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Chapter 1: Purpose and Need

1.1 Introd uction

The U.S. Department of Interior (USDI), Bareof Land Management (BLMihe U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA), U.S. Forest Service (F&hd other collaboratodan to undertake a riparidrabitat
restoration project encompassing approximaiéiacres along 6.6 miles of the lower Santa Fe River
(Figurel). The Santa Fe River Canyon Riparian Forest Restoration Project (Project) is proposed to take
place on lands managed by the USDI, BLM Taos Field Office (TFO) and US®Aanta Fe National
Forest (SFNF) Espafiola Ranger District (ERD) in Hydrologic Unit Area #1302020103. The USDI, BLM
portion of theProjectarea is located in the La Cienega Area of Critical EnvirortedéConcern (ACEC),

is considered a Riparian/Aquatip&ial Management Area (USDI, BLM 198&)d is identified as

eligible for designation as Wild and Scenic River inPineposed Taos Resource Management Plan and
Final Environmental Impact StatemghtSDI, BLM 2011). The USDA, FS portion of therojectareais
located in Management Area G of tBENF(USDA, FS 1987). The USDI, BLM, in conjunction with the
USDA, FS, has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy ACtNEPA; 40 CFR, Parts 15001508 and 3€FR, Part 222.2), as well as other
relevant Federal and State laws and regulatibhis. EA, tiered off of the Environmental Impact

Statement for Riparian and Aquatic Habitat Management in the Taos Field iOf@& Mexico (USDI,

BLM 2000), discusses andiscloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts that
would result from théroposed Actiomnd alternatives.

Actions associated with the Project are applicable to the following Federal guidance/policy objectives:

1 Executive Order (E0)3112 of February 3, 1999 (Federal Register [FR] 1999) instructs Federal
agencies to detect, respond rapidly, and control populations of invasive species; minimize the
economic, ecological, and human health impacts that invasive species cause; andadqrov
the restoration of native species and habitat conditions in ecosystems that have been invaded;

1 TheFederal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (USDI, BLM and Office of the Solicitor,
2001)di rects the BLM t o man a gwdlprptecttie gualitylolands fAi n |
scientific, scenic, historic, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water resources and
archeol ogi cal val ues; o

1 TheCarlsonFoley Act of 1968 Public Law P.L.] 90-583)directsFederalagencies to enter upon
lands undetheir jurisdiction having nowius plants (weeds), and destrmxious plants growing
on such land;

1 TheFederal Noxious Weed Act of 19TR.L. 93629), later amended in § 1453 of the 199ibd,
Agriculture, Conservation, and Tradet (P.L. 101624), directs the Secretaries of Agriculture
and the Interior to coordinate programs for control, research, and educational efforts associated
with noxious weeds;

1 The Plant Protection Act of 2000 (P.L. 1RB4) directs Federal agencies to detect, control,
eradicatesuppress, prevent, or retard the spread of plant pests or noxious weeds due to the
necessity to protect the agriculture, environment, and economy of the United States; and

1 TheNoxious Weed Contraind Eradicatioct of 2004(P.L. 108412)established arpgram to
provide assistande Federal, State, local, or, where applicable, Indian Tribe governments,
private organizations, individuals, and Ste¢eognized conservation districts or Stageognized
weed management distri¢ts control or eradicate haful, nonnative weds on public and private
lands.
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Figure 1. Santa Fe River Canyon Riparian Forest Restoration Project Area.



Santa Fe River Canyon Riparian Forest Restoration Project
DOI-BLM-NM-F020-2010-000-EA

1.2 Purpose and Need for Action

The purpose of the Project is to enhance water quality, stream and floodpldionfuaied wildlifeand
migratory birdhabitat along the Santa Fe River via thestablishment of the native riparian habitat

order to move the Santa Fe River from its current nonfunctional designation (USDI, BLM 2000) toward
Proper Functioning Conditn (PFC) The Project is needed due to the degradation of water quality and
wildlife and migratory birdhabitat that has occurred within the Project area site and to expedite the pace
of recovery that would otherwise be extremely slow in the absence afrhinbervention. Project goals
include the following activities:

1 Controlling and removing invasive, nortive vegetation and subsequently aiding in the re
establishment of native plant cover;

1 Promote restoration and maintenance of floodplain functionseasured by agency standards;
and

1 Improving wildlife and migratory birdhabitat for a variety of terrestriavian,and aquatic
speciesespecially migratory bird species of concdmnjncreasing the quality and production of
desirable native plant spesi, species diversity, and riparian forest community vertical and
horizontal structure.

Riparian areas are watdependent lands along streams and lakes where transitionseteaen

terrestrial and aquatic parts of a watershed. They may be best désarite zone dafirect interaction

between land and water (Gregory et al. 19%hgir importance cannot be understated, asahney

critically important ecosystems in arid and semiarid regions of western North Anseistaining many
sensitive native Willife species (Sanders and Edge 1998). Although riparian areas compose only 0.5
1.0% of the overall landscape of the western United States (Belsky et al. 1999), they have been defined as
the most important ecosystem in the State (New Mexico Departm&atnoé and Fish [NMDGF] 2004).

A disproportionately large percentage (-8@%) of all desert, shrub, and grassland plants and animals
depend on them (Belsky et al. 1999). At least 80 percent of vertebrate wildlife occurring in New Mexico
use riparian areas some stage of their lives and half are considered riparian obligates (NMDGF 2004).
In addition, riparian areas support a greater diversity of breeding birds than all other habitats in the State
combined (NMDGF 2004).

In addition to providing important Vdlife habitat, riparian vegetation along streams exercises important
controls over physical conditions in the stream environment, which is paramount to preserving the quality
and quantity of such a limited resource. Some of the important functiongodrdam vegetation

contributes to the Santa Fe River physical environment follow, all of which the Project aims to enhance:

1 Root networks of riparian vegetation increase resistance to soil erosion and promote bank
stability (Gregory et al. 1991);

1 Aboveground stems of streamside vegetation increase channel roughness during overbank flow,
thereby decreasing erosive action of floods and increasing infiltration into the floodplain (later
contributing to stabilized base flows via stored groundwater dischargkjetining material in
transport (Lowrance et al. 1986; Hubbard et al. 1990; Naiman et al. 2005);

1 Woody debris generated from riparian zones dissipates energy, traps moving materials, and forms
aquatic habitat features (Montgomery et al. 1995; Lisle 19iparian vegetation plays a major
role in modifying solar inputs and influencing and moderating stream temperatures by blocking
sol ar radiation from reaching the channel, t he
fluctuations of Dissolved Oxyn (Barton et al. 1985; Cole 1994; Naiman Bedcampsl997);

1 Riparian vegetation acts as a sink, filtering and storing nutrients transported by groundwater and
those originating from sheet flow on upland sources and during periods of overbank flow
(Lowrance et al. 1984); and
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1 Riparian vegetation influences the abundance and composition of macroinvertebrate assemblages,
as well as their vertebrate consumers (Gregory et al. 1991).

Altered flood and flow regimes due to the presence of upstream dams, upsuaaipal and

agricultural water diversion and groundwater pumping, land development, the establishment of invasive
plants and animals, trapping/removal of beaver, as well as historical grazing practices have been shown to
influence native species lossthsubsequently degrade the functionality of riparian dfesgdor 1986;

Knopf et al. 1988Allan and Flecker 19938usch and Smith 1995; Belsky et al. 1999; Taylor et al. 1999;
Scott et al. 2003; NMDGF 2004; USDA, FS 2005; Milchanus 2006; Stromberg2€0da; Lovell et al.

2009). Most, if not all of these anthropogenic factors can also be directly attributed to the decline in the
Santa Fe River ecosystem function and proce&ses research in numerous study areas throughout the
western United Statdsas shown that these stresses/pressures on the system can allow invasion,
establishment, and eventual replacement of native riparian cottorwitbod (Populusspp.i Salixspp.)

forests by several competitivedvantaged undesirable plant speciésie and Knopf 1991 Cleverly et

al. 1997;Friedman et al. 2005; Stromberg et al. 200Fajhe Project area specifically, saltcedar

(Tamarix ramosissimaand Russian oliveE|laeagnus angustifoljawhichare included in a suite of

aggressive, undesirable plarthat pose a serious threat to public and private lands (Asher & Harmon

1995; USDA FS2005; Natural Resource Conservation Service 20@)e become so successfully
established that they have displaced many of the native riparian species that hatentretpaexist

there. Saltcedar and Russian olivebds | ack of natu
healthy strearthannel processes (e.g., the development of sandbars and functional floodplains necessary
for native plant recruitent), withstand drought and high sedlinity levels, and reproduce prolifically
throughout the entire growing season, give thesenative species a distinct competitive advantage over
native riparian species (Olsen and Knopf 1986; Busch and Smith [#@@tt and Cooper 2000T.hese

factors, combined with their ability to cabmpete native plants for space, walight, and nutrients has

all owed these species to become dominant, al ong ma
including the Santke River(Asher and Harmon 1995; Cleverley et al. 1;99udley & DelLoach 2004).

This change in riparian woody species compositiom native to invasivéas been associatadother

areas of the western U.Bith aloss of plantand animativersity,charges in ecosystem community

structure, undesirable alterations to ecosystem functions, changes in riparian vegetation successional
sequencegjegradation owildlife habitat, decreased channatanderingexacerbation of flood and fire

risk, reduction in fbodplain width, and lowered water tabl&a(ffman and Krueger 198&nopf and

Olson 1984; Bayley 199RBusch and Smith 1995; Ellis 1995; Sala et al. 189G,o0maso 1998Blossey
1999;Mack et al. 2000; Lesica and Miles 2001; Tickner et al. 2@a¢aletaet al 2001; Katz and

Shafroth 2003Milchunas 2006 Durst et al. 2008Shafroth and Briggs 2008)

In addition to altered riparian community structure and function, water quality within the Santa Fe River
watershed is also impaired. The Santa Fe Rivéreva s hed was i dentified in New
ActionPlaniUni fi ed Watershed Assessment as a Category |
watersheds in most urgent need of restoration (New Mexico Environment Department [NMED] 1998).

The 2008 2010 State of New Mexico Integrated List (NMED 2008) also identifies the Santa Fe River

from the Santa Fe Wastewater Treatment Plant downstream to the Cochiti Pueblo boundary (Water

Quality Segment 20.6.4.113) as impaired and not fully supporting margidatater aquatic life. The

listed causes for impairment include impacts from abandoned mine lands (inactive), municipal (urbanized

high density area), municipal point source discharges, and rangeland grazing. These impacts have led to

Total Maximum Daily loads (TMDLS) being established for Nutrient/Eutrophication Biological

Indicators, Dissolved Oxygen, and Sedimentation/Siltation (NMED 2008). The listing for Dissolved

Oxygen is probably due to algal growth that appears in response to plant nutrientdesfraita the

stream bottom (NMED 2008; NMED Undated). The excessive algal growth contributes to severe diurnal
swings in both Dissolved Oxygen and pH and is indicative of nutrient overenrichment in the Santa Fe

River (NMED Undated). While it is known thtte Santa Fe Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP)
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discharge contains nutrients that contribute to the growth of algae, poor downstream and riparian area
conditions exacerbate algal growth and violations in water quality standards (NMED Undated).

