warming effect of the atmosphere, primarily by decreasing the amount of heat energy radiated by the earth back into space.  Although GHG levels have varied for millennia (along with corresponding variations in climatic conditions), industrialization and burning of fossil carbon sources have caused GHG concentrations to increase measurably, and may contribute to overall climatic changes, typically referred to as global warming.  Greenhouse gases are not regulated by the USEPA, however climate is important to consider because it has the potential to influence renewable and non-renewable resource management.
Air Quality 
The BLM CFO recently contracted with Applied Enviro Solutions (AES) to provide an emissions inventory for the field office area, including Chaves, Eddy, and Lea Counties (AES 2011).    
Much of the information referenced in this section is incorporated by reference from the Air Resources Technical Report for Oil and Gas Development in New Mexico, Kansas, Oklahoma, and Texas, herein referred to as Air Resources Technical Report (USDI BLM 2013).  This document summarizes the technical information related to air resources and climate change associated with oil and gas development and the methodology and assumptions used for analysis of project impacts and much of the information contained in the report is specific to the Carlsbad Field Office area.    
Air quality in the area near the proposed project is generally good and is not located in an area designated by the USEPA as a “non-attainment area” for any listed pollutants regulated under the CAA (USEPA 3 Jun 2015).  
Monitored design values for ozone are shown in Table 2.  Design values are the concentrations of air pollution at a specific monitoring site that can be compared to the NAAQS as defined by the CAA.  There is no monitoring conducted for lead or carbon monoxide (CO) in southeastern New Mexico because concentrations of these pollutants are expected to be low in rural areas.  The New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) also discontinued monitoring for SO2 in Eddy County due to very low monitored concentrations.  Monitoring data for PM10 and PM2.5 in southeastern New Mexico are not available due to incomplete data collection. 
[bookmark: _Ref310519324]Table 2. Ozone Monitored Design Values for the Carlsbad Field Office Area (ppm)
	Site
	2006-2008
	2007-2009
	2008-2010
	2009-2011
	NAAQS

	Hobbs (Lea County)
	0.068
	0.063
	0.059
	0.061
	0.075

	Carlsbad-Artesia (Eddy County)
	0.069
	0.066
	0.067
	0.069
	0.075

	Sources: AES 2011 and EPA 2013



Hazardous Air Pollutants
The Air Resources Technical Report discusses the relevance of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) to oil and gas development and the particular HAPs that are regulated in relation to these activities (USDI BLM 2013, pp. 11-13).  The EPA similarly conducts a periodic National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) that quantifies HAP impacts by county in the U.S. (Table 3).  The purpose of this assessment is to identify areas where HAP emissions may result in higher health risks and where further emissions reduction strategies are needed.  A review of the results of the 2005 NATA for Chaves, Eddy, and Lea Counties shows that cancer, neurological, and respiratory risks  in these counties are generally lower than statewide and national levels (EPA 2013).  
Table 3.  Design Concentrations of Criteria Pollutants in Lea and Eddy Counties (EPA 2012)
	Site
	Design Value
	Averaging Period
	NAAQS
	NMAAQS

	O3
	0.069 ppm (Lea County)
	8-hour
	0.075 ppm1
	

	
	0.062 ppm (Eddy County)
	
	
	

	NO2
	6 ppb (Lea County)
	Annual
	53 ppb
	50 ppb

	
	3 ppb (Eddy County
	
	
	

	NO2
	42 ppb
	1-hour
	100 ppb2
	

	1  Annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour concentration, averaged over 3 years
2  98th percentile, averaged over 3 years



Climate
The planning area is located in a semi-arid climate regime typified by dry windy conditions, limited rainfall, hot summers, and mild winters.  Summertime maximum temperatures are generally in the 90s (all temperatures are in Fahrenheit degrees) with occasional temperatures over 110.  Winter minimum temperatures are generally in between 20s and 30s, with extremes remaining above zero degrees.  Precipitation is mainly in the form of summer thunderstorms associated with the southwest monsoon, though occasional Pacific storms drop south into New Mexico during the winter.  Table 4 shows climate normals for Carlsbad from 1981-2010. 

[bookmark: _Ref310583154]Table 4. Climate Normals for Carlsbad, 1981-2010
	
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec

	Ave. Temp. (oF)
	42.6
	47.2
	54.0
	62.4
	71.5
	79.3
	81.2
	79.9
	73.2
	62.9
	51.5
	42.8

	Ave. Max. Temp. (oF)
	57.5
	62.7
	70.2
	78.5
	86.9
	94.4
	94.6
	93.1
	87.0
	78.1
	67.1
	57.5

	Average Min. Temp. (oF)
	27.6
	31.7
	37.9
	46.2
	56.0
	64.3
	67.7
	66.6
	59.4
	47.7
	35.8
	28.0

	Ave. Precipitation (in.)
	0.47
	0.54
	0.51
	0.64
	1.17
	1.53
	2.01
	1.83
	2.11
	1.16
	0.81
	0.63

