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1 Introduction 

1.1 Summary of Proposed Action 
Menefee Mining Corporation (Menefee) has submitted a mining and reclamation plan to the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) Farmington Field Office (FFO) for the proposed Black Spring Humate Mine 
Expansion Project. The proposal includes the expansion of Menefee’s existing Black Spring Humate 
Mine (a shallow surface mine) located on BLM-managed surface and mineral estate near the community 
of Ojo Encino in McKinley County, New Mexico (NM). Permitting of this project would involve 
coordinating with the New Mexico Department of Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources – Mining and 
Minerals Division (EMNRD-MMD) to include the proposed expanded permit area within the currently 
operating Black Spring Mine permit. The BLM would administer the proposal in accordance with 
applicable laws and agency policies regulating the disposal of saleable federal minerals. 

Menefee is proposing to expand their existing Black Spring Humate Mine by approximately 117 acres. 
Additionally, they are requesting to increase the mine’s current design limit from 10 to 12 acres. The 
Black Spring Mine is located 30 miles southwest of Cuba, NM, and four miles south of the community of 
Ojo Encino, in Section 4, Township 15N, Range 5W, NM Principal Meridian (NMPM), McKinley 
County, NM.  

As proposed, the Black Spring Mine Permit Area Expansion Project (Proposed Action) would be located 
immediately west of the existing Black Spring Mine in Sections 4 and 9, Township 19 North, and Range 
5 West, NMPM and would provide an additional 117 acres for humate mining (see Figure A.1, Figure 
A.2, and Figure A.3 in Appendix A). Menefee anticipates the addition of 117 acres would provide 
sufficient access to the underlying humate resource for mining operations to continue for approximately 
10-15 years (depending on rate of mining).  

Currently, operations at the mine are subject to a design limit that limits the amount of open, active 
surface disturbance to 10 acres. Once the humate from a 10-acre section is extracted, the section must be 
reclaimed prior to commencing mining in the next 10-acre section. Menefee is proposing to increase the 
current design limit from 10 to 12-acres. Upon BLM’s decision, Menefee will submit this design limit 
increase to the State of New Mexico Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources Department’s 
(NMEMNRD), Mining and Minerals Division (MMD) through Permit Modification 22-1. The increase in 
design limit will allow Menefee more flexibility in their mining operations for moving and storing 
topsoil.  

This environmental assessment (EA) has been developed to disclose potential site-specific impacts from 
the sale and mining of federal mineral materials managed by the BLM per the requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The proposed Menefee mine expansion area is shown in 
Figure A.1, Figure A.2, and Figure A.3 in Appendix A. The following federal regulations and BLM 
policies provide the regulatory framework and authority for the BLM’s jurisdiction over the disposal of 
mineral materials under the Proposed Action: 

• The Materials Act of 1947 (30 United States Code [USC] 601 et seq.) 
• Part 3600–Mineral Materials Disposal under Title 43 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 

(43 CFR Part 3600) 
• BLM Mineral Materials Disposal Handbook H-3600-1 
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1.2 Purpose and Need 
The purpose for the BLM is to respond to the mining operations and reclamation plan and application for 
a Mineral Materials Contract submitted by Menefee to mine saleable solid minerals (humate) managed by 
the BLM Farmington Field Office (FFO). 

The need for the Proposed Action is established by BLM policy, as derived from various laws such as the 
Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 (MLA), as amended (30 USC 181 et seq.); the Act of March 3, 1909 (1909 
Act); the Materials Act of July 31, 1947, as amended (30 USC 601 et seq); and the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 (43 USC 1701 et seq.), as amended, to make federally-managed 
mineral resources available for disposal and to encourage development of mineral resources to meet 
national, regional, and local needs. 

1.3 Decision to Be Made 
Based on the information in this EA, the BLM FFO will decide whether to approve the mining operations 
and reclamation plan and issue a Mineral Materials Contract for the purpose of extracting humate, and, if 
so, under what terms and conditions.  

1.4 Land Use Conformance 
The Proposed Action is in conformance with the September 2003 Farmington Resource Management 
Plan (RMP) with Record of Decision (ROD), as updated in December 2003 (BLM 2003). The RMP 
provides guidance for managing approximately 1.4 million acres of public land and 3 million acres of 
subsurface federal minerals in all of San Juan County, most of McKinley County, western Rio Arriba 
County, and northwestern Sandoval County, New Mexico. The RMP designated approximately 2.59 
million acres of federal minerals open to continued mineral development and leasing under Standard 
Terms and Conditions. Specifically, the Proposed Action supports the following objective: 

“It is the policy of the BLM to make mineral resources available for disposal and to 
encourage development of mineral resources to meet national, regional, and local needs, 
consistent with national objectives of an adequate supply of minerals at reasonable 
market prices. At the same time, the BLM strives to ensure that mineral development is 
carried out in a manner that minimizes environmental damage and provides for 
rehabilitation of affected lands” (BLM 2003). 

This EA incorporates by reference the information and analysis contained within the RMP. The RMP and 
ROD are available for review at the BLM FFO in Farmington, New Mexico or on the BLM’s ePlanning 
website. The proposed humate mining project would comply with known local, county, and state planning 
regulations and would conform to local land uses within the area. 

As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), this site-specific EA addresses resources 
and impacts of the Proposed Action that were not specifically addressed within the FFO’s RMP (BLM 
2003). The Proposed Action would not conflict with any local, county, or state plans. 

1.5 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, and Other NEPA 
Documents 

Various federal and state agencies regulate different aspects of oil and gas infrastructure development. 
Table 1.1 provides a selected list of relevant permits, regulations, and approvals that could be required for 
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the Proposed Action. The area of the proposed humate mine expansion was previously analyzed for 
humate exploration under Categorical Exclusion document number DOI-BLM-NM-F010-2022-0063-CX, 
titled Black Springs Humate Section 4 & 9 Exploration Project. Results of the exploration project helped 
inform the proposed mine expansion area analyzed in this EA.  

Table 1.1. Permits, Regulations, and Approvals Relevant to the Proposed Action 

Permit/Regulation/Approval Issuing Agency Status 

Federal Permit, Approval, or Clearance 

Mineral Material Contract and 
associated Mining and Reclamation 
Plan  

BLM The application is currently under review by the BLM 
and are the subject of this EA. 

Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA) 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) 

BLM FFO biologists have reviewed the Biological Report 
generated for this Proposed Action and it has been 
determined that the proposed project would comply with 
threatened and endangered species management 
guidelines outlined in the BA associated with the FFO 
RMP (BLM 2003). No endangered or threatened species 
listed under the ESA or designated critical habitat were 
observed during the general biological surveys. 

BLM Manual 6840 BLM Manual 6840 directs the BLM to initiate proactive 
conservation measures that reduce or eliminate threats 
to BLM sensitive species to minimize the likelihood of 
and need for listing of these species under the ESA 
(BLM 2008a). Biological survey results and mitigation 
measures utilized in the proposal to avoid or lessen 
impacts to BLM sensitive species are discussed in this 
EA. 