Through mophological, physiological, and lifeistory mechanisms, saltcedar and Russian olive have
been able to dominate the Project areabds riparian
habitat conditions, reducing stream channel and floodplain funadtip, exacerbating flood and fire risk,
and possibly lowering groundwater tables. This has led the USDI, BLM to classify the Santa Fe River
riparian area as nonfunctioning (USDI, BLM 2000). In many areas stands-oftiva species have
become so dendbkat colonization by native species is impossible. However, several studies have
demonstrated that clearing stands of saltcedar and Russian olive can restdiamization by native
species, especially in the presence of natural spring runoff cycldthaugmented restablishment
techniques (e.g., planting) (Sher et al 2000; Spregner et al. 2001; Stevens et al. 200Halsdléand
Walker 2002; Rood et al. 2003). Due to the economic and ecological costs associated with the
prominence of nomative species,antrolling the spread of nemative/invasive species is now a regional
and national priority for the USDI, BLM and USDA, FS, as well as other land management agencies
(USDI, BLM 2000; USDA, FS 2005; USDI, BLM 2007).

1.3 Land Use Plan Conformance

The Proposed Action is consistent with both the current Taos Resource Management Plan (USDI, BLM
1988) and thé&roposed Taos Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement
(USDI, BLM 2011). These plans consider riparian areas as oneefttp management priorities,

designate th&iparian/Aquatic Special Management Area, aadtain the following goals and objectives
relating to the Project:

1 Maintaining, improving, and expanding wildlife habitat on the public lands for both game and
nortgame species (including the protection and recovery of Federal/State proposed, candidate, or
listed threatened and endangered plant and animal species);

1 Maintaining and enhancing wetlands and other riparian habitat for waterfowl associated with the
Centrd Flyway and suite of species obligate and sebiigate to these unique ecosystems with
the goal of achieving a healthy and productive riparian condition;

1 Providing for PFC of vegetative communities by managing for viable and resilient native wildlife
species and their associated habitats;

1 Moving riparian and wetland communities toward and/or remaining in PFC such that riparian
communities would be sustainable, provide physical stability and adequate habitat for a wide
range of wildlife species, and suppbealthy, diverse, and abundant populations of fish and
associated aquatic and riparian dependent species;

1 Promoting habitat diversity, protection and enhancement of riparian aquatic habitats, increased
forage availability, and hegame species considaoats;

1 Managing riparian areas with an emphasis on protection and restoration, and focusing on
treatments that reestablish willows and cottonwoods, as well as other riparian vegetation, to
stabilize stream bands and promote sinuosity and width/depthappospriate to the site; and

1 Monitoring riparian areas and conducting rangeland health assessments to document progress
toward achieving and maintaining PFC.

The Proposed Action is in conformance with the Riparian and Aquatic Habitat Management Plan (USDI
BLM 2000), which has the following goals:

1 Maintaining, restoring, improving, protecting, and expanding riparian areas to ensure that they are
in Proper Functioning Condition for their productivity, biological diversity, and sustainability as
outlined inTechnical Reference 178 (USDI, BLM 1993) and Technical Reference 1-4%/

(USDI, BLM 1998). Riparian areas are considered to be in PFC when adequate vegetation,
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landform, or large woody debris is present to dissipate stream energy associated wititdrigh w
flow, and to filter sediment, improve floaslater retention and grourwater recharge, and
develop root masses that stabilize streambanks; and

1 Reestablishing riparian vegetation and historic wetland habitat via the removalditign
species anthe planting of native species, which was identified as one of the most important steps
to improving the health of the Santa Fe River.

The Proposed Action is consistent with the La Cienega Area of Critical Environmental Concern
Coordinated Resource Magement Plan (USDI, BLM 1995), which contains the following planned
actions:

1 Reestablishing and/or augmenting native species in historical habitats and control competition
from exotic species by reducing or eliminating them;

9 Collaborating with the approiate agencies to maintain the water quality in area streams at
current designated use stream standards (for irrigation, livestock and wildlife watering, marginal
coldwater fishery, secondary contact recreation, and warmwater fishery); and

1 Initiating a vegéative restoration project to eradicate Russian olives and replace them with
cottonwoods, willows, and other riparian species native to the area.

The Proposed Action is consistent with the Santa Fe National Forest Plan (USDA, FS 1987), which
contains thedllowing goals and objectives relating to the Project:

1 Inventorying, evaluating, and improviageas of streams, lakes, and wetlands for cold water
fisheries, especially the Rio Grandgthroat trout, water fowl and other watetated habitats;

1 Adjustingriparian plant composition or structure through coordination with other uses or direct
manipulation in ordeto achieve riparian standards;

1 Plamingand desigimg activities and management strategies specifically for soil and water
resources improvementhere watersed condition is unsatisfactory; and

1 Emphasiing key wildlife habitat protection and improvemeéntManagement Area .G

The Proposed Action is consistent with the New Mexico-Native Phreatophyte/Watershed
Management Plan (New Mexico Departrhef Agriculture 2005), which contains the following goals
and objectives relating to the Project:

9 Provides a path forward for management and implementation of future control practices and

rehabilitation efforts i n ReenetMéparinareagasd wat er s h
91 Develops templates and protocols for control, revegetation and rehabilitation, monitoring, and
long-term managementofnenat i ve i nvasive plant species in |

The Proposed Action is in conformance wihie Santa Fe River Watershed Restoration Action Strategy
(Santa Fe Watershed Association 2002), which contained the following recommendations for the Santa Fe
River Canyon:

1 Completing river restoration projects centered on slowing storm flows as theytinowgh the
system with the desired effect of enhancing infiltration to groundwater and supporting riparian
vegetation, which in turn can increase channel stability and help to settle out sddamant
storm flows.

The Proposed Action is in conformanaggh Advisory Circularl50/520033B1 Hazardous Wildlife
Attractants on or Near Airports (U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration
2007), which contains the following recommendations for land use actions near airports:

1 Provides gidance on certain land uses that have the potential to attract hazardous wildlife on
or near publieuse airports;
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1 Recommends a separation distance of 10,000 feet at airports for any of hazardous wildlife
attractants; and

1 Recommends a distancefafestat ut e mi |l es bet ween the farthes:c
and the hazardous wildlife attractant if the attractant could cause hazardous wildlife
movement into or across the approach or departure airspace.

1.4 Identification of Issues

The following activitiesvere completed to gather stakeholder and interested parties comments and
concerns:

1 The USDI, BLM conducted internal scoping for the Project on October 5, 2009;

9 The proposed Project was posted in the TFQiranNEPA log on December 2, 2009, inviting the
public to submit comments and concerns related to the scope of the Project;

1 A USDA, FS Collaborative Forest Restoration Program (CFRP) NRaltiy Monitoring Team
meeting was held December 10, 2009 at Wil dEart
staleholder and interested parties comments and concerns about the Project;

1 A public scoping meetinggas heldecember 17, 2008t the La Cienega CommuniBenter in
La Cienega, NM; and

1 The proposed Project was posted on the SFNF Schedule of Proposed A0&rg {(og on
January 1, 2010.

Based on public scoping, as well as the internal scoping efforts, the following topics are considered
relevant to the analysis of this management action:

1.4.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

1 The effect that the Project wiolhaveonthe La Cienega Area of Critical Environmental
Concern

1.4.2 Cultural Resources
1 The effect that the Project would have on sensitive cultural resources located throughout the area.

1.4.3 Wildlife

1 The effect that the Project would have on general wildlifeluding migratory birdsand
1 The effect that wildlife could have on the Santa Fe Municipal Airport.

1.4.4 USDA, FS Management Indicator Species
1 The effect that the Project would have on USDA, FS Management Indicator Species (MIS).

1.45 USDI, BLM and USDA, FS Sendive Species
1 The effect that the Project would have on USDI, BLM and USDA, FS Sensitive Species.

1.4.6 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Threatened and Endangered Species

1 The effect that the Project would have on USDI, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Threatened,
Endangered, and Candidate species.

1.4.7 Water Quantity and Quality
1 The effect thathe Project would have would have on water quality;
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Theeffect that the Project would have on water quantity, specifically regarding the
evapotranspiration capacities of a watcottonwooelvillow riparian forest versus the narative
community currently present as related to dovassh water use and water rights;

The effect that the Project would have on water quantity, specifically regarding the potential for
beaver to inhabiand alter current channel and floeenditions;and

The effect thathe Project would haven floods and floodnduced erosion.

Riparian Vegetation

Theeffect that the Project would have on the diversity and structure of the riparian vegetative
communiy; and

The effect that the Project would havewitdfire within the Project area arit relatedmpacts

on neighboring communities.

Riparian Soils

Theeffect that the Project would have erosion within the lower Santa Fe River systang
The effectthat the Project would have ¢ime riparian area and surroundimgands.

1.4.10 Visual Resources and Recreation

T

The effect that the Project would have on visual resources and recreational opportunities.

1.4.11 Wild and Scenic Rivers

T

The effect that the Project would leawn a potential Wild and Scenic River designation.
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Chapter 2: Description of Alternatives

2.1 Alternative A: Proposed Action

TheProposed Actioris that the USDI, BLMandUSDA, FSwould implementor authorizeother Project
partners and contractors to implemengientifically sound, strategic, and adaptive plamove the

Santa Fe River from its nonfunctional designation (USDI, BLM 2000) toward Proper Functioning
Condition onapproximately70 acres of Federallynanaged lands (USDI, BLM and USDA, FS) in the
lower Santa Fe River corridor. TH&roject plan would applthe adaptive managemesitategiesletailed

in the Riparian and Aquatic Habitat Management Plan (USDI, BLM 2000), which provides guidance for
achieving specific desired future conditions for all ripah@bitats that occur within the Taos Field

Office.

The following is taken from the Riparian and Aquatic Habitat Management Plan (USDI, BLM 2000) and
would be used for implementing Proje@lated restoration activities (for further definitions referethee
Plan):
Adaptive management seeks to evaluate the overall public values of riparian areas; to take
measures necessary to maintain or improve riparian areas to their desired condition (e.g.,
Proper FunctioningCondition); and to ensure that activitie®oducted are consistent with the
protection of riparian resource values.

Implementation of adaptive management practices will involve the following basic
procedures:

Step 1:Survey and analyze riparian conditions;

Step 2:Use survey results to desagila desired future condition and to identify
appropriate management actions;

Step 3: Implement management actions;
Step 4: Monitor the success of the management actions; and

Step 5: Modify the management actions, if necessary, on the basis of monitoring
results.

Project mplementatiorbeganby site visits being conducted by USDI, BLM and USDA, FS

interdisciplinary specialists, partners, and interested stakeholders to assess the functioning condition of
the Santa Fe River riparian aréStep 1). These gagsthen defind the desired future condition of the

riparian area and the management actions that are required to achieve that condition (Step 2).
Implementation of recommended management actions would then com{8e&8) Project

implementation at #h Santa Fe River, while adaptable due to specific site conditions, would primarily
focus on the targeted removal of some of the existingnatie shrub and tree species (e.g., Russian

olive, saltcedar, treef-heaven and Siberian elm ) while concurreetiyablishing a native riparian

habitat. All nonnative vegetation control treatments would follow approved integrated weed management
methodsoutlinedin theVegetation Treatment on BLM Lands in 17 Western States EIS/Record of
Decision (USDI, BLM 2007) athwouldinclude the use of mechanical equipment (e.g., trackhoe) to
excavate the root balls of large shrubs and trees, as well as manual control methods (chainsaws and hand
tools) to remove smaller specimens. Removed algowend vegetation (slastjould be mechanically

chipped and scattered on site to help prevent soil ercgmbm the establishment of seeded areas, and

retain soil moisture by reducing soil evaporatiégxcavated root ballwould be piled outside of the

active floodplain. The applicain of herbicide within the Project areauld not be incorporated into the
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treatment methods due to the proximity of s@tive riparian vegetation to sensitive areas such as
surface water and wetlands that could be indirectly impacted.