	Source: NOAA 2011



The average global temperature has risen about 1.4°F (0.8 °C) from 1880 to 2013.  The continued increase in GHG levels in Earth’s atmosphere assures a long-term rise in global temperatures.  On the current course of GHG increases, scientists expect each successive decade to be warmer than the previous one (GISTEMP Team 2015).
In 2007, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) predicted a warming of about 0.2°C per decade for the next two decades, and then a further warming of about 0.1°C per decade (IPCC 2007).  The National Academy of Sciences (NAS) believes that the need for urgent action to address climate change is now indisputable and it has called on the G8+5 nations to seize all opportunities to coordinate their simultaneous work on the climate and economic agendas (NAS 2009). 
A report on climate change by the U.S. Government Accountability Office (USGAO) found that, "federal land and water resources are vulnerable to a wide range of effects from climate change, some of which are already occurring.  These effects include, among others: 1) physical effects such as droughts, floods, glacial melting, and sea level rise; 2) biological effects, such as increases in insect and disease infestations, shifts in species distribution, and changes in the timing of natural events; and 3) economic and social effects, such as adverse impacts on tourism, infrastructure, fishing, and other resource uses” (USGAO 2007).  
However, while it currently is not possible to predict regional or site-specific effects on climate relative to the Proposed Action and subsequent actions, what is known is that increasing concentrations of GHGs are likely to accelerate the rate of climate change
Direct and Indirect Impacts
Air Quality
Air quality will temporarily be directly impacted with pollution from exhaust emissions, chemical odors, and dust caused by the motorized equipment used to build the well and associated infrastructure.  The winds common to the southeastern part of New Mexico generally disperse odors and emissions so the impacts to air quality will quickly be reduced after construction.
There will be a short-term (approximately three months for each well and access road) increase in dust and particulate matter during construction of the Proposed Action.  This impact will subside as disturbed areas are reclaimed.
There will be a minor, short-term (approximately three months for each well and access road) increase in local combustive emissions from operating vehicles and earth moving equipment.
There will be a minor, infrequent, long-term impact to air quality from motorized vehicles performing periodic maintenance of the Proposed Action.
There will be minor and infrequent, long-term fugitive dust creation during maintenance of the Proposed Action. 
Methodology and assumptions for calculating air pollutant and GHG emissions are described in the Air Resources Technical Report (USDI BLM 2013).  This document incorporates the sections discussing the modification of calculators developed by the BLM to address well emissions.  The calculated emissions and percentage of area emissions are listed below in Table 5.   These calculations provide an approximation of criteria pollutant, hazardous air pollutant (HAP), and GHG emissions that can be compared to regional and national levels (USDI BLM 2013).  Also incorporated into this document are the sections describing the assumptions that the CFO used in developing the inputs for the calculator (USDI BLM 2013)
Criteria Pollutants
Table 5, below, shows estimated emissions for criteria pollutants for a variety of activities including construction, maintenance, and operations.  Because the calculators are not able to estimate ozone emissions, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), a precursor to ozone, are estimated instead.  Based on past development, emissions have been calculated for a single well maximum, minimum, and average development scenario.   With the exception of annual operations, these emissions will be temporary and short-lived.
[bookmark: _Ref310583762]Table 5. Criteria Pollutant Emissions Estimated for the Proposed Action (tons/single well) 
	 
	Construction
	Well Completion
	Well Workover
	Annual Operations
	Annual Road Maintenance
	Reclamation

	PM10
	Max
	2.64
	0.27
	0.03
	1.45
	0
	0.02

	
	Min
	0.1
	0
	0
	0.02
	0
	0.01

	
	Avg
	0.49
	0.04
	0.01
	0.03
	0
	0.01

	PM2.5
	Max
	0.74
	0
	0.01
	0.21
	0
	0

	
	Min
	0.14
	0
	0
	0.02
	0
	0

	
	Avg
	0.3
	0
	0.01
	0.02
	0
	0

	NOXa
	Max
	9.46
	11.67
	0.22
	1.14
	0
	0

	
	Min
	1.96
	0
	0.04
	0.46
	0
	0

	
	Avg
	3.77
	0.16
	0.13
	0.47
	0
	0

	SO2
	Max
	0.2
	3.05
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Min
	0.04
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Avg
	0.08
	0.04
	0
	0
	0
	0

	CO
	Max
	2.61
	0.08
	0.08
	1.35
	0
	0

	
	Min
	0.5
	0
	0.01
	0.92
	0
	0

	
	Avg
	1.05
	0.04
	0.05
	0.92
	0
	0

	VOC
	Max
	0.74
	0.04
	0.02
	50.02
	0
	0

	
	Min
	0.14
	0
	0
	3.5
	0
	0

	
	Avg
	0.3
	0.01
	0.01
	4.13
	0
	0

	a Nitrogen oxides



Table 6 compares emissions from annual operations of a single well with total human-caused emissions for Chaves, Eddy, and Lea Counties in 2007.
Table 6.  Emissions from Annual Operations Compared to Area Emissions for 2007 (tons)
	