Federal Noxious Weed Act (Public 
Law 93-629; 7 USC 2801 et seq. 88 
Statute 2148) 

BLM Prior to construction activities, the proponent would 
adhere to the BLM’s standard noxious weed procedures. 
Menefee would follow all guidance outlined in its 
pesticide use proposal (PUP) approved by the BLM 
FFO.  

Paleontological Resources 
Preservation Act of 2009 (Act) 
(Sections 6301–6312 of the Omnibus 
Public Lands Act of 2009, 16 USC 
470aaa) 

BLM Table 1.3 and Appendix F describe results of the 
paleontological survey performed for the project area.  

CWA Section 404 Permitting 
Discharges of Dredge or Fill Material 
into Waters of the United States 
(WOTUS) (including wetlands) 

U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 

Jurisdictional WOTUS features are not present within 
the proposed project areas. The proponent would be 
responsible for adhering to Section 404 (dredge and fill) 
of the CWA, including any required permitting actions 
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for any impacts 
within potential surface water features prior to 
construction, if applicable.  

Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act 

BLM* Table 1.3 describes potential impacts to cultural 
resources. Any required further consultation with the 
State Historic Preservation Office would be conducted 
by the BLM. 

State Permit, Approval, or Clearance 

New Mexico Executive Order 00-22 
(regarding noxious weeds) 

New Mexico Department of 
Agriculture 

Prior to construction activities, the proponent would 
adhere to the BLM’s standard noxious weed procedures. 
Menefee would follow all guidance outlined in its PUP 
approved by the BLM FFO.  

Clean Air Act  
New Mexico Air Quality Control Act 

NMED Impacts to air quality are described in Table 1.2. The 
Proposed Action would not require an air permit from 
NMED. 
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Permit/Regulation/Approval Issuing Agency Status 

CWA Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification  

NMED Surface Water 
Quality Bureau 

Jurisdictional WOTUS features are not present within 
the proposed project areas. The proponent would be 
responsible for adhering to Section 401 (water quality 
certification) of the CWA, including any required 
permitting actions with the NMED Surface Water Quality 
Bureau for any impacts within potential surface water 
features prior to construction, if applicable. 

Local Permit, Approval, or Clearance 

Executive Order 11988 Floodplain 
Management 

County Floodplain 
Commissioners 

No Federal Emergency Management Agency floodplains 
are in the proposed project areas. The proponent would 
be responsible for adhering to Executive Order 11988 
(floodplain management) of the CWA, including any 
required permitting actions with the local County 
Floodplain Commissioners for any impacts within 
potential surface water features prior to construction. 

* The BLM is the agency that oversees compliance. 

 

1.6 Scoping and Issues 

1.6.1 Internal Scoping 
As part of its review of the proposed project, the BLM FFO Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) conducted 
internal scoping to identify potentially affected resources and land uses. The IDT meeting was originally 
held on May 23, 2023, with a follow-up meeting on June 20, 2023. Tables 1.2 and 1.3 describe issues 
identified for analysis in brief or issues identified but eliminated from analysis. An additional meeting 
was held with BLM FFO on October 3, 2024, to further discuss air quality. It was decided that based on 
the emissions calculations completed that a detailed analysis would not be required (Personal 
Communication, Jeff Tafoya, BLM FFO Assistant Field Office Manager, and Adam Deppe, New Mexico 
Air Quality Specialist, BLM New Mexico State Office, October 3, 2024). 

1.6.2 External Scoping 
A BLM on-site visit occurred on December 7, 2021, when the project area was under review for 
exploration prior to expansion (Personal Communication, Chris Wenman, BLM FFO Supervisory Natural 
Resource Specialist, email April 29, 2024).  

The BLM FFO initiated external scoping for the proposed project by posting the Proposed Action on the 
BLM National NEPA Register ePlanning website (https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-
ui/project/2033534/510) (BLM 2024) for public review beginning July 11, 2024. This listing included a 
description of the Proposed Action and a description of the proposed project location. 

1.7 Issues Identified for Analysis in Brief 
During the scoping process, the BLM FFO developed a list of issues to analyze within this EA. Following 
further review; however, no issues were identified that would require detailed analysis (Personal 
Communication, Jeff Tafoya, FFO Assistant Field Office Manager, and Adam Deppe, New Mexico Air 
Quality Specialist, BLM New Mexico State Office, October 3, 2024). Details on issues identified for 
analysis in brief are in Table 1.2.  

https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/2033534/510
https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/2033534/510
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Table 1.2. Issues Identified for Analysis in Brief  

Issue Statement Analysis in Brief 

How would 
emissions that are 
generated by 
equipment 
associated with 
the proposed 
project impact air 
quality? 

The Clean Air Act (CAA) requires the EPA to set NAAQS for six criteria air pollutants 
considered harmful to public health and the environment: carbon monoxide (CO); nitrous 
dioxide (NO2); ozone (O3); particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5); sulfur dioxide (SO2); and 
lead (Pb). Nitrogen oxide (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC) emissions 
also contribute to secondarily formed pollutants of O3 and PM2.5 through a complex series of 
atmospheric chemical interactions. The CAA categorizes NAAQS as “primary” or 
“secondary.” Primary standards provide public health protection, including the health of at-
risk populations, with an adequate margin of safety (EPA 2024b), and secondary standards 
provide for public welfare, including protection against degraded visibility and damage to 
animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings (EPA 2024b). A detailed description of these 
pollutants, along with their health effects and their sources, can be found in Chapter 3 of the 
Air Resources Technical Report (BLM 2023a).   

Mining activities associated with the Proposed Action would result in the release of 
emissions from the operation of internal combustion engines, as well as the emission of 
particulates (specifically PM10 and PM2.5) associated with fugitive dust from increased wind 
erosion, heavy equipment use during surface mining activity, product handling and 
transportation, and operation of vehicles and equipment on unpaved roads near and within 
the mine site. The mine activities would result in increased short-term fugitive dust and 
equipment exhaust emissions when compared to the No Action Alternative but would be 
similar to existing fugitive dust emissions from the existing Black Spring Mine activity. 
Design features in the Mining and Reclamation Plan (see Appendix D), such as utilizing 
minimal personnel, traveling at reduced speeds, minimizing equipment idle time, and 
application of water to the mine site roadways and material stockpiles, would minimize 
fugitive dust emissions.  

Table 1.2a shows estimated modeled emissions from operation of the Mine expansion over 
one year of operations (assuming 12 acres of disturbance/year over a 10-year period to cover 
the 117-acre expansion area in a maximum emissions scenario) and the percent increase in 
criteria pollutants over existing conditions. Emissions calculations in Table 1.2a are based 
on estimates submitted through EMIT by Menefee.    