Before planning gatments, sitgpecific analysis considered these factors:

1) Land use of the treatment area and proximity of sensitive areas, including cultural resouyrce sites
the Santa Fe Municipal Airpond sensitive, threatened, and/or endangered species habitat;

2) Hydrology of the treatment area and if there is sufficient overbank flooding or ground water
present to support native riparian species;

3) Characteristics of the target plant species (size, distribution, density, and life cycle) and
associated notarget planspecies in the treatment area; and

4) Accessibility, slope, and soil characteristics (rockiness and erodibility) of the treatment area.

The establishment ofativeriparian habitat would be completed concurrent to-mative species removal
by mechanically agering four to eightfoot deep holes and planting polesRib Grande cottonwood
(Populus deltoidessp.wislizen) andGo o d d i n g &Balix goodtingpimareés deficient of

overstory vegetation and where the base of the poles can come into cathtaetuvated soils. @yote

willow (Salix exiguawhips would also be planted using a mechanical augkeer@ative riparian
forageshrub species (e.g., chokeche®yunus virginiand, New Mexico olive Foresiera

neomexicang wild plum (Prunus americaa), silver buffaloberry $hepherdiargented, skunkbrush
sumac Rhus trilobatd, Utah serviceberryAmelanchietutahensisandtrumpet goosebernR{bes
leptanthun)) would be planted by hand utilizing containerized stock acquired from local sources. Areas
of bare soil, whether natural or generated via Proglated disturbance, would be broadcast seeded with
a native riparian grass and forb mix and raked into the soil surface.

While the Project area is within the Tetillas Allotment, cattle grazingrisently not permittedvithin the

USDI, BLM portion of the Santa Fe River riparian corridor. Howegattle (or their sign) have been

observed during the growing season within the riparian corridor. In addition, cattle use is discouraged, but
not restrictel within the USDA, FS portion of the project afea., it is within the Caja del Rio grazing
allotment). The successful establishment of native riparian plantings is dependent on the exclusion of
cattle herbivory and the damage that it can caugeungnative riparian vegetation. If it is deemed by

either agency (USDI, BLM or USDA, FS) that a commitment to exclude cattle from the Project area
cannot be made, independent exclosures around treatment sites would be constructed to pretect newly
planted mateal.

The USDI, BLM and USDA, FS would arrange access to all treatment sites during Project
implementation. Designated open roads or routes would be utilized to access all portions of the Project
area; hence no road construction would be required. Ini@udito structures would be removed during
Project implementation. Permission to access the Project area from the downstream end is being
negotiated with the Pueblo of Santo Domingo andPilrebloof Cochiti.

The overriding goal is to prioritize treatmenéthods based on their likelihood of success, effectiveness,
and likelihood to have only temporary and minimal negative impacts on the environment. Treatment
priority areas, based on preliminary observations of the Santa Fe River corridor are shownaysthe
Appendix A.Removal and planting areas could deviate from what is displayed in the maps, but are
displayed in order to provide the public an idea of the size and scope of the Proposed Action. Deviation
from what is displayed in Appendix A wouldély be due a more thorough analysis of current riparian
conditions and specific management actions to be undertaken, changes in the character of the stream
channel and riparian corridor that may occur during the lifetime of the Project, and adaptivenremtag
techniques that could be implemented to improve the efficacy of the Project. Photos referenced on the
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maps provided in Appendix A are displayeddippendix B.Individual treatment area descriptions and
the techniques used in restoring these areadem@ibed in detail in the sections below.

2.1.1 Treatment Methodology

Treatment areas of highest priority are located in areas where sufficient overbank flooding and/or high
groundwater levels would allow for rapid establishment of native riparian vegetiothe most part,

these areas are currently occupied by large cloaadpy Russianlive stands, mixed Russialive and
saltcedar stands, large closeghopy saltcedar stands, or areas that lack anyanmerstory

vegetation. Treatment in these ar@auld consist of removing between 50 and 75 percent of existing
Russian olive cover, and up to 100 percent of saltcedar cover via the use of heavy equipment (e.g.,
trackhoe) to excavate the root balls of large shrubs and trees, as well as manuahnebhntds

(chainsaws and hand tools) to remove smaller specirendisturbance (e.g., namative species

removal and/or planting) would take place within a-¥8€d buffer around head gates or dams that

deliver water to irrigation ditcheRemoved abovground nornative vegetation would be mechanically
chipped and scattered on site to help prevent soil erosion, aid in the establishment of seeded areas, and
retain soil moisture by reducing evaporation. Immediately followingmaiive species removal and

chipping, comparable amounts of native woody species (approximately equal aerial coverage when
mature) would be established. Rio Grande cottonwo
planted in wetter areas by augering fdoreightfoot deep has and planting poles and whips of the
species. Other containerized species (elmpkecherry, New Mexico olive, wild plursjlver

buffaloberry, skunkbrush sumasmdtrumpet gooseberyywould be planted by hand in areas of more

mesic moisture regimeblon-native vegetation removal and concurrent revegetation efforts would be
completed in notontiguous patches throughout the Project area to avoid large continuous areas of
disturbance, thereby dispersing effects throughout the Project area.

2.1.2 Planning, Education & Monitoring

The USDI, BLM, USDA, FS, and/or Project partners would develop an annual Project plan that would
identify initial and retreatment sites, methods utilized, scheduled monitoring activities and results,
adaptive management techniques, eddcational outreach opportunities. Regional schools and

universities would have the opportunity to undertake educational programs on riparian ecology. Students
would be assisting in some implementation, monitoring, and conducting further outreach to the
community on riparian ecosystems and weed control issues.

Baseline information exists for vegetation, fisheries, breeding birds, and amphibians on USDOI, BLM
administered lands. Baseline information for the above would be collected on USDA, FS lands and
groundwater levels for the entire Project area would be established before Project implementation. A
detailed multiparty monitoring would be implemented before any Project activities take place and
monitoring results would be available for public review mpequest and at public meetings (Step 4 and
Step 5 of the Riparian and Aquatic Habitat Management Plan). Treated sites would be monitored by the
USDI, BLM, USDA, FS and/or Project partners and results evaluated and documented to determine
effectiveness athe methods used in moving the Project area toward PFC; whether impacts to resources
or people were within the scope of the predictions herein; implementation and effectiveness of
conservation measures; and whether adaptive management should be ireipaahance Project
effectiveness. Changes made to treatment prescriptions due to monitoring and evaluation would adhere to
all conservation measures and monitoring requirements contained in this EA, and the action and effects
must be within the scope tifose considered in this analysis. Monitoring components are listed in Table 1
below.
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Table 1 Monitoring Components.

Objective Prospective Indicator(s) Frequency and Timing of
Monitoring Activities
Retention of native Stem density (#° or ac) of native species, % Yearly during late summer/early
riparian species existing canopy of native specipse- and post fall
restoration activities
Restore composition | Stem density (#/fror ac) of weedy species; % Yearly during late summer/early

of nativevegetation change from baseline in theof acres infested with| fall
weed species; % canopy of weedy species; # ac

treated
Erosion and Visual observation of bank sloughing or stability, | Throughout entire Project
deposition of riparian | point bar building duration
areas
Grazing Evidence of livestock herbivory on-established | Throughout entire Project
native vegetation duration
Water quality Levels of dissolved oxygen, pH, nitrogen, During NMED-scheduled

phosphorus, conductivity, turbidity, temperature, | monitoring events
and bacterigpre- and postrestoration
Ground water quantity Depth to groundwater throughout action and no | Seasonally throughout the year
action areas
Enhance wildlife Southwestern willow flycatcher, breediagd Spring, summer, or fall

habitat migratorybird, rapbr, fish, amphibian, and bat throughout entire project duratio
surveys comparison of wildlife populations pre and beyond

and postrestoration activities
Beaver activity Monitor beaver inhabitation and activity, location | Annually during implementation
dams and effects to head gates and acequias or as needed

2.1.3 Conservation Measures

Specific conservation measures are presentégiendixC and ensure the proper and safe

implementation of all treatment methods. Some of therhasagement practices include: reasonable and
prudent precautionary measures to ensure public health and safety and prevention of the spread of weedy
species; tools and techniques to restore native vegetation indigenous to the area; surveys and monitoring
for wildlife and special status species; appropriate clearances by biologists and archeologists for
threatened and endangered species and cultural resource protection; and public notification of treatments
sites and methods.

2.1.4 Timeline

Implementation is expéed to take place over the next 10 years, with no more than ten acres treated in
any given year. However, there are many factors that would affect the length and size of the Project,
including available funds, Project area access, revised land use plahreéagened, endangered or
sensitive species conflicts, cultural and visual resource issues, and recreation management concerns.
Annual meetings with the public and other interested parties would continue throughout the life of the
Project and would prode an opportunity for participation in the planning for initial antteatment

sites, monitoring, and educational components of the Project.

A proposed timeline for implementation is shown in Table 2 below. The same outline would oceur year

to-year unil the Project area reaches its potential (est. 10 years), with monitoring and maintenance
indefinitely to prevent rénfestation of nomative species.
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Table 2 Proposed Timeline for Proposed Action Implementation.

Date Activity
April T Biological surveys, including, breeding birds, raptors, amphibians, and possibly bats.
September Planning for treatment sites for noative shrub and tree removal. Gatherfpeatment

vegetation dataMonitor beaver populations and impacts to head gates and acequias.
Conduct monitoring on previous treatment site(s) and educate community on the Proj4
Octoberi March | Implement nomative vegetation treatment or7lacres for weedy tree and shrub species

Marchi April Re-establishment of native shrub and tree sgeci
Ongoing Monitor groundwater levels and water quality throughout Project area. Education and
outreach events to further collaborate and provide tools to the region on riparian resto

2.2 Alternative B: No Action

2.2.1 USDI, BLM i Administered Land

Management actions (e.g., roative vegetation control and native species establishment) could still take
place on USDI, BLM administered land under the No Action alternative because management plans and
activities have already been identified, anatlyzznd approved under NEPA. Specifically, the Riparian

and Aquatic Habitat Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision (USDI,
BLM 2000), from which this EA is tiered, identified the need and mechanisms to move the Santa Fe
River riparian area toward Proper Functioning Condition. In addition, the Taos Resource Management
Plan (USDI, BLM 1988) and the La Cienega Area of Critical Environmental Concern (USDI, BLM 1995)
identify management activities intended to improve, enhance, attegiparian areas to their full

potential. While management actions may be taken by the USDI, BLM under the No Action alternative,
the pace at which they are implemented would likely be slower as compared to the Proposed Action.
Therefore, the No Actioalternative would likely not allow the Santa Fe River riparian area to achieve
Proper Functioning Condition as quickly.

2.2.2 USDA, FSi Administered Land

TheNo Actionalternative would result in nemative plant species control and native species re
establshment actions not being implementedthe USDA, FS administered lands with the Project
area.The No Action alternative may result in the continued degradation of the riparian/stream ecosystem
due to the increase in exotic plant species and a dedneaative riparian vegetation species. In addition,
theNo Actionalternativeis not consistent with, atoes not conforno, the following land use planning
documents:

1 Executive Order 13112 (FR 1999);

1 The CarlsorFoley Act of 1968 (P.L. 9683);

1 The Fedeal Noxious Weed Act of 1975 (P.L. &29), later amended in the 1990 Food,
Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act (P.L. 82U4);

The Plant Protection Act of 2000 (P.L. 1284);

The Noxious Weed Control and Eradication Act of 2004 (P.L-4118.