	Annual Operations
	Area Emissionsa
	Project Emissions as a % of Area Emissions

	PM10
	Max
	1.45
	78,855
	0.00184

	
	Min
	0.02
	78,855
	0.00003

	
	Avg
	0.03
	78,855
	0.00004

	PM2.5
	Max
	0.21
	10,673
	0.00197

	
	Min
	0.02
	10,673
	0.00019

	
	Avg
	0.02
	10,673
	0.00019

	NOX
	Max
	1.14
	44,749
	0.00255

	
	Min
	0.46
	44,749
	0.00103

	
	Avg
	0.47
	44,749
	0.00105

	SO2
	Max
	0.00
	61,956
	0.00000

	
	Min
	0.00
	61,956
	0.00000

	
	Avg
	0.00
	61,956
	0.00000

	CO
	Max
	1.35
	60,898
	0.00222

	
	Min
	0.92
	60,898
	0.00151

	
	Avg
	0.92
	60,898
	0.00151

	VOC
	Max
	50.02
	15,898
	0.31463

	
	Min
	3.50
	15,898
	0.02202

	
	Avg
	4.13
	15,898
	0.02598

	a AES, 2011




Hazardous Air Pollutants
The formulas used in the calculators for calculating HAPs are very imprecise.  For many processes it is assumed that emission of HAPs from a single well will be equivalent to 10% of VOC emissions. Therefore, the HAP emissions reported here should be considered a very gross estimate and likely an overestimate.  The calculator estimates that a minimum of 0.22 tons/year, an average of 0.31 tons/year, and a maximum of 5.63 tons/year of HAPs would be emitted during the construction and first year of operation of a typical gas well in the Permian Basin.  The emissions are a combination of HAP constituents existing in natural gas and released during the well completion and operation process.  Most gas vented during the completion process is flared, which substantially reduces the quantity of HAPs released. 
In summary, the emissions calculator estimated that there could be a very small direct increase of several criteria pollutants and HAPs in Eddy, Lea, and Chavez Counties as a result of developing the Proposed Action.  However, it would not result in exceedances in the NAAQS for any criteria pollutant or exceedances in the eight-hour average ozone concentrations in the three counties.
Climate
Information about GHGs and their effects on national and global climate is presented in the Air Resources Technical Report (USDI BLM 2013).  Analysis of the impacts of the Proposed Action on GHG emissions are reported below.  Only the GHG emissions associated with exploration and production of oil and gas will be evaluated because the environmental impacts of GHG emissions from oil and gas consumption, such as refining and emissions from consumer-vehicles, are not effects of the Proposed Action as defined by the Council on Environmental Quality because they do not occur at the same time and place as the action (USDI BLM 2013).  Thus, GHG emissions from consumption of oil and gas do not constitute a direct effect that is analyzed under NEPA.  Nor is consumption an indirect effect of oil and gas production because production is not a proximate cause of GHG emissions resulting from consumption.  However, emissions from consumption and other activities are accounted for in the cumulative effects analysis.  
The two primary GHGs associated with the oil and gas industry are CO2 and CH4.  Because CH4 has a global warming potential 25 times greater than the warming potential of CO2, the USEPA’s Office of Transportation and Air Quality (OTAQ) uses the CO2 equivalent (CO2e) which takes the difference in warming potential into account for reporting the national inventory for GHG emissions (IPCC 2007).  The USEPA is also moving towards using the CO2e metric to characterize the benefits of its voluntary programs in order to be consistent with international practice and to allow for ease in comparison of emissions from different GHGs.  Emissions will generally be expressed in metric tons of CO2e in this document. 
Estimated emissions from the calculator based on a maximum, minimum, and average development scenario for a single well are presented in Table 7, below.
Table 7. Estimated GHG Emissions
	
	Construction
	Well (Re)Completion
	Well Workover
	Annual Operations
	Annual Road Maintenance
	Reclamation

	CO2
	Max
	1052.1
	411
	17.8
	278.2
	0.09
	0.54

	
	Min
	213.2
	0.2
	3.5
	62.1
	0.09
	0.4

	
	Avg
	421.3
	10.1
	10.6
	65
	0.09
	0.42

	CH4
	Max
	0.01
	0
	0
	37.6
	0
	0

	
	Min
	0
	0
	0
	0.4
	0
	0

	
	Avg
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	N2Oa
	Max
	0.01
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Min
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Avg
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	CO2e
	Max
	1055.9
	411.1
	17.9
	1068.7
	0.09
	0.55