Table 1.2a. Criteria Pollutant Emissions from Operation of the Black Springs Humate 
Mine Expansion  

  Total Emissions (tons per year) 

  PM10 PM2.5 VOC NOx CO SOx 

Current emissions (San Juan, 
Sandoval, Rio Arriba, and 
McKinley Counties)  

24,218 6,042 141,794 53,708 108,755 2,301 

Emissions from proposed mine 
expansion  16.33 2.34 0.013 0.12 0.088 0.0003 

Percent increase compared to 
current emissions 0.07 0.04 0.000009 0.0002 0.00008 0.00001 

Total HAP emissions from operation of the proposed humate mine are projected to be 0.002 tons per year. Source: 
Menefee and EPA (2023a). 

The Proposed Action would lead to an increase in annual emission levels, but the increase 
would be low (less than 0.07% of any criteria pollutant). Therefore, it is not anticipated that 
the Proposed Action would result in a change in the AQI for the analysis area. This 
incremental increase would not be expected to result in exceeding the NAAQS or state air 
quality standards for any criteria pollutants in the analysis area. 
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Issue Statement Analysis in Brief 

How would 
construction, 
drilling and 
completion 
activities 
associated with 
the Proposed 
Action contribute 
to greenhouse gas 
(GHG) 
emissions? 

The standard phases of humate development include construction of the access road and 
initial mining area, active mining and transport operations, and reclamation of mined-out 
areas. The project, as proposed, would utilize an existing access road and utilize ongoing 
transport operations. The Proposed Action could lead to emissions of CO2, CH4, and nitrous 
oxide (N2O), the three most common GHGs, during operation.  
If the entire 117-acre permit area were developed in a 10-year period (a maximum emissions 
scenario), carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions are estimated to be 462.27 metric 
tons over the mine life, or 46.2 metric tons CO2e per year. Emissions associated with the 
proposed project are expected to occur year-round during the life of the mine since active 
mining requires use of heavy equipment and haul trucks and is proposed to operate 5 days a 
week except in times of inclement weather or on holidays. Emissions from humate 
production would result from mining and reclamation operations (exhaust and fugitive dust); 
mine site visits associated with inspection and maintenance; and water truck and haul truck 
traffic. Emissions associated with the proposed project on a year-to-year basis would 
increase GHG emissions by 0.71% when compared to 2016 nation-wide emissions of 6,511 
million metric tons (MMT) (EPA 2018b).  
The estimated increase is minimal when compared to other sources and the nation-wide 
emissions, and therefore, does not represent a significant increase, as a result, no further 
analysis is necessary. 
 

 

1.8 Issues Identified but Eliminated from Further Analysis 
As described in Section 1.7, scoping was utilized to determine which issues require detailed analysis in 
this EA. Table 1.3 includes a detailed explanation of remaining issues that were discussed, but will not be 
further analyzed in this EA.  
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Table 1.3. Issues Identified but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis  

Issue Statement Rationale for Not Further Discussing in Detail in the EA 

How would 
proposed ground-
disturbing mining 
activities impact 
cultural 
resources? 

There are no Chaco Culture Archaeological Protection Sites or United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) World Heritage Sites within or near the 
Proposed Action’s area of potential effect (APE). 

A Class III Archaeological Survey (De Cunzo 2021) was conducted for the proposed 
project. Five previously recorded archaeological sites (LA 34765, LA 34767, LA 169207, 
LA 169208, and LA 169751); one newly recorded archaeological site (LA199130); and 
seven isolated manifestations (IMs) were documented and evaluated within the APE. Of the 
sites, LA 169207 and LA 199130 are recommended as undetermined for their eligibility to 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and would require more research or test 
excavations to determine their status. The remaining four sites (LA 34765, LA 34767, LA 
169208, and LA 169752) are recommended as eligible to the NRHP under criterion D. 

Invitations to participate in Section 106 and Government-to-Government consultation were 
sent to potential consulting parties on December 21, 2021, as detailed below in Section 4.1. 
As a result of feedback during the Section 106 consultation process, there was an 
ethnographic inventory conducted with local Navajo residents by BLM archaeologist Erik 
Simpson as described below. 

It is recommended that all ground disturbing activity avoid the NRHP-eligible and 
undetermined sites by a minimum of 50 feet (15 meters) with the use of temporary fencing 
and archaeological monitoring (as necessary). Menefee has committed to this as a project 
design feature, thus the undertaking should have no effect on historic properties or potential 
historic properties. 

 
How would 
proposed ground-
disturbing mining 
activities impact 
Native American 
religious concerns 
or other concerns? 

In response to the Section 106 consultation letter, a consultation request was received by the 
BLM from the Navajo Nation Heritage and Historic Preservation Department (NNHHPD). 
Through conversations with Tim Begay of the NNHHPD, a known, named traditional 
cultural property (TCP) was identified as potentially being in the vicinity of the APE. In 
response, Erik Simpson, BLM FFO archaeologist, went to the local Navajo communities 
and conducted ethnographic interviews with elders to determine if they knew of this TCP. 
Based on the results of the interviews it appears that the TCP’s location in the NNHHPD 
records is in error and the TCP is not located near the proposed project (personal 
communication Erik Simpson 2024). After reviewing the report and conducting additional 
field work, BLM FFO archaeologist Erik Simpson determined that the Proposed Action 
would not impact sensitive cultural resources or Native American religious concerns. 

 
How would 
proposed ground-
disturbing mining 
activities impact 
paleontological 
resources? 

The Proposed Action area is within an area classified as Potential Fossil Yield Classification 
(PFYC) 5, which means that paleontological resource occurrences are possible based on the 
geologic formation exposed at the surface. Additionally, paleontological resources are 
normally encountered within badlands soil types, which occur throughout the FFO 
management area.  
The area was surveyed by a professional paleontologist in May 2021 under BLM 
Paleontological Resources Use Permit NM16-02C (Zeigler 2021). No fossil material was 
observed during the paleontological survey. Appendix E contains the findings letter from the 
survey.  
Due to the lack of significant paleontological resources identified in the area, no impacts 
would occur outside of the displacement of insignificant fossils from mining activity. An 
accidental discovery stipulation would be applied to the project, if approved, to mitigate 
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Issue Statement Rationale for Not Further Discussing in Detail in the EA 

impacts to any buried paleontological resources. The proposed project would be in 
compliance with the Paleontological Resources Preservation Act of 2009.   
 

How would 
vegetation 
removal and 
increased noise 
during proposed 
mining activities 
impact suitable 
foraging and 
nesting habitat for 
migratory birds? 

The Proposed Action area contains minimal migratory bird nesting and foraging habitat that 
could be disturbed by the proposed surface mine. Noise from equipment associated with 
project activities could disturb birds in the immediate area, but the effects would be minimal 
due to lack of habitat and design features included in the Proposed Action which mitigate 
noise. 

How would 
vegetation 
removal and 
increased noise 
during proposed 
mining activities 
impact wildlife 
(aside from 
migratory birds)? 

Approximately 117 acres of potential wildlife habitat would be removed during proposed 
ground-clearing activities which will take place over approximately 12 years, with 117 acres 
included in the entire mine site over the life of the mine, which will depend on product 
demand and reserve quality. Additionally, noise associated with project activities could 
impact wildlife species in the area. However, the proposed project area is not located within 
a wildlife SDA and no known populations of big game species are present in the project 
area. Fencing around the active mine area and slope grading criteria are included in the 
Proposed Action and negate the need for specific mitigation measures and detailed analysis.   