TheSanta Fe National Forest Plan (USDFS 1987); and

The Santa Fe River Watershed Restoration Action Strategy (Santa Fe Watershed Association
2002).

=a =4 =4 =4
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2.3 Alternatives Considered but not Analyzed in Detailed

2.3.1 Non-native Removal without Native Species Planting

Non-native Removal without Native Species Planting: The removal ofnatine shrub and tree species
without concurrent native riparian vegetation establishment was considered, but dismissed from detailed
analysis. The removal only alternative would not moeeShnta Fe River riparian area towards
attainment of Proper Functioning Conditidhwould result in increased bank erosion and increased
sediment load in the river, which would impact downstream irrigatoraiquatic organisms

Downstream water usersmessed their concern at the possibilitynafreasedrosion to the Espafiola
District Rangerin addition, while the removal only alternative would meet some Federal policy/guidance
objectives, it is not consistent with the Taos Resource ManagementJSiBh BLM 1988), The Taos
Riparian and Aquatic Habitat Management Plan (USDI, BLM 2000), the La Cienega Area of Critical
Environmental Conceri Coordinated Resource Management Plan (USDI, BLM 1995), the Santa Fe
National Forest Plan (USDA, FS 1987), oe thanta Fe River Watershed Restoration Action Strategy
(SFWA 2002).

2.3.2 Use of Herbicide to Control Nornative Species

The removal and control of nerative shrub and tree species with the use of herbicide was considered,
but dismissed from detailed analyditerbicide use is not favored by many individuals and groups around
the project area and would conflict with organic farming that occurs downstream of the treatment area.
The methods described in the proposed alternatives should alleviate the needdimfeheeatments.
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Chapter 3: Affected Environment

Thetopics presented in the following sections may have impacts, whether negative or beneticel, on
human environment by thHeroposed Actiomr alternatives and, thereforepuld be the subject of this
environmatal analysisThe following elements are not affected by the Proposed Action or alternatives to
the Proposed Action for the reasons stated and would not be discussed further in this document:

1 Prime /Unigue Farmlandsi There are no prime/unique farmlangishin the Project area;

9 Traditional Agriculture 1 No detrimental impacts to water quantity, water quality, or private
farmlands is anticipated within the Project area;

1 Hazardous/Solid Waste There are no hazardous/solid wastes used in the Project area;

1 Cattle Grazing i While the Project area is within the Tetillas Grazing Allotment, cattle grazing
is currently not permitted within the Santa Fe River riparian area.

1 Wildernessi The Project is not within or near any designated wilderness areas anegide
study areas; and

1 Environmental Justicei The Project would have no effect on kincome or minority persons
in the area.

The proposefProjectarea is located ion USDI, BLM and USDA, FS lands within Santa Fe County in

north central New Mexico, asade as 2 miNW of 1-25, along approximately 8 linear miles of the Santa

Fe River, near La Cienega, NMhe Project area is bordered by private land to the north, and has two
tracts of private land located in the upstream third of the Project area. ThetRref is bordered by the
Pueblo of Cochiti on its downstream gseéeFigure 3. The ecoregion of theroject area is within the

North Central New Mexico Valleys and Mesas of the Arizona/New Mexico Plateau (Griffith, et al. 2006).
This ecoregion mostlgonsists of pifiofluniper savannas, mesas, and valleys. This portion of the
transitional region lies between the drier shrublands and wooded higher relief tablelands of the Colorado
Plateau ecoregion to the north and the lower elevation, less vegetatesttendlojave Basin and Range
ecoregion to the south. The elevation of Bhgject area is between 5,600 and 6,100 ft.

3.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

The USDI, BLM portion of the Project area is located within the 3,556 acre La Cienega ACER, whi
contains nationally significant cultural resources as well as riparian, wildlife and scenic values (USDI,
BLM 1995). The La Cienega ACEC was designated in December 1B82.a Cienega Area of Critical
Environmental Conceri Coordinated Resource Managent Plan (USDI, BLM 1995) emphasizes the
following:

1 Reestablishing and/or augmenting native species in historical habitats and control competition
from exotic species by reducing or eliminating them;

1 Collaborating with the appropriate agencies to mairttae water quality in area streams at
current designated use stream standards (for irrigation, livestock and wildlife watering, marginal
coldwater fishery, secondary contact recreation, and warmwater fishery); and

1 Initiating a vegetative restoration pect to eradicate Russian olives and replace them with
cottonwoods, willows, and other riparian species native to the area.

3.2 Cultural Resources

A Class Il heritage resource inventory of the Project area and surrounding vicinity was conducted
between Januards and May 9, 2010 (Pierce 201The survey was conducted to identify, record, and
evaluate historic properties that may be affected by the proposed undertaking and to comply with Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Four new heritageurce sites and nine isolated finds
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were recorded during the course of the inventory. Eight previously recorded archaeological sites were

also updated during the inventory. Nine of these sites have been recommended as potentially eligible for
listing urder the National Register of Historic Places.

3.3 Wildlife

3.3.1 General Wildlife
Habitat types in the area are dispersed vertically and horizontally over the landscape in a patchwork

pattern that provides | arge amounnbthenThefparidnge ¢ wher
habitat along the Santa Fe River provittesd, cover, andwaterto a diverse assemblagewaitdlife
speciesNumerous unique, specifature habitate x i st wi t hin the area. Sever a

these specific featuresych as caves or cracks in clifis cavities in treeghat is, they cannot survive
except where the feature exists. It is possible, due to the dense stands of saltdedasiandliven the
Project area, decreased plant diversity may be negativegtadf) local wildlife populationsKnopf and
Olsen 1984Stoleson and Finch 2001; Ellis 1995

The habitat provided in the Project area is likely utilized by many species of mammals, inblading
bear Ursus americanys bobcat Lynx rufug, chipmunkg Tamiasspp), cottontail rabbit $ylvilagus
floridanug, coyote Canis latran$, gray fox (Jrocyon cinereoargentejdongtailed weaselNlustela
frenatg, mule deer@docoileus hemiondismuskrat Ondatra zibethicus porcupine Erethizon
dorsatum), raacoon Procyon lotol, rock squirrel $permophilus variegatysstriped skunkNlephitis
mephitig, wood rat Neotomaspp), and various species of bats (Or@&iroptera) In fisheries surveys
conducted by the USDI, BLM (2009) fathead minnd&®infephales pnmelag, Rio Grande sucker
(Catostomus plebidisand mosquito fishGambusia affiniswere observed.

3.3.2 Migratory Birds

The Santa Fe River Canyon is positioned along a major migratory corridor for avian species and provides
important stopover, breeding, orrpgnent habitat for a variety of waterfowl, shorebirds, and migratory
songbirds. The Santa Fe River Canyon is also part of the 38@8Taja del Rio Important Bird Area

(1 BA; Nati onal Audubon Society 20103 habithtBrrodes ar e d
or more species of bird, include sites for breeding, wintering, and/or migrating birds, and are usually

discrete sites that stand out from the surrounding landscape (National Audubon Society 2010).

Migratory birds are protected by thigratory Birds Treaty Acbf 1918(16 U.S.C8§ 703-712), the Bald

and Golden Eagle Protection Aaft1940(16 U.S.C.88668-668d),the Migratory Bird Conservation Act

of 1934 (16 U.S.C. § 715 et seqipd Executive Order 13186Responsibilities of Fedar Agencies to

Protect Migratory Bird¢FR 2001) Furthermore, the USDI, BLM and the USDI, FWS entered into a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) To Promote the Conservation of Migratory Birds (USDI, BLM

and USDI, FWS 2010). This MOU, which became effective r i ng Apr i | 2010, is int
migratory bird conservation by identifying and implementing strategies that promote conservation and

avoid or minimize adverse impacts on migratory birds through enhanced collaboration between the

Parties [USDIBLM and USDI, FWS], in coordination with state, tribal, and local governments (USDI,

BLM and USDI , FWS 2010) .0 One of the critical el
BLM evaluate the effects of its actions on migratory birds, with esigton species of concern, during

the NEPA process, and to identify where take reasonably attributable to agency actions may have a
measurable negative effect on migratory bird populations, focusing first on species of concern, priority
habitats, and keyisk factors. In the MOU (USDI, BLM and USDI, FWS 2010), Species of Concern are

defined as the following:
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fét hose species | i Birdeaf Conservatidm Eongempiolityvo di ¢ repor t
migratory bird species documented in the comprehensive biskoation plans (North

American Waterbird Conservation Plan [NAWCP], U.S. Shorebird Conservation Plan

[USSCP], Partners in Flight Bird Conservation Plans [PIFBCP]); species or

populations of waterfowl identified as high, or moderately high, continentalifyrin

the North American Waterfowl Management Plan [NAWMP]; listed threatened and

endangered bird species in 50 CFR 17.11: and game birds below desired condition as
identified by the USDI , FWS6s Division of Migr

In addition, the \$DI, BLM, in coordination with the USDI, FWS, will develop conservation measures

and ensure monitoring relating to the effectiveness of conservation measures to minimize, reduce, or
avoid unintentional take. Some of these measures include modifying catimemeasures to be more
effective in reducing unintentional take, inventorying and monitoring abundance, restoring and enhancing
migratory bird habitat, preventing and managing invasive species for the benefit of migratory birds, and
supporting managemestudies and research to identify the habitat conditions needed to conserve
migratory birds and to evaluate the effects of management activities on habitats and populations of
migratory birds (USDI, BLM and USDI, FWS 2010).

The USDI, BLM TFO establisheahnual breeding bird surveyswarious riparian sites in northern New
Mexico, including the Santa Fe River within the project akswks Aloft, Inc. began conducting

breeding bird surveys at the Santa Fe South site in 1994. The Santa Fe North semnkba Siies were

added in 2000 and 2006, respectively. Each year from-2000, HawkAloft (2007a) consistently

recorded the lowest detection rates and species richness for riparian bird species of all the sites at the
Santa Fe North and Santa Fe Soutissilikely because these corridors were narrow, sparsely vegetated,
and subject to grazing pressure. The La Cienega site, which is near the Santa Fe North and South sites,
had relatively high detection rates and species richness, which HawksAloft (28@iBa)ed to the dense
willow patches at the site that are not observed at the two other sites. The La Cienega site contains more
cottonwoods and substantial willow patches, providing habitat for several riparian species not typically
observed at Santafeor t h or Sout h, i nlctéruslbilocki) anB ellowlweastedls Or i o |
Chat (cteria virens.

Sixteen riparian obligate or dependent bird species, as defined by the USDI, BLM (no date), have been
observed in the Project area during breeding) $urveys between 2000 and 2007 (HawksAloft 2007a),
including the f ol Acodpiter eogperi, BlaclechimeddHamnithgbiwddrchilochus
alexandr), Belted Kingfisher Ceryle alcyolh, Western WoodPewee Contopus sordidul)sWillow

Flycatcher Empidonax trailli) Be wi cThgmnanés bewicliiHouse WrenTroglodytes

aedon), Yellow Warbler Dendroica petechia Common YellowthroatGeothlypis trichal Yellow-

breasted Chat, Blagheaded GrosbeaRlieucticus melanocepha)uslue Grsbeak Passerina

caeruled, Lazuli Bunting Passerina amoenalndigo Bunting Passerina cyanéa, Bull ockbés Ori
Lesser Goldfinch§pinus psaltria Species are considered riparian obligate if they place >90% of their
nests in riparian vegetation far which >90% of their abundance occurs in riparian vegetation during the
breeding season (USDI, BLM no date). Species are considered riparian dependent if theyip&ids 60

of their nests in riparian vegetation or for whichie®0% of their abundanazccurs in riparian

vegetation during the breeding season (USDI, BLM no date).