	
	Min
	214
	0.2
	3.5
	70.6
	0.09
	0.4

	
	Avg
	422.8
	10.1
	10.7
	86
	0.09
	0.43

	CO2e metric tons
	Max
	958.1
	373
	16.2
	969.8
	0.08
	0.5

	
	Min
	194.2
	0.2
	3.2
	64.1
	0.08
	0.36

	
	Avg
	383.7
	9.2
	9.7
	78
	0.08
	0.39

	a Nitrous oxide



Cumulative Impacts 
The BLM-CFO manages federal hydrocarbon resources in Eddy, Lea, and part of Chavez County.  There ae approximately 23, 500 wells in these counties.  Approximately 16,060 of the wells in these counties are federal wells.  Data from 2000 to 2010 indicate an average of 418 
Air Quality
The following analysis of cumulative impacts of the proposed action on air quality is limited to the Permian Basin area of New Mexico.  Activities that contribute to levels of air pollutant and GHG emissions in the Permian Basin include fossil fuel industries, vehicle travel, industrial construction, potash mining, and others.  
The emissions calculator estimated that there could be a very small direct increase in several criteria pollutants, HAPs, and GHGs as a result of the Proposed Action.  Altogether, the emissions resulting from the Proposed Action could result in a 0.003% increase of criteria and HAP emissions in Eddy, Lea, and Chavez Counties and a 0.001% increase in GHG emissions in New New Mexico (Eddy, Lea, and Chavez County GHG emissions are not currently available).  
The very small increase in emissions that could result from approval of the Proposed Action would not result in Eddy, Lea, or Chavez County exceeding the NAAQS for any criteria pollutants.  The applicable regulatory threshold for HAPs is the oil and gas industry National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, which are currently under review by the EPA.  
Climate Change
The Air Resources Technical Report discusses the relationship of past, present, and future predicted emissions to climate change and the limitations in predicting local and regional impacts related to emissions.  It is currently not feasible to know with certainty the net impacts from particular emissions associated with activities on public lands.  However, the small incremental increase in GHGs from this project will not have a measurable impact on climate.
Mitigation Measures 
[bookmark: _Toc196561063][bookmark: _Toc196561156][bookmark: _Toc196561286][bookmark: _Toc296348574]Air Quality
Impacts to air quality on lands managed by the BLM CFO in southeastern New Mexico are reduced by the following standard practices: utilizing existing disturbance, minimizing surface disturbance, reclaiming and quickly establishing vegetation on areas not necessary for production, periodic watering of access roads during dry periods, and removal and reuse of caliche for building other projects.
Climate
The USEPA data show that adoption of BMPs such as the Natural Gas Star program encourages oil and natural gas companies to use proven, cost-effective technologies and practices that improve operational efficiency and reduce CH4 emissions (USEPA 2015).  The on-going process of restoration of abandonments and disturbances associated with development of new wells and associated facilities will also reduce potential impacts to climate.  

3.3. [bookmark: _Toc450654179]Soil Resources
[bookmark: _Toc196561068][bookmark: _Toc196561161][bookmark: _Toc196561291]3.3.1. Affected Environment
The project area is located in the Pecos Valley subsection of the Southern Great Plains physiographic province.

The Pecos River alluvial valley runs north to south, approximately three-quarters of a mile west of the project area.  The surface geology of the project area is predominantly made up of the Orchard Park terrace alluvial deposits, which is comprised of gravels and pebbles of dolomite, limestone, sandstone, chert, and quartz overlying and co-mingled with deposits of pedogenic carbonates (NMBGMR 2011).   The elevation of the project area is 3524 feet.

Disturbances in and around the project area include: an old pit located west of the proposed pad,  extensive livestock grazing, existing well pads to the east and west of the proposed pad,, and caliche roads on the north and west boundaries of the proposed pad.  

Soils throughout the project area are composed of the Gypsum land-Cottonwood complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes.  Gypsum land soils are found on the shoulders and toeslopes of ridges and hills.  They are comprised of residuum weathered from gypsum.  Cottonwood soils are also found on shoulders and slopes of hills and ridges and comprised of residuum weathered from gypsum.  A typical profile of the Cottonwood soils consists of a loam (0 to 8 inches), and bedrock (0 to 60 inches).  These soils are well drained, with very low water storage capacity.  

3.3.2. Impacts from the Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Effects
The Proposed Action will disturb and/or clear approximately 3.31 acres.  There is a potential for wind and water erosion due to the erosive nature of these soils once the vegetative cover is lost.  There is always the potential for soil contamination caused by spills or leaks which can reduce soil fertility, lessen vegetative cover, and increase soil erosion.  Impacts on soils from blading, excavation, and leveling during construction activities will include the following: 1) soils will be structurally reduced and mixed, exposing the dirt to the erosive forces of wind and water, and 2) due to the hazard of soil blowing, this area will be subject to an undetermined amount of erosion until vegetation is re-established (USDA NRCS 2015).
Mitigation Measures 
The Applicant will apply water to disturbed areas to reduce soil blowing. Other impacts to soil resources may be reduced by standard practices such as utilizing existing surface disturbances, minimizing the size of the well pads and access road, utilizing steep tanks instead of reserve pits, minimizing vehicular use, and placing parking and staging areas on previously disturbed areas.  