How would 
vegetation 
removal and 
increased noise 
during proposed 
mining activities 
impact federally 
listed threatened, 
endangered, and 
candidate species? 

A biological contractor performed a survey of biological resources in the proposed project 
area in April 2021 (Bowers 2021) and prepared a biological evaluation that was reviewed by 
the BLM FFO. The results of the survey showed that the proposed project area does not 
contain habitat for any federally listed species. Further detailed analysis is not warranted. 
The proposed project would be in compliance with the ESA and with the FFO RMP (BLM 
2003) and the 2002 Biological Assessment associated with the RMP (BLM 2002). 

How would 
vegetation 
removal and 
increased noise 
during proposed 
mining activities 
impact non-
federal special-
status species? 

A biological contractor performed a survey of biological resources in the proposed project 
area in April 2021 (Bowers 2021) and prepared a biological evaluation that was reviewed by 
the BLM FFO. The proposed project area is not within any known special status species 
habitat, and no habitat or individuals were identified during the 2021 survey; no impacts are 
anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action.   

How would 
proposed project 
activities and 
surface 
disturbance/prese
nce of facilities 
impact the 
viewshed in the 
region? 

The Proposed Action is within Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class IV (Class I 
allows the least modification, while Class IV allows the most) as prescribed and analyzed in 
the FFO RMP (BLM 2003). Within VRM Class IV areas, the level of change to the 
landscape can be high, and management activities may dominate the view and be the major 
focus of attention. The proposed project would be compatible with this VRM Class.  
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Issue Statement Rationale for Not Further Discussing in Detail in the EA 

What is the 
potential for the 
spread of noxious 
weeds and 
invasive plants as 
a result of the 
proposed project? 

The proposed mine expansion would disturb up to 117-acres included in the permit area. 
Mining would occur in blocks with a maximum size of 12 acres disturbed at a time with 
concurrent reclamation practices included as a portion of the Proposed Action. Ground 
disturbing activity of any kind could encourage the spread of noxious weeds and invasive 
species within the project area that thrive in disturbed soil. Project design features related to 
control of noxious weeds or invasive plants (detailed in Appendix D) would mitigate the 
spread of weeds to the degree that detailed analysis is not warranted. The proposed project 
would be in compliance with the Federal Noxious Weed Act and New Mexico EO 00-22. 

How would 
proposed mining 
activities impact 
range 
improvements and 
livestock mobility 
associated with 
the existing 
allotment within 
the proposed 
project area? 

The Proposed Action area is located within the 129,773-acre Star Lake Community 
Allotment (No. 06023), which is managed on behalf of the BLM by the BIA and provides 
8,597 animal unit months of forage. The proposed project would disturb less than 12 acres at 
one time under the mine plan, which is less than 0.009% of the allotment’s acreage. The 
overall mine expansion project area is 117 acres, which accounts for 0.12% of the 
allotment’s total acreage. The proposed project would not directly impact any existing range 
improvements or long-term trend plots. The proposed mine proposal would minimize 
impacts to grazing by allowing grazing on the permit area that is undisturbed, construction 
of berms and/or fencing areas that are actively being mined to discourage livestock from 
entering the area and using concurrent reclamation to re-vegetate the area as quickly as 
possible. The impacts to grazing under the Proposed Action would be minimal and would 
not result in a change to the management of the Star Lake Community Allotment, no further 
analysis is necessary. 
 

What vegetation 
impacts would 
occur as a result 
of proposed 
ground-disturbing 
activities? 

The BLM FFO manages approximately 435,500 acres within the Great Basin Desert scrub 
plant community (BLM 2003). The proposed project, which would result in the clearing of 
up to 117 acres of sagebrush shrubland (which is part of the Great Basin Desert scrub plant 
community), would impact less than 0.04% of this community within the BLM FFO. The 
mine proposal, which includes disturbances of less than 12-acres at a time and concurrent 
reclamation of mined-out areas would ensure vegetation re-growth occurs as quickly as 
possible. With concurrent reclamation proposed in the mine plan (Appendix D), impacts to 
vegetation are not expected to exceed 12 acres at one time. No further analysis is necessary. 
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Issue Statement Rationale for Not Further Discussing in Detail in the EA 

What are the 
potential impacts 
to socioeconomics 
that are likely to 
occur as a result 
of the Proposed 
Action? 

In general, socioeconomic impacts are cumulative. The mining industries have been a 
substantial contributor to the social setting and economic basis of the San Juan Basin for 
decades. While the act of developing a single mine expansion of 117 acres over 10-15 years, 
would not result in direct social impacts, subsequent development of adjacent other mines 
with increased humate production may generate impacts on communities and individuals in 
the vicinity of the Proposed Action with greater exploration and production of saleable solid 
mineral resources. Potential impacts could include employment opportunities related to the 
mining and service support industries in the region, as well as impacts on federal, state, and 
county governments related to taxes, and other revenue streams.  

Mining development may contribute to employment for area residents, as continued demand 
for humate-related goods and services, create new opportunities that did not exist before. 
This continued demand may contribute to stability in employment in sectors outside of the 
oil and gas industry which has been in decline in recent years and is the dominant industry 
in the San Juan Basin. To the extent that additional mining development impacts affect 
recreational and tourism opportunities around the Proposed Action, impacts to these 
economic sectors are anticipated to be minimal. Continued expansion of the oil and gas and 
mining industries may be perceived as having a negative effect on quality-of-life 
considerations for people who value undeveloped landscapes, opportunities for isolation, 
and activities such as wildlife viewing and cattle ranching. Given the potential for minimal 
impacts, no further analysis is necessary. 
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What are the 
future potential 
impacts to 
environmental 
justice 
communities from 
the development 
of the Proposed 
Action? 

Environmental justice refers to the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of people of 
all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, implementation, and 
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, programs, and policies (CEQ 1997). Before 
determining if an environmental justice (EJ) population of concern is present, the BLM must 
first determine the area of analysis for the issue. The proposed mine expansion is located in 
McKinley County, New Mexico. McKinley is the area of analysis for determining presence 
or absence of EJ populations of concern. An analysis of the demographic data for McKinley 
County revealed the presence of an EJ population of concern.   

McKinley County has an American Indian population that comprises more than 79% of the 
County’s total population and is also 50% higher than the Hispanic or Latino population in 
the same area, which was used as the comparison population (see Demographic Data 
below). There were no other EJ populations of concern identified in the analysis area.  

Table 1.2b. Demographic data for McKinley County, New Mexico 
Population Totals (2022)* McKinley County, NM State of New 

Mexico 

Total Population 72,073 2,112,463 

Hispanic or Latino (% of total) 10,559 (14.6%) 1,051,626 (49.8%) 

White alone (% of total) 5,762 (7.8%) 752,424 (35.6%) 

Black or African American alone (% of 
total) 

355 (0.5%) 37,996 (1.8%) 

American Indian alone (% of total) 52,895 (73.4%) 178,608 (8.5%) 

Asian alone (% of total) 877 (1.2%) 32,214 (1.5%) 

Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander 
alone (% of total) 

56 (0.1%) 1,117 (0.1%) 

People with income below poverty level 31.9% 17.6% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey (U.S. Census Bureau as of May 21, 2024) 5-year 
estimates used.  
*2022 represents average characteristics from 2017-2022. 