Other migratory birds (although some may overwinter locally) observed during breeding bird surveys
between 2000 and 2007 (HawksAloft 2007a) include the following: Malkamdgplatyrhyncho,

Turkey Vulture Cathartes aury Redtailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensjsGolden EagleAquila

chrysaetol American KestrelRalco sparveriu} Killdeer (Charadrius vociferugs Solitary Sandpiper
(Tringa solitarig), Mourning Dove Zenaida mamura), Common NighthawkGhordeiles minoy, White-
thraoted swift Aeronautes saxatalisBroadtailed Hummingbird $elasphorus platycercyd adder
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backed woodpeckeP{coides scalaris Downy WoodpeckerRicoides pubescepdNorthern Flicker
(Colaptes atatus), Gray Flycatche(Empidonax wrightli , S ay 6 Sayomis sagatAshth(oated
Flycatcher Myiarchus cinerascens, Ca s s i nTyrannus vagifgransPluinbepus Vireo\ireo
plumbeuy, Pifion JayGymnorhinus cyanocephali$iorned Lark Eremophila alpestri} Violet-green
Swallow (Tachycineta thalassinaNorthern Rouglwinged Swallow $telgidopteryx serripennisCliff
Swallow Petrochelidon pyrrhonofa Barn Swallow iirundo rusticg, Rock Wren $alpinctes
obsoletuy Canyon WrenQatherps mexicanus Blue-gray GnatcatchePplioptila caeruled, Western
Bluebird Sialia mexicang Mountain Bluebird $ialia currucoides , Towns e n iyadesteSo !l i t ai r
townsendi, American RobinTurdus migratoriuy American Pipit Anthus rubescepsBlackthroated
Gray Warbler Dendroica nigrescensWestern TanageP{rangaludoviciang, CanyonTowhee Pipilo
fuscu$, Chipping Sparrowgpizella passerinalLark Sparrow Chondestes grammadgdu&edwinged
Blackbird (Agelaius phoenicejisWestern Meadowlar{Sturnella neglecta and Brownheaded cowbird
(Molothrus atey.

Threeof the species listed above are liste®ads of Conservation Concelin Bird Conservation Region

167 Southern Rockies/Colorado Plateau (USDI, FWS 200&) include the followingSolden Eagle,

Pifion Jay,and Willow FlycatcherThese are species, subspecies, and/or populations of all migratory and
non-migratory birds that, without additional conservation actions, are likely to become candidates for
listing under the Endangered $jm s Act of 1973. The concerns may be the result of population declines,
naturally small ranges or population sizes, threats to habitat, or other factors. The purpose of identification
of Birds of Conservation Concern is to stimulate coordinated and jweaxinservation actions among
Federal, State, and private partndilse Mallard, another species documented within the Project area, is
listed in the Game Birds Below Desired Condition, which is maintained to represent species whose
population are belowohgterm averages or management goals, or for which there is evidence of
declining population trends (USDI, FWS 2010). In addition, twelve documented species are contained in
the list of Birds of Management Concern (USDI, FWS 2009a), including the Mallamdamon Teal,

Golden Eagle, Solitary Sandpiper, Whitéehged Dove, Mourning Dove, Willow Flycatcher, Pifion Jay,
Horned Lark, Juniper Titmouse, Yellow Warbler, and Common Yellowthroat. The Birds of Management
Concern are a subset of the species protdstelde Migratory Bird Treaty Act which pose special
management challenges because of a variety of factors (e.g., too few, too many, conflicts with human
interests, societal demands) (USDI, FWS 2009a).

3.4 USDA, FS Management Indicator Species

The Land and Bsource Management Plan for the Santa Fe National Forest identified eight Management
Indicator Species (MIS) for the SFNF (USDA, FS 1987). Species were selected based on their association
with plant communities or seral stages, which management acthatiesthe potential to affect, their
monitoring feasibility, migratory habits, and habitat versatility (Britton and Ferrel 2006). These species

i nclude Mer Meleagné gallogavprPkian ylay( Hairy WoodpeckeRi¢oides villosul

Mourning Dove Mexican Spotted OwIStrix occidentalis lucida Rocky Mountain elkCervis elaphus

nelson), Rocky Mountain bighorn shee@yis canadensis canaderjsiand Rio Grande cutthroat trout
(Oncorhynchus clarki virginaljs Only theRocky Mountain elk, Mournin@ove, andPifion Jaywill be

assessed. Other species will not be considered due to the lack of presence or suitable habitat within the
Project area
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Table 3. Potential for MIS Species/MISAssociatedHabitat in or Near the Project area

Common Name MIS AssociatedHabitat

Rocky Mountain EICervis elaphus nelsoni Mid elevation grasslands, meadows and forest
Mourning Dove(Zenaida macrourp Mid and low grasslands, woodlands and ponderosa pi
Pifion Jay(Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus Pifiorrjuniper habita

3.4.1 Rocky Mountain Elk

Rocky Mountairelk inhabit most forest types with good forage and cowtlizing a variety ohabitat

types during the course of their lives. Certain vegetation types are of limited value to elk due to aspect,
elevation, snow depttack of water availability and/or vegetation componetging the summer, elk
occupy mountain meadows and mountain coniferous forests. In winter, they move to lowgupipen
woodland, mixed conifer forest, plains grassland, or even desert(BBviIbGF 2010a) EIk observed on

the east slope of the Jemez Mountains are most commonly associated withraksummixtures and
pifionjuniper woodlands (combined, approxtaly 65% of records) (NMDGF 2010d1owever, elk

utilize a variety of habitat types ding the course of their lives and appear to be extremely adaptable to
both secondary successional and specific successional vegetation types. There are over 1.3 million acres
of habitat types available across BiENFas suitable habitat for the Rocky Muain elk. The habitat

trend is rated as stable in the SFNF, while the population trend is rangdblestancreasing (Britton

and Ferrell 2006)The species could utilize the Project area and surrounding mesas as wintering habitat.

3.4.2 Mourning Dove

Themourning dove is found across North America in a variety of habitats, including most grassland and
forest types. It is common to abundant in most New Mexico counties (NMIDGHY, and is among the

most abundant and widespread terrestrial birds enderiiorth and Middle America(tis et al. 2008

Mourning doves display tremendous adaptability in breeding habitat selection. Generally, it shuns deep
woods or extensive forests and selects more open woodlands and edges between forest and prairie biomes
for nesting Qtis et al. 2008 In all situations, abundant food and water must be available withB020

kilometers. The species feeds almost entirely on the ground, where seeds are the primary food source

(Otis et al. 2008Reynolds et al. 1992).

There are pproximately 836,000 acres of vegetative communities represented by the mourning dove
throughout theSFNF, and the habitat trend is stable to increasing throughout the entire Forest (Britton
and Ferrell 2006). The population trend in 8feNFis ranked astable based on the statewide trend and
Breeding Bird Survey data in and adjacent to the Forest (Britton and Ferrell 2B@&pecies was

commonly observed within the Project area during Breeding Bird Surveys conducted between 2000 and
2007 (HawksAloft B07a).

3.4.3 Pifion Jay

Pifion Jayis an omnivorous and social inhabitant of open pijfimiper woodlands, sagebrush, scrub oak,
and chaparral communities (Balda 200Zis avian generalist has a wide ranging diet that includes pine
seeds, some acorns, junifperries, other wild berries, cultivated grains, arthropods, lizards, snakes,
nestling birds, and small mammals (Balda 200®boreal nests are large, bulky open cup of sticks, with
a midlayer of grasses and an inner cup of fine, powdery materialsasyalant parts, feathers, horsehair,
cloth rootlets, or shredded bark (Balda 2002).

Pifion Jays nest mainly in stands of pifjoniper. It needs open woodlands for nesting and an adequate

supply of seeds, especially nuts. They are gregarious and breadnies up to 150. They spend the
winters in |l arge flocks of 106s or 1,0006s moving
nuts that are a primary food source along with other seeds, fruits and insects. Standsjohjpéon
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provide he habitat for the pifion jay on the SFNF. There are some-pifigeer stands in or adjacent to
the Project area, which would provide suitable habitat for this species.

There are approximately 380,000 acres of pifumiper woodlands distributed across 8feNF; however

the habitat trend for Pifion Jay is ranked as declining, primarily due to the wide scale loss of pifion
associated to drought and insect infestation (Britton and Ferrell 2006). In addition, the population trend in
the SFNF is ranked as downwdrased on the statewide trend in Breeding Bird Survey data (Britton and
Ferrell 2006). The species was observed twice within the Project area between 2000 and 2007
(HawksAloft 2007a).

3.5 USDI, BLM and USDA, FS Sensitive Species

The likelihood of occurrencir USDI, BLM and USDA, FS sensitive spegcies their required habitats,

within or adjacent to the Project action area that could be potentially affected by Project activities is
summarized irAppendixD (species that have the potential to occur withiadjacent to the Project area

are listed irbold type). The potential for occurrence of these spesfatusspecies was evaluated based

on &isting information on distribution anglialitative comparisons of the habitat requirements of each
species and vegation communities/landscape features found ifPtbgect areaOnly sensitive species,

or their habitats, that were determined to have the potential to be affected by the proposed Project in the
associated Biological Assessment/Evaluation (BA/E; USDME010) are discussed in this section. For
further information on the other sensitive species and impact analyses, see the BA/E.

3.5.1 Bot tPackesGopher (Thomomys bottae aurejis

Botta's pocket gopher is a D8, FS Region 3 sensitive species (USDA Foresti6e2007). The

species habeen documented withidanta Fe CountgndSFNFadministered lands within the Sangre de
Cristo MountainsNNMDGF 200%). Very little is known about the general habitat associations of this
subspecies, but the species itself l@sn documented in almost every available habitat type where
sufficient tuberous roots and plant material are available for forage and soil conditions are suitable for
digging tunnels, from almost sea level tq@D feet in Arizona (NMDGF 200%a

3.5.2 Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalys

The Bald Eaglés a USDI, BLM and USDA, FS sensitive species (USDI, BLM 1999; USDA, FS 2007), a
NMDGF threatened species (NMDGF 2008), and was recdefigtedfrom the Endangered Species Act
(ESA) in August 2007, wherevtas previously listed as threatened (FR 2007a¢ cause of their

previous decline was due to pesticidduced reproductive failure, loss of riparian habitat, and human
disturbances, such as shooting, poisoning, and trapping (NMDGF 2009b). The Balthteagks in

forested areas adjacent to large bodies of water, typically at latitudes north of New Mexico (Buehler
2000; NMDGF 2008). However, two breeding territories were occupied in New Mexico during 2007 and
four during 2008, including one in Rio Arrili2ounty (NMDGF 2008). In New Mexico, nests are placed

in large cottonwoods or ponderosa pines, typically in the vicinity of water and often also in close
proximity to concentrations of small mammals such as prairie dogs (NMDGF 2u68. breeding

territories may be rare in New Mexico, the number of wintering bald eagles is steadily increasing from an
annual average of 220 birds in the late 1970s to 450 by the mid 1990s (NMDGF 2008), where they winter
along rivers in the riparian woodlands commonly chamaztd by cottonwoods (NMDGF 2009b).

Cochiti Reservoifapproximately 10 mi west of the Project area) liisesn identified as key overwintering
habitat by the NMDGF (2009b).