3.4. [bookmark: _Toc450654180]Water Resources
3.4.1. Affected Environment
The Proposed Action is within the Upper Pecos-Long Arroyo watershed unit (USGS 2016).  The project area does not contain any arroyos, ephemeral or intermittent waterways, or floodplains.  Average annual precipitation is approximately 12.88 inches (WRCC 2016).  
Within a one-mile radius of the proposed well pad, there are existing oil wells and plugged and abandoned wells.  There are no water, gas, disposal, or injection wells within a mile of the project area.
3.4.2. Impacts from the Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Effects
Potential impacts from the Proposed Action will include increased sediment loading to surface drainages through runoff of disturbed soils.  Surface water from localized rain events will wash down-slope through the area of the proposed action.  Localized decreases in vegetative surface cover combined with the soils from the well pads and access road could produce decreased infiltration and increased volumes of runoff, resulting in increased erosion, top soil loss, and sedimentation.  
Water quality can be adversely affected following the occurrence of a leak or spill.
Standard practices or design features of the proposed project that minimize impacts to the watershed and water quality includes:  utilizing a closed loop system with no reserve pits, berming of the production facilities, utilizing existing surface disturbances, minimizing the size of the well pads and access road, minimizing vehicular use, surfacing parking and staging areas with caliche and reclaiming the areas not necessary for production, and quickly re-establishing vegetation on the reclaimed areas.    
Mitigation Measures 
The entire well pad will be bermed to prevent oil, salt, and other chemical contaminants fro leaving the well pad.  Tosoil shall not be used to construct the berm.  No water flow from the uphill side(s) of the pad shall be allowed to enter the well pad.  The berm shall be maintained through the life of the well and after interim reclamation has been completed.

Any water erosion that may occur due to the construction of the well pad during the life of the well will be corrected within two weeks and proper measures will be taken to prevent future erosion.  

3.5. [bookmark: _Toc450654181]Upland Vegetation
[bookmark: _Toc196561072][bookmark: _Toc196561165][bookmark: _Toc196561295]3.5.1. Affected Environment
[bookmark: _Toc196561074][bookmark: _Toc196561167][bookmark: _Toc196561297]Vegetation in the project area is classified as Chihuahuan desert scrub (Brown et al. 1998, 2007).  Dominant species observed throughout the project area included creosote (Larrea tridentata), gyp grama (Bouteloua breviseta), prickly pear cactus (Opuntia sp), and a variety of forbs including beeblossom (Gaura cinerea), purple nama (Nama hispidum), filaree (Geranium cicutarum), and hairy yellow flax ( Linum puberulum).   The area has been extensively grazed and the growth of grasses and forbs is limited across the entire project area.  Grasses observed during the botanical survey included burrograss (Schleropogon brevifolius) and traces of perennial three-awn (Aristida sp.) and bush muhly (Muhlenbergia porteri).  

Three federally listed and candidate plant species, including  the endangered Kuenzler’s hedgehog cactus (Echinocereus fendleri var kuenzleri), the threatened Gypsum wild buckwheat (Eriogonum gysophilum), and the threatened Lee’s pincushion cactus (Escobaria sneedii var. leei) are known to occur in or have the potential to occur in Eddy County, New Mexico (USDI USFWS 2016). None of these species or suitable habitats for these species were observed during the survey.  
In addition, the USFWS monitors certain 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.  These species receive no special protections under the Endangered Species Act. 
none were during the plant survey.  The State of New Mexico also lists species of special interest.  Marginally suitable habitat, for one federal and state species of concern (NM EMNRD 2016), the Pecos gyp ringstem (Anulocaulis leiosolenus var. gypsogenus), was observed, though individual specimens of the plant were not observed during the plant survey (Appendix C).  

No federal threatened, endangered, or special status plant species were observed within or adjacent to the proposed project area during the April 21, 2016 plant survey.  
In addition, no state listed noxious plant species (NMDA 2009) were identified during the plant survey.
3.5.2. Impacts from the Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Effects
The Proposed Action will disturb approximately 3.31 acres of Chihuahuan desert scrublands with moderate to sparse vegetation cover.   There are no timberlands in the project area.  The project is unlikely to have a significant, long-term impact on surrounding vegetation.  However, soil erosion and blowing soils may occur following construction and prior to plugging and abandonment of the well.   The short-term, direct and indirect impacts to vegetation from the Proposed Action cannot be avoided, and will include removal of vegetation and new soil surface disturbance.
The area is expected to re-vegetate in three to five years after well plugging and abandonment, depending on timely rainfall.  
Impacts to vegetation will be reduced by following standard practices such as utilizing existing surface disturbances, minimizing the size of the well pads and access road, utilizing steep tanks instead of reserve pits, minimizing vehicular use, and placing parking and staging areas on previously disturbed areas.  
Mitigation Measures 
None.
3.6. [bookmark: _Toc450654182]Noxious Weeds and Invasive Plants
3.6.1. Affected Environment
There are four plant species within the CFO that are identified in the New Mexico Noxious Weed List (NMDA 2009).  These include two Class B noxious weed species, African rue (Peganum harmala) and Malta starthistle (Centaurea melitensis), and two Class C noxious weed species, Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia), and saltcedar (Tamarix spp.).  African rue and Malta starthistle populations have been identified throughout the CFO area 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 and monitor the counties for new infestations.
None of these noxious weed species listed by the New Mexico Department of Agriculture (NMDA 2009) were observed in the proposed project area during the plant survey of the project area (Appendix C).
3.6.2. Impacts from the Proposed Action
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 two Class B noxious weed species, 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 
The Applicant shall be held responsible if noxious weeds become established within the areas of operations.  The Applicant will consult with the surface owner and the BLM for acceptable weed control methods, which include following USEPA and BLM requirements and policies.
3.7. [bookmark: _Toc450654183]Wildlife and Special Status Species
3.7.1. Affected Environment 
Vegetation in the project area is classified as Chihuahuan desert scrub (Brown 1998, 2007).  Wildlife occurring in the project area (Appendix D) is typical of degraded, brush-encroached grasslands of the Chihuahuan Desert and includes passerines such as black-throated sparrows (Amphispiza bileanata) and Brewer’s sparrow (Spizella breweri), as well as jackrabbits (Lepus spp.) and whiptail lizards (Cnemidophorus spp.).  
Table 8, below, contains federally listed and candidate wildlife species that are known to or have the potential to occur in Eddy County, NM with the potential to occur in the project area. 
Table 8.  Federal Endangered, Threatened, and Special Status Species, Eddy County, NM
	Species
	Status
	Habitat
	Potential to Occur in Project Area*