Given the above data, the BLM concludes that there is a minority population of concern (or 
“Environmental Justice Population”), defined under Executive Order 12898, in McKinley 
County but this population is not anticipated to be negatively impacted by the Proposed 
Action. 

Under the Proposed Action, the BLM would allow the applicant to expand the existing 
mine. This could result in future development that may decrease quality-of-life–related 
values, including clean air, water, noise, visual resources, traffic, safety, and fragmentation 
of habitable areas and otherwise have EJ-related effects. Mining development may also 
contribute to employment for local resident EJ populations, however, as continued demand 
for humate-related goods and services create new opportunities that did not exist before. 

Potential impacts on quality of life for EJ population are based on the issues analyzed in this 
EA and is generally limited to air quality and dust related impacts. As noted in the air 
quality analysis, while air quality is a regional resource and is felt by all communities in the 
area encompassed by the Proposed Action and development within the area; fugitive dust 
(PM2.5 or PM10) impacts would be felt more by the local residents, which may be part of an 
EJ population. However, impacts would be localized, and temporary, and overall emissions 
are not expected to appreciably affect contribute to any exceedance of NAAQ in Rio Arriba 
County.  
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Issue Statement Rationale for Not Further Discussing in Detail in the EA 

Groundwater resources are regional in nature thus affect EJ and non-EJ populations equally. 
If the mine area is sprayed once a month for 6 months, dust suppression for the mine would 
utilize approximately 17,622 gallons of water per year, or 0.054 acre-feet. The water 
demand from the proposed mine project would increase surface and groundwater demand in 
the New Mexico portion of the San Juan Basin by 0.000011% when compared to 2015 total 
water use. 

The determination of potential adverse and disproportionate impacts from specific actions 
are the assessment of the BLM and should not be assumed to incorporate the position of 
specific, potentially impacted, EJ populations. The BLM will continue to work with affected 
EJ populations to identify and address additional EJ issues as they arise. In summary, the 
Proposed Action is not anticipated to negatively impact the EJ population and any impacts 
would be localized and temporary. 

How would the 
proposed mine 
project and 
associated surface 
disturbance 
impact the quality 
and quantity of 
surface water and 
groundwater 
sources? 

Based on the biological and environmental resource surveys conducted, there are no 
perennial waterways, ephemeral drainages with defined beds or banks, FEMA mapped 100-
year floodplains, Waters of the US, or Wetlands within the proposed project area.  

The proposed mine is in the Middle Rio Grande Underground Water Basin, east of the 
Continental Divide (NMOSE 2024). The closest New Mexico Office of State Engineer 
(NMOSE) documented groundwater well is located north of the project area approximately 
1,845 feet (NMOSE 2024). The documented well was drilled in 1963 and has served as a 
water well for stock in the area (NMOSE 2024). The documented depth of the well is 137 
feet with water occurring at 48 feet (NMOSE 2024). NRCS soil data indicates that ground 
water would occur at depths greater than 80 feet (NRCS, 2016a).  

Fuel and lubricants would be supplied as needed from a service truck, which would be 
temporarily stored on site during mining (Appendix D). As required under the Clean Water 
Act, a SWPPP and NPDES permit for the project would be obtained by the operator, if the 
project is approved.  

Actual water use by the mining operation is expected to be minor, the only proposed use is 
for dust suppression which would be applied via truck-mounted sprayers when conditions 
warrant the application. It is assumed that application would occur during 6 months of the 
year when conditions are dry and would be applied to the access road (up to 1.25 acres), 
staging area (up to 0.5 acres) and material stockpiles (up to 2 acres). The total area to be 
managed for dust is estimated to be 2.75 acres. With an application rate of 1,068 gallons per 
acre (equivalent to 1 liter per square meter), 2.75 acres would require approximately 2,937 
gallons of water for dust suppression application. If the mine area is sprayed once a month 
for 6 months, dust suppression for the mine would utilize approximately 17,622 gallons of 
water per year, or 0.054 acre-feet.  

Water use in the New Mexico portion of the San Juan Basin in 2015 was estimated at 
486,660 acre-feet (15% of total New Mexico water use), with 11,658 acre-feet used in 
mining (Dieter et al. 2018). The Proposed Action would comprise an increase of 0.00046% 
of water use for mining and an increase of 0.000011% of water use for the New Mexico 
portion of the San Juan Basin. Therefore, the impact to the quality and quantity of surface 
water and groundwater resources is anticipated to be de minimis. 
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Issue Statement Rationale for Not Further Discussing in Detail in the EA 

How would the 
proposed project 
impact public 
access to BLM 
lands (for uses 
such as hunting, 
fishing, shooting, 
etc.)?  

While public access roads are present in the immediate area and would be used by personnel 
during all phases of the proposed project, access to the public would not be restricted. The 
presence of the proposed surface mine site would limit access to the area due to safety needs 
for an active mine site, however existing use in the area is limited due to low population 
density. Detailed analysis is therefore not warranted. 

How would the 
construction and 
operation phases 
of the proposed 
project impact 
public health and 
safety? 

The proposed humate mine expansion is generally located in a remote area with limited 
public visitation in the general vicinity of the communities of Ojo Encino and Cuba, New 
Mexico. The proposed location is not adjacent to any current residence located on private or 
allotted surface. Potential public health and safety risks associated with the development of 
the Proposed Action include occasional fire starts from equipment; traffic congestion and 
collisions from commercial vehicles and heavy use; increased levels of fugitive dust (PM10).  
When authorizing development, Federal and state laws, regulations, and policy are applied 
to reduce effects or respond to incidents. These include:    

1. Federal, state, county and municipal fire managers coordinate on fire response and 
mitigation.  

2. Developers installing and operating mining facilities and roads would be 
responsible for complying with the applicable laws and regulations governing 
hazardous materials and following all hazardous spill response plans and 
stipulations.  

3. All mine areas, vehicles, and other workplaces must comply with worker safety 
laws as stipulated by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA). Vehicular traffic is regulated according to safety laws as stipulated by the 
Department of Transportation. 

4. All mineral material mining operations are subject to BLM terms and conditions, as 
described under 43 CFR 3600.  

The development on the proposed humate mine is similar in impacts and size to a single oil 
and gas well pad each year. When put into this context, the potential health and safety 
impact to communities would create an increase of 0.00002%, when compared to the 
existing risk from the current 37,300 oil and gas wells in the San Juan Basin. This 
incremental addition would in a small way increase risks to safety and human health within 
the San Juan Basin.  
 
No formal human health assessment for past, present, or future development has been 
performed. Ongoing and future development would continue to present cumulative risks to 
human health as detailed above. When wells reach the end of their useful life and are 
properly plugged and reclaimed, they would no longer contribute to these effects. 
 