3.5.3 Northern Leopard Frog (Rana pipien3

The northern leopard frog is a USDA, FS sewsispecies (USDA, FS 2007). The species is distributed
from southern Canada south to New Mexico, and from eastern @alitorMaryland (Hammerson
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1999. It is most commonly associated with springs, slow streams, marshes, bogs, ponds, canals,
floodplains, reservoirs and lakes; usually permanent water with rooted aquatic vegetation (NatureServe
200%). Eggs of the species are laid and larvae develop in shallow, still, permanent water, generally in
areas well exposed to sunlight, where the eggs are ettastvegetation just below the surface of the

water (NatureServe 2089 This frog has been obsernmloughoutthe Project argawith the heaviest
detections at the Alamo Creek/Santa Fe River conflu@esser personal communication, 20).

3.5.4 TexasHornedLizard (Phrynosoma cornutum

The Texas horned lizaid a USDI, BLM and USDA, FS sensitive species (USDI, BLM 1999; USDA, FS
2007) and has been documented as occurring in Santa Fe County (NMDGF 2009d). Thanbpbiies

flat, open, generally dry cotry with little plant cover except for bunchgrass and ca@isDGF

2009d), where it commonly preys upon carpenter @dasnponotuspp.)(NatureServe 2009bl is

strictly terrestrial and can bury itself in loose soil that is sandy, loamy, or (bdKp GF 2009d)

3.5.5 Flathead Chub (Platygobio gracili3

The flathead chub i@ USDI, BLM sensitive species (USDI, BLM 1999) than&ive to the Rio Grande,

Pecos, and Canadi&iver drainagesind their tributariest he distribution of the species is expanding in

the Rio Grande drainage and is stable in the other drai(dy#3GF 2009¢e) The species can be found

in turbid alkalinewatess in the main channels of large streams and tributaries and daeumierate to

strong currents where it feeds on invertebratlme, and some vascular plants (NMDGF 2009e). The
species was not found during fisheries surveys conducted by the BLM during spring 2009 on the Santa Fe
River (USDI, BLM 2009) Management practices and developments that adversely impact the species
include impoundments, dredging, channelization, irrigation, and livestock grazing in riparian zones
(NMDGF 2009¢)

3.5.6 Rio Grande Sucker (Catostomus plebeiys

The Rio Grande sucker is an endemic fish to the Rio Grandel@s®t basins of the Pacific coaesd

ranges from southern Colorado to Zacatecas, Mexico (Woodling 1985; Page and Burr 1991). This sucker
is typically observed near rapidly flowing waterbackwaterareagWoodling 1985). Th&SDI, BLM

(2009) recently completed a fish survey in the Santa ferRind observed several Rio Grande suckers in
theProject area. Management practices and developments that adversely impact the species include
impoundments, dredging, channelization, irrigation, introductions of and hybridizations with white

sucker, predtion from game fish, sedimentation of streams, and livestock grazing in riparian zones
(CDOW 2003).

3.6 USDI, FWS Threatened and Endangered Species

There are seven USDI, FWS listed threatened, endangered, or candidate for listing species that are known
to, a have the potential to occur within Santa Fe County (USDI, FWS 2009b), which are listed in the

table in Appendix D. Within the action area, the proposed Project has the potential to impact the
Southwestern Willow FlycatcheEfmpidonax traillii extimusSWFL).

3.6.1 Southwestern Willow Flycatcher(Empidonax traillii extimug

The Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (SWFL)igted asendangered by U3Il, FWS(FR 1995), is

considered a NMDGF endangered species (NMDGF 2008), and is a USDI, BLM sensitive species (USDI,
BLM 1999). TheSWFL is found along riparian habitats (e.g., rivers, streams, and other wetlands) of the
desert southwest where dense groves of willows, boxelder, cottonwoods, and recently, dense mixtures of
native broadleaf trees and shrubs mixed with-native species such as saltcedar or Russian olive exist
(Sogge and Marshall 2000). The bird is generally associated withlaydtied vegetation, generally
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ranging from four to seven meters or higher, that is in close proximity to open water (Natu2&bwe
Sogge et al. 1997The declineof SWFL has been attributed tgparian habitat reduction, fragmentation,
degradation, and elimination as a result of agricultural and urban development; brood paeasitisitk

of adequate protective regulatiofifie historic range of SWFL included riparian areas throughout
Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico, Texas, Utah, and Me¥amal aitical habitat was

desigrated for the flycatcher iB005 which consists diour segmentalong the Middle Rio Grandall

are located outside of the Project ardaos Junction Bridge to the northern boundary of the Ohkay
Owingeh (San Juan Pueblo) (28.5 miles), the southern boundary of Isleta Pueblo to the northern boundary
of Sevilleta National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) 442 miles), the southern boundary of Sevilleta NWR to

the northern boundary of Bosque del Apache NWR (27.3 miles), and the southern boundary of Bosque
del Apache NWR to Millagan Gulch at the northern end of Elephant Butte State Park (12.3RRiles)
2005).

While the Project area has not been survegad to lack of suitable habitat for the speditevks Aloft
(200) observed eleven willow flycatchers (six in 2005, zero in 2006, and five in 20t )riles NNE
(upstream) from the most upstre®noject aea boundarylt was determinethatall eleven individuals
werenot SWFL because they were observed before the shingeyperiod (starts 22 June), which means
these individuals were likely migratory and not staying withinstineeyarea for breeding.

3.7 Water Quantity and Quality

3.7.1 Water Quantity

The Santa Fe River is a tributary to the Rio Grande, with its watershed defined as Hydrologic Unit Area
#1302020103. The Santa Fe River forms the central third of Hydrologic Unit Area 13020201 (the Rio
Grande/Sata Fe Watershed), which includes the Tesuque Creek watershed to the north and the Galisteo
watershed to the south. The Santa Fe River watershed encompasses approximatélir @85t

headwaters at Santa Fe Lake below Lake Peak to its confluencheviiiot GrandéWhile agriculture

has been a part of ("teptunatisa aéatter ofidébate, and withcsitihistarie t he 1
record an irresolvable one, as to whether the Santa Fe River was perennial throughout its length prior to
settlemat. There is considerable evidence that the Santa Fe River was fed by numerous springs
throughout the historic Santa Fe Plaza area, at F
and in the Santa Fe Canyon above La Bajada (SFWA 2002). Wiridgs in headwater reservoirs and
groundwater pumping now contribute to the domestic needs of Santa Fe, according to the hydrographic
survey of 1914 there were at least 38 ditches diverting water from the river, which was irrigating
approximately 1,267 aes. During this survey, acequia ditches were recorded downstream of the Project

area at La Bajada, which is still under acedathirrigation (SFWA 2002). Whether perennial or not, the

presence of acequias at La Bajada suggests there was generaligréuffies in the river to warrant the

effort to divert it. There still exists today the La Bajada acequia, which is adjacent to the downstream end

of the Project area.

The Project areads portion of the Sreachesfourde Ri ver
throughout the Santa Fe River watershed; however, the perennial nature of this segment is directly related
to Santa Fe Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) discharges into the Santa Fe River, except during times
of snowmelt and storm runoff. Aelerated runoff due to urban and suburban development (e.g., roads,
asphalt, buildings) in and around the City of Santa Fe are commonly experienced. From January 1, 2008
through December 31, 2009 the Santa Fe WWTP discharged an average volume ofi8ry0 mill

gallons/day (5.73 cfs). In addition to WWTP effluent, springs in the Santa Fe Canyon are believed to
provide approximately 3 cubic feet/second (cfs) to the river within the Project area (SFWA 2002). The
record of daily mean discharge at the La Bajadgeé3United States Geological Survey [USGS] Gage #
08317200 Santa Fe River Above Cochiti Lake, NM) is displayed in Figure 2 (data is only available up
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to September 30, 2008). The mean daily discharge for the period between January 1, 2008 and September
30, 2008 is 7.08 cfs. The influence of springs, as well as discharge from Cienega Creek probably account
for the increased mean daily discharge observed between the amount reldes&hata Fe WWTP and

the La Bajada Gage. The low flow in the summer insran be attributed to evapotranspiration,

evaporation, and agricultural diversion, while the peaks can be attributed to storm events.

USGS 08317200 SANTA FE RIVER ABOVE COCHITI LAKE, NM

DALLY Discharge, cubic feet per second

a.01
Jan 81 Feb 81 Har 81 Apr 81 Hay B1 Jun 81 Jul 81 Aug 81 Sep 61
2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 26808 2088 2008 2008

— Daily nean discharge === period of approved data
— Estinated daily mean discharge

Figure 2. Daily MeanDischarge at USGS Gage 083172Q@anuary 01, 2008 September 202008).

Even though theurrent condition of the Santa Fe River above the Santa Fe WWTP is typically
characterized as a dry, dewatered channel, storm runoffs can cause notable spikes in surface water
discharge within the Project area. The storm peaks recorded at the La Bajadavkeh are presented

in Figure 3, display the magnitude of some of these events. During the July 26, 1971 event, the gage
height was recorded as 9.58 ft with a flow of 11,400 cfs, while the July 10, 1996 had a gage height of 8.43
ft and a flow of 8,17@fs. All of these annual peaks occurred between May and October. The magnitude

of flood peaks and related erosion has probably been exacerbated since European settlement due to a
variety of anthropogenic causes, including the following: the increase arnmaable surfaces (e.g.,

rooftops, pavement, and dirt roads) due to urban and suburban development; commercial sand and gravel
mining from the immediate riverbed; and the loss of riparian vegetation concomitant with increased
groundwater pumping from riveide wells that effectively cut off the riparian/groundwater connection.

USGS 08317200 SANTA FE RIVER ABOVE COCHITI LAKE, NM
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Figure 3. Annual Peak Streamflow at
USGS Gage 08317200.
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3.7.2 Water Quality

The following water quality standards apply to the Santa Fe River and perennial reaches of itegributari
from Cochiti reservoir upstream to the outfall of the Santa Fe wastewater treatment facility (NMAC
20.6.4.113):

A. Designated Uses: irrigation, livestock watering, wildlife habitat, marginal coldwater aquatic life,
secondary contact, and warmwater aigu#e.
B. Criteria:

() In any single sample: pH within the range of 6.6 to 9.0, temperature 30°C (86°F) or less and
dissolved oxygen 4.0 mg/L or more. Dissolved oxygen 5.0 mg/L or more as@R4verage.
Values used in the calculation of thet2duraverage for dissolved oxygen shall not exceed the
dissolved oxygen saturation value. For a measured value above the dissolved oxygen saturation
value, the dissolved oxygen saturation value will be used in calculating-theu4verage.

The dissolved oxyen saturation value shall be determined from the table set out in Subsection
N of 20.6.4.900 NMAC. The usspecific numeric criteria set forth in 20.6.4.900 NMAC are
applicable to the designated uses listed above in Subsection A of this section.

(2) Themonthly geometric mean of E. coli bacteria 548 cfu/100 mL or less, single sample 2507
cfu/100 mL or less (see Subsection B of 20.6.4.14 NMAC).

The Santa Fe River below the Santa Fe WWTP is an efftlntnated system, thus the water quality
within the Prgect area is directly influenced by the discharges of the WWTP. Water quality issues within
the segment have prompted the NMED to list this segment of the Santa Fe River (Cochiti Pueblo
Boundary upstream to Santa Fe WWTP; Water Quality Segment 20.6.4slib®)aired and not fully
supporting marginal coldwater aquatic life (NMED 2008). NMED (2008) listed impacts from abandoned
mine lands (inactive), municipal (urbanized high density area), municipal point source discharges, and
rangeland grazing as probalkuses for impairment, resulting in Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLSs)
being established for the following water quality parameters:

1 Nutrient/Eutrophication Biological IndicatoirsTMDL established 2009;
91 Dissolved Oxygeii TMDL established 2001; and
1 Sedment/Siltationi TMDL established 2000.