	Lesser prairie chicken (Thympanuchus pallidicintus)
	USFWS - Threatened
	This species is obligate to shinnery oak (Quercus harvardii) stands in sand dunes
	NP

	Northern aplomado falcon (Falco femoralis septentrionalios)
	Federal -Endangered/Experimental Population
	Formerly resident in Chihuahuan Desert grassland; now rare.  An experimental reintroduction program is being conducted in Sierra County, New Mexico
	NP

	Sprague’s pipit (Anthus spragueii) 
	Federal – Candidate (not warranted for listing, see USFWS proposed rule, April 5, 2016, Federal Register)
	Migrates and occasionally overwinters in grassland areas of southeastern New Mexico 
	NS


Potential to Occur in Project Area*  
K - Known, documented observation within project area
S - Habitat suitable and species suspected to occur within the project area
NS - Habitat suitable but species is not suspected to occur within the project area
NP - Habitat is not present and species is unlikely to occur within the project area
Table 9, below discusses state threatened and special status species of Eddy County, NM with the potential to occur at or near the project area. 
Table 9.  State of NM Threatened and Special Status Species, Eddy County, NM
	Species
	Status
	Habitat
	Potential to Occur in Project Area*

	Baird’s sparrow (Ammodrammus bairdi)
	NM State - Threatened
	Migrates and occasionally overwinters in grassland areas of southeastern  New Mexico
	NS

	Dune Sagebrush Lizard (Sceloporus arenicolus)
	NM State - Threatened
	Occurs only in shinnery /sand dune habitats; generally requires deep dune fields
	NS

	Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludoviciannus)
	NM State - Sensitive taxa
	Widespread; occurs within Chihuahuan Desert shrublands 
	S

	Swift fox (Vulpes velox)
	NM State - Sensitive taxa
	Occurs in mesa country and grasslands of northeastern NM
	S