Public roads in the area would be utilized to access the project area by employees and haul 
trucks to transport material from the mine site to the processing plant near Cuba, NM. The 
area surrounding the mine is remote and sparsely populated. Pipeline Road, a gravel base 
road is used by residents, oil and gas employees for pipeline inspection and maintenance, 
and conveyance between New Mexico Highway 197, Ojo Encino, Thoreau, and Grants, 
New Mexico. The mining operation is expected to have two-to-seven haul trips/day 
transporting humate from the mine to customers in the surrounding area during the active 
mining season during the dry months of the year. Light trucks will be used for transport of 
employees to and from the site. Trucks will travel from the mine to Service Route 471 (Star 
Lake Road), then to Cuba, NM on NM-197. The proposed mine would not result in a net 
increase in truck traffic over current Menefee operations, as existing mine site reserves are 
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Issue Statement Rationale for Not Further Discussing in Detail in the EA 

limited, and production is planned to be replaced by the Proposed Action. As a result, no 
further analysis is necessary.  

 

2 Alternatives 

2.1 Alternative 1 – Proposed Action Alternative 
The Proposed Action for the BLM FFO is to approve to the mining and reclamation plan and application 
for a Mineral Materials Contract submitted by Menefee. Menefee would conduct surface mining of 
humate deposits by mining individual areas less than 12 acres at one time, with continual reclamation 
occurring simultaneously, within the 117-acre permit located in McKinley County, New Mexico. Humate 
resources were found to be economically viable for extraction during preliminary evaluations of the Black 
Spring Humate Mine Expansion’s proposed location; therefore, a Mining and Reclamation Plan has been 
prepared and submitted to the BLM FFO for review and approval (Appendix D). Subsequently, the 
applicant would enter a Mineral Materials Sales Contract with the BLM FFO for the extraction and sale 
of humate from the project area.  

Menefee would establish, operate, and eventually abandon the surface mining operation following the 
Minimum Impact Mining methods as proposed in their 2024 Mining and Reclamation Plan (Appendix D). 
The proposed mine plan follows a sequence of approximately 12-acre disturbances throughout the mine 
area, with continual and complete reclamation occurring between new mining disturbances. Annual 
production is expected to be approximately 5,000-15,000 tons per year, with total production depending 
on reserve quantity and quality, as well as demand for humate.  

The proposed project area is located in Township 19N, Range 5W, Sections 4 and 9, adjacent to Indian 
Service Route 47, 22 miles west of US 550 and approximately 24 miles southwest of Cuba, New Mexico 
(Appendix A). The community of Ojo Encino is approximately 4 miles north of the project area.  

2.1.1 Mining Operations 

Detailed information on the mining operations can be found in Menefee’s 2024 Mining and Reclamation 
Plan (Appendix D).  

Access to the proposed project area would be from Indian Service Route 47 and the existing mine access 
road. Equipment to be used during mining operations would include a front-end loader, dozer, and 
excavator. Workers at the site utilize a company gas-powered truck to commute to the mine site and 
utilize this truck for water transportation, as needed.  

The humate thickness and quality vary within the formation, therefore; Menefee estimates that the humate 
thickness across the area averages approximately 6 feet and is relatively continuous. Humate occurs either 
at the surface or in the shallow subsurface. Overburden would be removed in 1/2-acre increments within 
each mining area, with no greater than 2 to 4 acres of excavated overburden stockpiled at any given time. 
Overburden would be salvaged separately and placed in designated stockpile areas next to the pit for use 
in backfilling, regrading and reclamation.  

Humate would be mined from open pits in the proposed mining areas in phases, as described in the 
Mining and Reclamation Plan. The pit size is usually restricted to about 1 to 3 acres at any one time. Once 
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enough humate is extracted and stockpiled, it will be loaded into 20-ton trucks for transport to the 
processing plant in Cuba, NM for processing and packaging for distribution to various buyers.  

Production rates will depend on access road and excavation conditions, weather, and material demand. 
Weight will be recorded for each load that leaves the site by means of truck scales provided by the 
processing facility. Copies of all records will be kept at the processing facility.   

2.1.2 Mining and Reclamation of Successive 12-acre Mining Areas 
Mining is expected to occur in an orderly manner, from one mining sequence to the next. Reclamation of 
successive mine areas will be conducted when humate reserves have been exhausted.  Reclamation will 
consist of backfilling, contouring, and revegetation of all mined, stockpile, staging, and laydown areas. 
All effort will be applied to minimize slope gradients and to apply mulch from the existing stockpile to 
mitigate erosion. Periodic monitoring of the reclaimed area for vegetative success will begin upon 
completion of the reclamation effort and include each successively mined area as each is reclaimed. 
Mining will commence as authorized, and progression of mining to successive areas within the area is 
expected as reserves are exhausted and mining progresses. 

Access roads within the area will be judiciously planned to capture future mining areas with minimal 
relocation or realignment. Reclamation of mined areas and access roads will be implemented at the end of 
each mining area operation. Mine reclamation will be made part of mine operations as mining progresses 
from one mine area to the next. This “real-time” reclamation concept will permit efficient monitoring of 
improvements and vegetative growth by operations personnel. 

2.2 Alternative 2 – No Action Alternative 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not complete a sale of federal minerals to Menefee and deny 
Menefee access to BLM-managed lands for the purpose of mining humate. Existing management of the 
lands that are covered in the Proposed Action would continue as-is. The No Action Alternative is 
presented as the baseline for impacts analysis in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences). The No Action Alternative does not preclude the proposed approximate 117-acre permit 
area from being considered for future projects by the BLM FFO. 

2.3 Alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis 
Menefee conducted exploratory operations in 2023 in Sections 4 and 9, Township 19N, Range 5W to 
determine the most economic and feasible location to optimize extraction of humate in the area. Details of 
this undertaking are further described in NEPA DOI-BLM-NM-F010-2022-0063-CX, Black Springs 
Humate Section 4 & 9 Exploration Project.  

This exploration allowed Menefee to understand the best vein of the humate resource and where to focus 
their efforts for their program. They eliminated the areas to the north and west of their current operation, 
allowing them to focus east on the location of the Proposed Action.  

3 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Cumulative Impacts 

3.1 Affected Environment 
Table 1.2 in Section 1.7 provides a summary of the Affected Environment.  
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3.2 Environmental Impacts – Proposed Action 
Table 1.2 presents the potential issues identified for analysis in brief by the BLM FFO ID Team, and 
Table 1.3 includes the rationale for eliminating issues from detailed analysis in the EA. In May and June 
2023, when the BLM FFO IDT met to consider what issues could be subject to detailed analysis, they 
identified one issue for detailed analysis in the EA: “How would emissions generated by equipment 
associated with the proposed project impact air quality?” However, after completing the initial impacts 
analysis with the BLM Emissions and Modeling Impacts Tool (EMIT—the BLM’s toolkit to aid 
individuals needing to prepare air resources related NEPA analyses) described in Table 1.2a, the resulting 
potential impacts from the Proposed Action on air quality were found to be de minimis and emissions 
levels for San Juan County for criteria pollutants, HAPs, and VOCs would be expected to remain in 
attainment.  