The listing for Dissolved Oxygen is probably due to algal growth that appears in response to plant
nutrients available from the stream bottom (NMED 2008; NMED Undated). The excessive algal growth
contributes to seare diurnal swings in both dissolved oxygen and pH and is indicative of nutrient
overenrichment in the Santa Fe River (NMED Undated). While it is known that the Santa Fe WWTP
discharge contains nutrients that contribute to the growth of algae, poor dmsmsind riparian area
conditions exacerbate excessive algal growth and violations in water quality standards (NMED Undated).
Figure 4 below displays a snapshot of the diurnal fluctuations in dissolved oxygen in the Project area.
These fluctuations routingliolate the dissolved oxygen criterion of not less than 4 mg/L. The algae
reduce the levels of dissolved oxygen in the river during the early hours of the morning as a result of
respiration, which can be a limiting factor for aquatic communities indhéaS-e River. The algae also
increase the dissolved oxygen levels above saturation during warm, sunny afternoons.
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Figure 4. Santa Fe RivemDissolvedOxygenConcentrations.

In addition to dissolved oxygen, the Santa Fe River experiences widaldemperature fluctuations,

some of which have exceeded water quality standar@8°af (86°F). As displayed in Figure 5 below,
temperature fluctuations of 15°C (27°F) between daytime and nighttime are commonly observed in the
Project arealhe primary &ctor influencing the fluctuations is lack of riparian shrubs and trees that
effectively shade the river and block solar inputs. Wide temperature fluctuations, especially extremely
high temperatures can harm aquatic communities.
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Figure 5. Santa Fe Rrer Temperature.

Current information for the water quality of the Santa Fe River is available from the NMED Surface
Water Quality Bureau. The available data for @amta Fe Riveare characterized by a high degree of
variability depending upon seasoantperature, time of day, precipitation, and flow when the sample was

taken. Some of this data is represented in Table 4.
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Table 4. Water Quality Data by Constitueat the Lower Santa Fe River Preserve (NMED Water
Quality Statior30SantaF030)5

Date 3/23/205 | 7/12/2005| 9/6/2005| 10/5/2005| 6/5/2008
Time 1200 1100 1245 1530 1320
Flow (cfs)* 32 0.3 3.2 5.9 14
Alkalinity (mg/l) 96 175 N/A 172 159
Ammonia (mg/l) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.18 0.1
Calcium (mg/l) 28.7 40.6 36.4 33.3 34.3
Chloride (mg/l) 23.3 72.4 N/A 59.2 65.2
E. coli (Units/100ml) N/A 140.1 N/A N/A N/A
Hardness (mg/l) 89.1 117 102 93.5 105
Nitrate + Nitrite (mg/l) 2.4 0.19 0.51 0.68 5.4
Total Phosphorus (mg/l) 0.79 0.91 1.51 0.7 1
Sulfate (mg/l) 27.6 41 N/A 42.3 39.8
Total Dissolves Solids (mg/l) 268 426 430 428 446
Total Suspended Solids (mg/l 447 3 31 47 3

*Average daily flow a USGS Gag®8317200

A domestic water well is located adjacent to the Project area, approximately 200 feet from the centerline
of the river. This well pipes water undergral to serve the community of La Bajada.

3.8 Riparian Vegetation

The upstream portion of the Project aceasists of a relatively wide (approximately 100 m) floodplain
and terrace complex, with an approximately 3@ite strip of obligate riparian vegetatitma somewhat
restricted floodplain (485 m) with a 2535 mwide strip of obligate riparian vegetation. Térea

currently supports closethnopy Russian olive patches with little or no understory vegetation and open
and frequently flooded areas domirtht®y nornative herbaceous species such as creeping bentgrass
(Agrostis stoloniferg as well as native herbaceous species such as knotBesgsm(um distichujrand

alkali muhly (Mulenbergia asperifolip which are present to a lesser ext&iie infrequetly flooded
terraces are dominated by the shrubs rubber rabbitdEnsiaiferia nauseogaoneseed juniper

(Juniperus monospermaand Russian olive, with little herbaceous vegetation obseviery.scattered

i ndividuals of Goodliowex8téinthisareal ow and coyote wi

The middle portion of Project areansists of a widel(L0-180m) floodplain and terrace corax, with a

strip of obligate riparian vegetation ranging frdtk85 mwide. The floodplain irthis reactcurrently
supportsareas otlosedcanopy Russian oliveith little or no understory vegetation, areas of scattered
Russian olivavith understory vegetation consistingitall fescue fFestucaarundinaceag and alkali

muhly, as well as opeand frequently flooded areas dominated by-native herbaceous species such as
creeping bentgrasas well as native herbaceous species such as knaagdssmmon threesquare
(Schoenoplectusungens. The infrequently flooded terraces are dominated by the shrubs rubber
rabbitbrushoneseed juniperRussian oliveand occasional saltcedavith little herbaceous vegetation
observedNear the USDI, BLM and USDA, FS boundary saltcedar becomes more prevalent, making up
approximately onghird of the relative shrub cover.
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The vegetation in the downsama potion of the Project area shifts from a Russian olive dominated system
to a saltcedar dominated stand, however, young
cottonwood, and coyote willow are present in limited numbers.

As is visible with the lisof common plant species encountered at the Project area (Table 5), the area
contains many nenative/introduced species. This could be an indication frequent disturbance.

Table 5.Common Flora Found in the Riparian Zone and Terraces of the Project Area.

Common Name | Scientific Name | Native/Non-native
Shrubs/Trees
Apache plume Fallugia paradoxa Native
Broom shakeweed Gutierrezia sarothrae Native
Coyote willow Salix exigua Native
Fourwing saltbush Atriplex canescens Native
Gooddi ngds wi | | of Salix goodlingii Native
Oneseed juniper Juniperus monosperma Native
Rio Grande cottonwood Populus deltoidessp.wislizeni Native
Rubber rabbitbrush (Chamisa) Ericameria hauseosa Native
Russian olive Elaeagnus angustifolia Non-native
Saltcedar Tamarix ramosissna Non-native
Siberian elm Ulmus pumila Non-native
Threeleaf sumac Rhus trilobata Native
Tree of heaven Ailanthusaltissima Non-native
Trumpet gooseberry Ribes leptanthum Native
Herbaceous plants
Alkali muhly Muhlenbergia asperifolia Native
Alkali sacaton Sporobolus airoides Native
Baltic rush Juncus arcticus Native
Barnyardgrass Echinochloa cruggalli Nornative
Bluegrass Poa annua Nortnative
Blue grama Bouteloua gracilis Native
Bottlebrush squirreltail Elymus elymoides Native
Cheatgrass Bronmus tectorum Non-native
Common threesquare Schoenoplectus pungens Native
Common spikerush Eleocharis palustris Native
Creeping bentgrass Agrostis stolonifera Non-native
Curly dock Rumex crispus Nornative
Indian ricegrass Achnatherunhymenoides Native
Inland saltgrass Distichlis spicata Native
Japanese brome Bromusjaponicas Non-native
Knotgrass Paspalum distuchum Native
Kochia Bassiaprostrate Non-native
Puncturevine Tribulusterrestris Non-native
Rabbitsfoot grass Polypogon monspeliensis Non-naive
Russian thistle Salsolakali Non-native
Sand dropseed Sporobolus cryptandrus Native
Sideoats grama Bouteloua curtipendula Native
Tall fescue Festuca arundinaceae Non-native
Watercress Rorippa nasturtiuraquaticum Non-native
Yerba mansa Anemopsigalifornica Native
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3.9 Riparian Soils

Soils information is taken from the Soil Survey for the Santa Fe County Area, New Mexico (NRCS
2009). The soils in the Project area are defined as CuyaniRigelevash complex, 0 to 2 percent

slopes, flooded. These allavbisoils are typically found on the flood plains on valley floors and are

derived from granite, gneiss, schist, and granitic sandstone. CayarrRivgneash soils are excessively
drained, frequently flooded, and are characterized by sand and gravel tubtgdir profile. They are
commonly found in streambeds, arroyos, and on floodplains. Due to a prolonged history of grazing within
the canyon, many areas of bare or minimally covered soils are prevalent throughout the Project area.

In 1915 or 1916 coppeleposits were located within the Santa Fe River Canyon. The La Bajada Copper
Mining Company formed in 1923 to work these deposits. Data compiled by the New Mexico Bureau of
Mines and Mineral Resources indicates that operations at the La Bajada migeLgitecbprimarily in

the years 1928 and 1929, when approximately seventeen tons of ore were extracted. The copper deposits
were mined through two shafts located somewhere near the edge of talus slope north of the river. Copper
mining at La Bajada was neveery profitable and in 1929 the deposits played out and the mining

company dissolved.

In 1950, uranium was discovered in waste tailings at the abandoned La Bajada Copper Mine and in 1955
a 160acre area was leased to mine uranium deposits on unsureegsdn the southeast corner of the

La Majada Grant. In 1975, a second lease of 448 acres was granted immediately to the south of the first
lease. The bulk of uranium extraction at the mine occurred between 1956 and 1966. Approximately 8,700
metric tons buranium ore was mined during that timeframe. Initially, the uranium ore was mined

through underground shatfts, but in 1957 the underground operations were declared unsafe and production
shifted to open pit mining.

The end of strigmining operations at ghmine in 1966 left vast areas of disturbance in this portion of the
canyon, including dangerous open pits and large radioactive tailings piles. In the summer of 1984, the
Tesuque Ranger District of the Santa Fe National Forest began a project to tteelaiime site and

mitigate the potential threats to public health. The reclamation plan called for the most severely
contaminated mine tailings, along with trash deposits, to be pushed into a depression and capped with less
contaminated tailings. A secoptiase of reclamation in 1986 included the burial of additional

contaminated material,4@ntouring of the overburden piles, and the plowing and seeding of much of the
site. Testing at the site continues currently.

3.10 Visual Resources and Recreation

3.10.1 Visual Resources

The USDI, BLM and USDA, FS have established a Visual Resource Management (VRM) and Visual
Quality Objectives (VQO) system, respectively, to inventory and manage visual resources on public lands
that fall under their jurisdiction. The primary oljee of VRM and VQO systems are to maintain the

existing visual quality of public lands and to protect unique and fragile visual resources. The USDI, BLM
VRM and USDA, FS VQO systems use four classes to describe the different degrees of modification
allowed to the landscape. VRM and VQO classes are visual ratings that describe an area in terms of visual
quality, viewer sensitivity to the landscape, and the distance in which a viewer could observe an area.
Once an area has been assigned a VRM or VQO diagglass can be used to analyze and determine the
visual impacts of proposed activities on the land, and to gauge the amount of disturbance an area can
tolerate before it exceeds the visual objectives of its VRM or VQO class.
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The USDI, BLM portion of thd’roject area has been inventoried as a Class Il area. The objective of

VRM Class Il is to retain the existing character of the landscape. While management activities may be
seen, they should not attract the attention of the casual observer. Furthenpalegrges must repeat

the basic elements of form, line, color, and texture found in the predominant natural features of the
characteristic landscape (USDI, BLM 1986). The USDA, FS portion of the Project area has been
inventoried with a VQO of Partial Retton. The primary objective of this designation is that

management activities may be evident, but must remain subordinate to the characteristics of the landscape
(USDA, FS 1987).