Potential to Occur in Project Area*  
K - Known, documented observation within project area
S - Habitat suitable and species suspected to occur within the project area
NS - Habitat suitable but species is not suspected to occur within the project area
NP - Habitat is not present and species is unlikely to occur within the project area
The USFWS also monitors certain 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.  These species receive no special protections under the Endangered Species Act, but may receive some protection under other acts such as the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (ESA 1973, MBTA 1918).  Special status wildlife species with the potential to occur in the proposed project area are listed in the Wildlife Survey Report in Appendix D. 
Two state-listed threatened or special status species are known to occur or have the potential to occur within the project area: loggerhead shrike, and swift fox.  No threatened, endangered, or special status wildlife species were observed within or adjacent to the project area during the April 21, 2016 wildlife survey (Appendix D).
3.7.2. Impacts from the Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Effects
The Proposed Action may have direct and indirect impacts including possible mortality, habitat degradation and fragmentation, avoidance of habitat during construction and drilling activities, and the potential loss of burrows and nests from the removal of habitat, but would not impact wildlife populations as a whole.
There are no federally listed or candidate wildlife species that are known to occur in or have the potential to occur within the project area (USDI USFWS 2016).  Three state-listed threatened or special status species are known to occur or have the potential to occur within the project area (Appendix D).  But, given the small size of the proposed disturbance, no impacts to special status species are anticipated from the Proposed Action.
Mitigation Measures 
Standard mitigation measures include: adoption and use of the NTL-RDO 93-1  (modification of open-vent exhaust stacks to prevent perching and entry from birds and bats), nets on open top production  tanks, interim reclamation, closed loop systems, exhaust mufflers, berming of collection facilities, minimizing cut and fill where possible, and avoidance of wildlife waters, stick nests, drainages, and dunal features.  These practices reduce mortality and allow habitat to remain intact in the immediate surrounding area, thus reducing stressors on local wildlife.
3.8. [bookmark: _Toc450654184]Cultural and Historical Resources
3.8.1. Affected Environment
The project falls within the Southeastern New Mexico Archaeological Region.  This region contains the following cultural/temporal periods: Paleoindian (ca. 11,500 – 7,000 B.C.), Archaic (ca. 6,000 B.C. – A.D. 500), Ceramic (ca. A.D. 500 – 1400), Post Formative Native American (ca. A.D. 1400 – present), and Historic Euro-American (ca. A.D. 1865 to present).  Sites representing any or all of these periods are known to occur within the region.  A more complete discussion can be found in The Human Landscape in Southeastern New Mexico: A Class I Overview of Cultural Resources within the Bureau of Land Management’s Carlsbad Field Office Region (Railey 2012). 
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 and 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 TCPs, 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 project approval.
A records search was conducted by Rebecca Hill, Boone Arch Services of NM, LLC on June 18, 2015 at the Bureau of Land Management Carlsbad Field Office for a well pad, flowlines, electric line, and access road in T17S R27E Section 34.  During the records search it was that the proposed project area contains archaeological survey coverage, NMCRIS #’s 44265,54574, 54575, 54578, 58590, 86509, 92765, 126729, and 130116.  After consultation with the BLM-CFO archaeologist, it was determined that no further survey was required.     
3.8.2. Impacts from the Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Effects
The project falls within the area covered by the Permian Basin Programmatic Agreement (PA).  The Permian Basin PA is an optional method of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (1966) for energy related projects in a 28-quadrangle area of the CFO.  The PA is a form of off-site mitigation which allows industry to design projects to avoid known cultural resources eligible for listing under the National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) and to contribute to a mitigation fund in lieu of paying for additional archaeological inventory in this area that has received adequate previous survey.  Funds received from the Permian Basin PA will be utilized to conduct archaeological research and outreach in Southeastern New Mexico.  Research will include archaeological excavation of significant sites, predictive modeling, targeted research activities, as well as professional and public presentations on the results of the investigations.
A records search was conducted by Rebecca Hill, Boone Arch Services of NM, LLC on June 18, 2015 at the Bureau of Land Management Carlsbad Field Office for a well pad, flowlines, electric line, and access road in T17S R27E Section 34.  During the records search it was that the proposed project area contains archaeological survey coverage, NM#’s 44265,54574, 54575, 54578, 58590, 86509, 92765, 126729, and 130116.  After consultation with the BLM-CFO archaeologist, it was determined that no further survey was required.     
Mitigation Measures 
However, potential exists for excavation and direct impacts to unidentified cultural resources during construction of the Proposed Action.  Any cultural resource (historic or prehistoric site or object) discovered by the Applicant, or any person working on their behalf, during construction and operation of the project, will be immediately reported to the BLM Archaeologist and the SHPO.  The Applicant would suspend all operations in the immediate area of such discovery until approval to proceed is issued by the BLM Archaeologist.  An evaluation of the discovery would be made by the BLM Archaeologist to determine appropriate action to prevent the loss of significant cultural or scientific values.   
If any skeletal remains that might be human or funerary objects are discovered by any activities, the Applicant will cease activities in the area of discovery and notify the BLM and the SHPO within 24 hours, as required by the Permian Basin PA.
3.9. [bookmark: _Toc442187736][bookmark: _Toc450654185]Paleontological Resources
3.9.1. Affected Environment 
The Quaternary Period, from 2.588 million years ago to the present, is defined by the cyclic growth and decay of ice sheets driven by changes in the earth’s movements and its associated climate and environmental changes (“Quaternary” 2016).  The geological units or settings that have potential to produce fossils in the Proposed Action area are the Quaternary outcrops shown on the Geologic Map of New Mexico 2003 (USDI, BLM Apr. 2008).
3.9.2. Impacts from the Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Effects
The potential exists for excavation and direct impacts to unidentified paleontological resources during construction of the Proposed Action.  Direct impacts would result in the physical loss of scientifically significant fossils and their contextual data.  Impacts indirectly associated with ground disturbance could subject fossils to damage or destruction from erosion, as well as creating improved access to the public and increased visibility, potentially resulting in unauthorized collection or vandalism.  
The proposed project is within the Potential Fossil Yield Classification (PFYC) #2., Artesia Group:  shelf facies forming broad southeast trending outcrops, where management concern for potential resources is minimal.  A pedestrian survey for paleontological resources was not necessary and there should be no impacts to paleontological resources. Any paleontological resource discovered by the Applicant, or any person working on their behalf, during construction and operation of the project, will be immediately reported to the BLM Paleontologist or appropriate contact.  The Applicant would suspend all operations in the immediate area of such discovery until approval to proceed is issued by the BLM Paleontologist or appropriate contact.  An evaluation of the discovery would be made by the BLM Paleontologist or appropriate contact to determine appropriate action to prevent the loss of significant paleontological resources.
Mitigation Measures 
Because the proposed project is in PFYC Class 2, the management concern for potential resources is minimal.  However, if any paleontological resource discovered by the Applicant, or any person working on their behalf, during construction and operation of the project, will be immediately reported within 24 hours to the BLM Paleontologist or appropriate contact.  The Applicant would suspend all operations in the immediate area of such discovery until approval to proceed is issued by the BLM Paleontologist or appropriate contact.  An evaluation of the discovery would be made by the BLM Paleontologist or appropriate contact to determine appropriate action to prevent the loss of significant paleontological resources.
3.10. [bookmark: _Toc450654186]  Visual Resource Management
3.10.1. Affected Environment
The BLM’s Visual Resource Management (VRM) program identifies visual values, establishes objectives in the RMP for managing those values, and provides a means to evaluate proposed projects to ensure that visual management objectives are met. 
This proposed project occurs within a BLM VRM Class IV zone.  The objective of VRM Class IV is to provide for management activities that would modify 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 may 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 the basic landscape elements of color, form, line and texture.
3.10.2. Impacts from the Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Effects
This project will cause both short-term and long-term visual impacts to the natural landscape.  Short-term impacts, including the presence of construction equipment vehicle traffic, will occur during construction operations (approximately six weeks).    
Long-term impacts are visible to the casual observer through the life of the project.  These include the visual evidence of wells, well pads, ponds, roads, tank batteries, and piping which cause visible contrast to form, line, color, and texture.  Removal of vegetation due to construction exposes bare soil lighter in color and smoother in texture than the surrounding vegetation.  The compaction of these areas causes further contrast, which may be visible to visitors in the area.  
 Short- and long-term impacts are minimized by BMPs such as reducing cut and fill and contouring roads along natural changes in elevation.  
After final abandonment and reclamation, the well will be plugged and the well pad, well pad access road, pipeline will be removed and re-contoured, thereby eliminating visual impacts. 
Mitigation Measures and Residual Effects
None.
3.11. [bookmark: _Toc450654187]Range
[bookmark: _Toc196561064][bookmark: _Toc196561157][bookmark: _Toc196561287][bookmark: _Toc196561071][bookmark: _Toc196561164][bookmark: _Toc196561294][bookmark: _Toc296348576]3.11.1. Affected Environment 
The Proposed Action is located on federal surface land in BLM’s Turkey Track grazing allotment (#6505).  Grazing on the Turkey Track allotment is year-long, running from the beginning of March through the end of February.  Range improvement projects such as water delivery systems (pipelines, storage tanks, and water troughs), earthen reservoirs, and fences are located within the allotment which is comprised of 22% federal land.  
3.11.2. Impacts from the Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Effects
The loss of 3.31 acres (Proposed Action) of vegetation would not greatly affect the carrying capacity the Turkey Track allotment.  Occasional livestock injuries or deaths due to accidents such as collisions with vehicles, falling into excavations, and ingestion of plastic or other materials may occur at the work site.  If further development occurs, the resulting loss of vegetation could reduce the carrying capacity authorized for livestock use in this area.
Impacts to the surrounding ranching operations are reduced by standard practices such as utilizing existing surface disturbance, minimizing the total surface disturbance, minimizing vehicular use, and placing parking and staging areas on caliche-surfaced areas.
Avoiding existing range improvement projects on the BLM grazing allotment would prevent these features from being damaged by the Proposed Action.
Mitigation Measures 
Any damage to structures that provide water to livestock throughout the life of the project, and caused by its operation, must be immediately corrected by the Applicant.  The Applicant must notify the private surface landowner if any damage occurs to structures that provide water to livestock.  If the damage occurs on nearby BLM lands, the Applicant also must notify the BLM office (575-234-5972).
3.12. [bookmark: _Toc450654188]Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts are the combined effect of past projects, specific planned projects, and other reasonably foreseeable future actions within the project study area to which oil and gas exploration and development may add incremental impacts. This includes all actions, not just oil and gas 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.