Therefore, after further engagement occurred on October 3, 2024, with Adam Deppe, the New Mexico 
Air Quality Specialist with the BLM New Mexico State Office, and Jeff Tafoya, BLM FFO Assistant 
Manager and IDT member for this project, this issue was considered no longer significant enough for 
detailed analysis in this EA due to the minimal environmental impacts on air quality. 

3.3 Environmental Impacts – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed mine project would not be approved, and the BLM would 
not sell federal salable mineral materials (humate) to Menefee, which means that the proposed surface 
mine would not be constructed and no humate would be removed from the expanded mine area. 
Therefore, the only contribution to emissions levels for criteria pollutants, HAPs, and VOCs would be the 
remaining mining of humate in the current permitted mine area at permitted levels.  

When comparing the Proposed Action and No Action Alternatives and issues identified in Section 1.7, 
environmental impacts from either alternative are anticipated to be de minimis.  

3.4 Cumulative Impacts  

3.4.1 Cumulative Impact Area (CIA)  

The Cumulative Impact Area (CIA) for this analysis is the New Mexico portion of the San Juan Basin.  

The Proposed Action is not anticipated to increase cumulative impacts to the CIA, due to the minimal 
nature of impacts anticipated by development of the humate mine, as discussed in Table 1.2.  

3.4.2 Past and Present Actions 

The Proposed Action mine expansion area is located in Township 19N, Range 5W, Sections 4 and 9 (see 
Figure A.1, Figure A.2, and Figure A.3 in Appendix A). Other humate mines exist and are currently 
operating in the San Juan Basin, by companies other than Menefee, in Sandoval County, McKinley and 
San Juan Counties. It is estimated that approximately 11 billion metric tons of humate resources exist 
within the San Juan Basin (BLM 2011; Shoemaker and Hiss 1974).  

3.4.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Humate mining is anticipated to continue in the foreseeable future. There is currently one other humate 
mine application being reviewed by the BLM FFO (Personal communication Aleksandr Knapowski, 
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Geologist, BLM FFO October 2, 2024). No other proposed humate operation applications have been 
received by the BLM FFO at the time of writing. Other salable mineral material operations in the area 
(such as sand and gravel or sandstone) are expected to continue at their historic rate.  

Additionally, other future actions anticipated include continued oil and gas development, power plant-
based operations, and solar developments.  

The Reasonable Foreseeable Development Scenario for Oil and Gas Activities: Mancos-Gallup Resource 
Management Plan Amendment (RMPA) Planning Area, Farmington Field Office, northwestern New 
Mexico (2018 RFD) (Crocker and Glover 2018) was used to determine the number of oil and gas wells in 
the Mancos-Gallup RMPA Planning Area; this planning area includes most of the FFO and is where most 
potential oil and gas development is assumed to occur. The BLM considers the 2018 RFD to contain the 
most accurate information about the reasonably foreseeable number of wells and surface disturbance for 
the New Mexico portion of the San Juan Basin. Continued oil and gas development is a prominent 
reasonably foreseeable future action impacting air quality in the analysis area. The 2018 RFD estimates 
that there could be an additional 3,200 wells drilled within the analysis area by 2037 (Crocker and Glover 
2018), or about 160 wells per year.  

APS came to an agreement with the other Four Corners power plant owners to begin operating the plant 
seasonally in 2023 to create a compromise of continued service reliability for customers in Arizona’s hot 
summer months with a 20-25% reduction in annual carbon emissions, which continue until the anticipated 
shutdown of the plant in 2031 (APS 2021).   

D.E. Shaw Renewable Investments is in the process of developing their San Juan Solar and Storage 
Project that will interconnect to the grid using existing transmission infrastructure of the former San Juan 
Generating Station. The first phase is known as San Juan 1 and is the initial component of a larger project 
that should generate 400MW of renewable energy once constructed without compromising air quality 
(IWG 2024) 

3.4.4 Cumulative Impact Analysis 
The Proposed Action is not anticipated to create impacts that would significantly increase cumulative 
impacts in the CIA.  

3.4.5 Mitigation and Residual Impacts 
Design features (detailed in Section 2.1 and Appendix D) have been established to minimize dust by 
limiting surface disturbance, requiring interim and final reclamation of 12-acre sequences before moving 
to a new mine area, and implementing dust control on dirt roads and within the mine site. No additional 
mitigation is proposed.   

4 Consultation and Coordination 

4.1 Summary of Consultation and Coordination 

4.1.1 Endangered Species Act Consultation 
BLM FFO biologists have reviewed the Biological Report generated for this Proposed Action and it has 
been determined that the proposed project would comply with threatened and endangered species 
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management guidelines outlined in the BA associated with the FFO RMP (BLM 2003) (see Table 1.3 
[Issues Identified but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis] and NEPA IDT checklist [Appendix G]). 

An informal, online ESA query was conducted by AECS using the Information for Planning and 
Consultation (IPaC) website, to ensure no additional USFWS listed species or critical habitat have the 
potential to occur with the proposed project area (IPaC 2024). 

The query provided the species and critical habitat with the potential to occur within the proposed project 
area and are listed below. None of the species listed were found in the proposed project area and are not 
anticipated to occur based on site surveys and documented habitat conditions.  

Birds 
• Mexican Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis lucida), Threatened 
• Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus), Threatened 

Insects 
• Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus), Candidate 

Flowering Plants 
• Zuni Fleabane (Erigeron rhizomatus), Threatened 

Critical habitats 
• There are no critical habitats at this location. 

4.1.2 Tribal Consultation 
Tribal consultation for the proposed project was initiated on a government-to-government basis by the 
BLM FFO with various Pueblos and Tribes of New Mexico and southern Colorado. A letter and map 
describing the proposed project and inviting consultation with the BLM FFO was sent via certified mail 
to each of the various Pueblos and Tribes listed in Table 4.1 on December 21, 2021, with a request for 
response within 30 days of receipt.  

Table 4.1 Pueblos and Tribes Who Received Consultation Invitations from the BLM FFO. 

Tribe or Tribal Representative Representative 

Jicarilla Apache Tribal Council President Darrell Paiz 

Kewa Pueblo (Pueblo of Santo Domingo) Governor Thomas Moquino, Jr 

Navajo Nation President Jonathan Nez 

Ohkay Owingeh Governor Ron Lovato 

Pueblo of Acoma Governor Brian Vallo 

Pueblo of Cochiti Governor Charles Naranjo 

Pueblo of Isleta Governor Max Zuni  

Pueblo of Isleta, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer Dr. Henry Walt 

Pueblo of Jemez Governor David Toledo 

Pueblo of Laguna Governor Wilfred Herrera, Jr. 

Pueblo of Nambe Governor Phillip A. Perez 

Pueblo of Nambe, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer Lt. Governor Arnold J. Garcia 
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Tribe or Tribal Representative Representative 

Pueblo of Picuris Governor Craig Quanchello 

Pueblo of Pojoaque Governor Joseph M. Talachy 

Pueblo of San Felipe Governor Anthony Ortiz  

Pueblo of San Felipe Department of Natural Resources Pinu’u Stout, Director 

Pueblo of San Ildefonso Governor Perry Martinez 

Pueblo of Sandia Governor Stuart Paisano  

Pueblo of Santa Ana Governor Lawrence Montoya  

Pueblo of Santa Ana Tribal Historic Preservation Officer Director Timothy Menchego 

Pueblo of Santa Clara Governor J. Michael Chavarria 

Pueblo of Taos Governor Edward Concha 

Pueblo of Tesuque Governor Robert Mora, Sr 

Pueblo of Zia Governor Fredrick Medina 

Pueblo of Zuni Governor Val R. Panteah, Sr. 

Southern Ute Indian Tribe Chairwoman Christine Baker-Sage 

The Hope Tribe Chairman Timothy L. Nuvangyaoma 

Ute Mountain Ute Tribe Chairman Manuel Hart 

In response to the Section 106 consultation letter, a consultation request was received by the BLM from 
the NNHHPD. Through conversations with Tim Begay of the NNHHPD, a known, named TCP was 
identified as potentially being in the vicinity of the APE. In response, Erik Simpson, BLM FFO 
archaeologist, went to the local Navajo communities and conducted ethnographic interviews with elders 
to determine if they knew of this TCP. Based on the results of the interviews it appears that the TCP’s 
location in the NNHHPD records is in error and the TCP is not located near the proposed project 
(personal communication Erik Simpson 2024). After reviewing the survey report and based on the 
additional ethnographic fieldwork, BLM FFO archaeologists determined there would be no impact on 
sensitive cultural resources. The Hopi Tribe requested copies of the Class III archaeological survey were 
received on October 28, 2019. The survey copies were provided, and no further information was 
requested. No other responses were received as of the decision date. 

4.1.3 New Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) Consultation 
Section 106 of the NHPA and its implementing regulations require federal agencies to consider what 
impact their licensing, permitting, funding, or otherwise authorizing an undertaking may have on 
properties listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Specific definitions 
for key cultural resources management concepts (such as undertakings, impacts, and areas of potential 
effect) are provided in 36 CFR Part 800.16  

The New Mexico BLM has a two-party agreement with the SHPO (hereafter referred to as the Protocol) 
that implements an authorized alternative to 36 CFR Part 800 for most undertakings (BLM and SHPO 
2014). The Protocol offers a streamlined process for reporting and review that expedites consultation with 
the SHPO. 
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A Class III Archaeological Survey (De Cunzo 2021) was conducted for the proposed project. Five 
previously recorded archaeological sites (LA 34765, LA 34767, LA 169207, LA 169208, and LA 
169751); one newly recorded archaeological site (LA199130); and seven isolated manifestations (IMs) 
were documented and evaluated within the APE. Of the sites, LA 169207 and LA 199130 are 
recommended as undetermined for their eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and 
would require more research or test excavations to determine their status. The remaining four sites (LA 
34765, LA 34767, LA 169208, and LA 169752) are recommended as eligible to the NRHP under 
criterion D.  

It is recommended that all ground disturbing activity avoid the NRHP-eligible and undetermined sites by 
a minimum of 50 feet (15 meters) with the use of temporary fencing and archaeological monitoring (as 
necessary). Assuming these management recommendations are followed, the undertaking should have no 
effect on historic properties or potential historic properties. 
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Appendix A - Figures 
Figure A.1 Project Vicinity Map 
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Figure A.2 Project Area Map 
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Figure A.3 Project Plat 
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Appendix B – List of Preparers 
This EA has been prepared jointly by Ancell Environmental Consulting Services, LLC and the BLM FFO 
with support from P3planning to comply with the requirements and guidelines prescribed by the BLM. 
The table below contains a list of individuals that contributed to or reviewed this EA. 

List of EA Preparers 

Name Title Organization 

Chris Wenman Supervisory Natural Resource Specialist BLM FFO 

Whitney Thomas Planning and Environmental Coordinator BLM FFO 

Erik Simpson Archaeologist BLM FFO 

Mark Williams Archaeologist BLM FFO 

Stanley Allison Outdoor Recreation Planner BLM FFO 

Doug McKim Outdoor Recreation Planner BLM FFO 

Cassandra Gould Rangeland Management Specialist BLM FFO 

Nolan Craun Supervisory Realty Specialist BLM FFO 

Tim Begay Tribal Liaison BLM FDO 

John Kendall Threatened and Endangered Species Biologist BLM FFO 

Jeff Tafoya Assistant Field Office Manager BLM FFO 

Adam Deppe New Mexico Air Quality Specialist BLM State Office 

Theresa Ancell Environmental Planner Ancell Environmental Consulting Services 

William Penner Environmental Planner P3planning  

Dr. Kate Zeigler Paleontologist Zeigler Geologic Consulting  
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Appendix C – Acronyms and Abbreviations 
Acronym Definition 

2018 RFD The Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario for Oil and Gas Activities: 
Mancos-Gallup Resource Management Plan Amendment Planning Area, 
Farmington Field Office, northwestern New Mexico 

AQI Air Quality Index 

ARPA Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 

BIA Bureau of Indian Affairs 

BLM Bureau of Land Management 

CAA Clean Air Act 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CO carbon monoxide 

EA Environmental Assessment 

EMNRD New Mexico Department of Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources 

EO Executive Order 

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

ESA Endangered Species Act of 1973 

FFO Farmington Field Office 

FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact 

GHG greenhouse gas 

H2S hydrogen sulfide 

HAP hazardous air pollutant 

IDT Interdisciplinary Team 

IWG Interagency Working Group on Coal & Power Plant Communities & Economic 
Revitalization 

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 

mg/l milligrams per liter 

MIM Minimum Impact Mine 

MLA Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 

MMD New Mexico Mining and Minerals Division of the EMNRD 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NATA National Air Toxics Assessment 

NEI National Emissions Inventory 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
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Acronym Definition 

NESHAP National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act of 1966  

NMAAQS New Mexico Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NMAC New Mexico Administrative Code 

NMED New Mexico Environment Department 

NMOCD New Mexico Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources Department – Oil 
Conservation Division 

NO2 nitrogen dioxide 

NOx nitrogen oxide(s) 

O3 ozone 

Pb lead 

PL Public Law 

PM2.5 particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 microns in diameter 

PM10 particulate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 

RMP Resource Management Plan 

RMPA Resource Management Plan Amendment 

ROD Record of Decision 

SDA Specially Designated Area 

SHPO State Historic Preservation Office 

SIP State Implementation Plan 

SO2 sulfur dioxide 

Stat. Statute 

TDS total dissolved solids 

USC United States Code  

USGS United States Geological Survey 

VOC volatile organic compound 

VRM visual resource management 

WESTAR-WRAP Western States Air Resources Council – Western Regional Air Partnership 
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