All resources are expected to sustain some level of cumulative impacts over time, however these impacts fluctuate with the gradual abandonment and reclamation of wells. As new wells are being drilled, others are being abandoned and reclaimed. As the oil field plays out, the cumulative impacts will lessen as more areas are reclaimed and less are developed.
[bookmark: _Toc296348579]

[bookmark: _Toc450654189]Chapter 4.  Supporting Information
[bookmark: _Toc296348581][bookmark: _Toc450654190]4.1. List of Preparers
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11. I. Decision
I have decided to select the proposed action for implementation as described in the 5/11/2016, Eagle 34 C Federal 85. 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 reasonable access to oil and gas development. 
11. II. Finding of No Significant Impact 
[bookmark: _GoBack]I have reviewed the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposed activities documented in the EA for the DOI-BLM-NM-P020-2016-1297-EA. 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.
11. 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.
11. 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). 
11. 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. 


_________________________  			___________
George MacDonell 	   				Date 
Field Manager
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11. 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 well pad, surface flow line, new road, and powerline.

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 well pad, surface flow line, new road and powerline 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 were completed.

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)). 

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)).  Section 1.4 and 1.5 of the EA.

11. APPROVED:

	
	
	

	George MacDonell
Field Manager
Carlsbad Field Office
	
	Date
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