3.10.2 Recreation

The Santa Fe River Canyon provides access for a variety atiastiincluding hiking, wildlife viewing,
sightseeing, and cultural resource exploration. Besides the private landholdings within the canyon, the
river corridor is entirely undeveloped and provides an area for local citizens and tourists to experience
outdoor recreation on public lands. While the area is within 10 miles of Sayita fexreational use is
somewhat limited, probably due to limited points to access the camgbriver corridofrom public

lands.

3.11 Wild and Scenic Rivers

Four miles of thédower Santa Fe River (including a portion of the Project area) has been determined
eligible for designation under the National Wild and Scenic River (NWSR) Systemmdfi€l aos

Resource ManagementPl&n. r i ver i s fAel i gi bl eydteniifdhe stieamdslfrees i on i r
flowing and fithe related adjacent | and area posse
wil dlife, hi stori c, cul tural, or other similar va

ofaneligid e ri ver segment reflects the agencyods detern
included in the NWSR System, however inclusion in the System requires either congressional or, in some
circumstances, Secretarial action.

Once ariversegmentha been determined 6eligible,6 the USDI,
and, where possible, enhance any identified outstandingly remarkable river aalnesgssary to ensure

that the existing qualities upon which their eligibility is based atalagradedPer BLM Manual

8351.32C, (USDI, BLM 1992):

fi Wen a river segment is determined eligible and given a tentative classification (wild,

scenic, and/or recreational), its identified outstandingly remarkable values shall be

afforded adequate protéoh, subject to valid existing rights, and until the eligibility

determination is superseded, management activities and authorized uses shall not be

all owed to adversely affect either eligibility
management presctipns for eligible river segments should provide protection in the

following ways:

1. Freeflowing ValuesThe freeflowing characteristics of eligible river segments
cannot be modified to allow stream impoundments, diversions, channelization,
and/or rip-rapping to the extent the BLM is authorized under law.

2. Riverrelated ValuesEach segment shall be managed to protect identified
outstandingly remarkable valuesubject to valid existing rights) and, to the
extent practicable such values shall be enhanced.
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3. Classification ImpactsManagement and development of the eligible river and its
corridor cannot be modified, subject to valid existing rights (see .52 below), to
the degree that its eligibility or tentative classification would be affected (i.e., its
tentatve river area classification cannot be changed from wild to scenic, or from
scenic to recreational). Shouddnonsuitable determination be made in the RMP
process, then the river shall be managed in accordance with management
objectives outlined intheg@in document . O

The Draft Taos Resource Management Plan designated the segment under the recreational classification
and identified its outstandingly remarkable values as recreation, cultural, and fish habitat (USDI, BLM
2010a) Management of recreationaVver areas focuses on protecting the values which make it

outstandingly remarkable while providing riderelated outdoor recreation opportunities in a recreational
setting. Recreational classification is a determination of the level of development ambijoescribe

or assume recreation development or enhancement.
irecreational 6 river area are the degree of acces
impoundment or diversion, and types of land Us@eneral, a variety of agricultural, water management,
silvicultural, recreational, and other practices or structures are compatible with recreational river values,
providing such practices or structures are carried on in such a way that there igatiaibslverse

effect on the river and its immediate environment.
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Chapter 4: Environmental Effects

4.1 Direct and Indirect Effects

This chapter describes the anticipated effects on the resource issues if the alternatives are implemented.
The general effects of eaalternative on resource categories are addressed. Direct effects are caused by
an action and occur at the same time and place. Indirect effects are caused by an action and occur later in
time or farther removed in distandditigation and/or environmentaommitments that would be

implemented to offset or reduce impacts to the human environment are contaipgeilix C.

4.1.1 Alternative A: Proposed Action
4.1.1.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

The Proposed Action is consistent with the management objecfitles La Cienega ACEC, which

includes improving water and wildlife resources by augmenting native species and controlling
competition from nomative species by reducing or eliminating them (USDI, BLM 1995). However, the
Proposed Action would result irmporary increases in noise levels while construction activities are
taking place (October through April) due to the use of chainsaws, chippers, heavy machinery, and
vehicular traffic. The presence of workers as well as noise may negatively impact tasiterd.a

Cienega ACEC. The Proposed Action would also result in temporary visual impacts due to the
disturbance associated with npative shrub and tree removal, and the planting of native riparian species.
Once completed, the Project would improve rigna, wildlife, and scenic values of the La Cienega

ACEC, as addressed in the following sections.

4.1.1.2 Cultural Resources

The management recommendations contained in the Class Il heritage resource report (Pierce 2010) will
be followed to avoid any disturbanttecultural/historic resources. Boundary flags will be placed around
sites that have the potential to be disturbed by project activities to ensure complete avoidance by human
or vehicle traffic. With the management recommendations cited in Pierce 20&dniemped the proposed

work should have no effect on cultural and heritage resources.

4.1.1.3 Wildlife
General Wildlife

Wildlife species inhabiting the immediate action area, such as amphibians, reptiles, and small mammals
(e.g., rodents), could be temporarilyplaéced during the implementation of the Proposed Action. In
addition, the Proposed Action would change the current vegetation compaosition and structure from a
Russian oliveand saltcedadominated riparian forest to a more diverse assemblage of naavieanip
species. The removal of norative species is expected to result in stemtn impacts on wildlife species
that utilize the area by temporarily reducing cover and forage. Removing patches of Russian olive and
saltcedar from the existing riparian conmity would alter and/or remove some of the vertical and
horizontal structure of vegetation currently found along the Santa Fe River. While the Proposed Action
would not remove all of the Russian olive within the Project area, the tempor@bpbeductia in its
relative cover would also have shtetm impacts on forage resources due to the associated reduction in
berry production.

The replacement of nemative species with native riparian species (e.g., cottonwood and willow) has the
potential to provile adequate foraging and dam/lodigélding material for North American beaver
(beaverCastor canadensjslt is anticipated that beaver will inhabit the Project area, if the Proposed
Action results in viable habitat conditioriBeaver live in family grops called colonies that usually

consist of an adult pair along with the young of the current and previoug§¢swa and Hubert 1994,
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Longcore et al. 2007)In situations where beaver are not exploitedsities may average omg two
colonies per mile on stream reaches with suitable hgbigaman et al. 1986, Olson and Hubert 1994,
Muller-Schwarze and Sun 200&ach colony may create several pgonasich mayrange in size from
small pools up to several hectaf€sllen and Gibson 2001)

Thepotentialinhabitation by beaver to the Project area following the Proposed Action alidresult

in impacts tahe aquatic fish community. &t studies conducted in the western US have found a positive
effect of beaver on fisherid&rasse and Putnam 1950, Rutherford 1964, Collen and Gibson 2001)
Importantly, beaver can modify the hydrology and geonmaligaly of streams to create habitat for fish
where no suitable habitat previously existagple et al. 1995) For example, beaver restoration in a
stream reach in Wyoming regedi in the colonization of the area by trout and several species of suckers
(Apple 1983) Beaverinduced changes on small streams that either increase low flows or make
intermittent streams perennial have obvious implications for(fistley 1937) Beaver ponds can serve

as refugia that maintain fish during drought or allow fish to overwideober et al. 1998, Collen and
Gibson 2001)On coldwater streams in the western US beaver ponds enhance fish production due
increased abundance of aquatic ins@dtsey 1956, Neff 1957, Gard 1961, tRerford 1964, Hodkinson
1975) For example, in Newlexico streams with beaver had faumes more trout and the trout averaged
larger in siz§Huey 1956) In Colorado, brook trout werarigerin beaver ponds than adjacenstreams

and new beaver ponds produced greater numbers and volume of brook trout as congideegaomds
(Rutherford 1955pff (Collen and Gibson 2001)

Beaver create vital habitat for many species of frogs and toads. For example, in Alberta frogs and toads
only bred in streams with beaver activi§tevens et al. 2007Juvenile production of wood frogs was ten
times higher in beaver ponds than other kinds of pg@sraker and Gibbs 2009)0lder beaver ponds
supported more breeding wood frq§tevens et al. 2006)Occurrence of mink frogs was strongly

associated with presence of beaver and pondB@escu and Gibbs 2009 Maine, presence of

beaver wetlands was a key predictor of high diversity of frogs and salamé&bdeningham et al. 2007)

In South Carolina, beaver ponds had more frogs, toads, lizards, and turtles and higher diversity of reptiles
than in unimpounded strearfidetts et al. 2001)

Beaver create food for large mammals including raccoon, bears, deer, elk, andRosedlect al. 2005)

In forested areas, beaver meadows are important sources of succulent plants used by ungulates and bears
(Kay 1994) Thebeaver-willow mutualism results in abundant riparian willows, which are used as

browse by ungulatg€oady , Kay 1994, Kay 1997, Baker et al. 2008)oose may be more likely to not

harm willows than other ungulatesdause they have lower population densities and they feed high up in

the shrubs rather than lower on new sh@8tsith 2007) During fall and winter ungulates make use of

bark and branches from trees that have been felled by b@&unaxll et al. 2005) Beaver ponds can

provide a source of drinking water for wildlife during drougBeveral spees of carnivores have been

reported using beaver lodges as dens and utilizing beaver fofRwosgll et al. 2005)

Beaverenhance habitat for other seaguatic mammals imeding muskrat, mink, and river otter
(Leighton 1933, Rutherford 1955, Neff 1957, Dubuc et al. 1990, McKinstry et al. 1997, Rosell et al.
2005) For example, river otters select watersheds with high proportidrsaeer wetlands because
these provide key habitat factors such as stable water levels, cover, and abundébtfneret al.

1990) In Idaho, beaver benefitted otters by providing the primary sites for denningséing,rehich

was primarily in beaver bank dens and lod@éslquist and Hornocker 1983 here are few quantitative
data m the impact of beaver activities on small mammals, although it is expected that beaver would
enhance habitat for species associated with riparian habitats. Studies have found higher densities of
shrews, voles, and jumping mice at beaver modified area@@sared to unmodified stream researches
(Medin and Clary 1991, Suzuki and McComb 200H) the American Southwest, a dramatic decline in
the distribution of the meadow jumping mouse was attributed, in part, to the loss of (feayemd
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Malaney 2009) Beaver improve habitat for bats by creating still poskxdufor drinking, snags used for
roosting, and openings used for hunt{iMgnzel et al. 2001, ®oks and Ford 2005)

The Proposed Action is expected to result in {tergn beneficial effects to terrestrial riparian wildlife,
such as amphibians, reptiles, and small mammals (e.g., rodents) from improved ecological diversity,
increased horizontal drstructural diversity, and increased forage diversity. In addition, the Proposed
Action is expected to increase the quality of fisheries habitat by increasing stream shading, reducing
nutrient loads, and stabilizing streambanks, which is expected tovienmater quality (discussed further
in Section 4.1.1.7).

Because the Proposed Action would be implemented over at least ten years, work would be completed in
non-contiguous patches, and only-38% of the nomative shrub and tree relative cover would be

removed throughout the Project area, the Proposed Action would not result in a significant reduction in
available habitat and/or foraging opportunities. While sternh reductions in available habitat are
unavoidable when undertaking the Proposed Achatiye vegetation would be actively restored

concurrent with nomative shrub and tree removal and when mature, would increase the biological,
horizontal, and vertical diversity within the Project area. The 4bart effects would be outweighed by

the lorg-term benefits of a healthier and more ecologically diverse riparian ecosystem.

Migratory Birds

The Proposed Action would temporarily alter and/or reduce the composition and structure, as well as the
forage capacity that is provided by the existing-native shrub and tree community. The shertm

reduction in horizontal and vertical structure that would occur with the Proposed Action could impact
ripariandependent migratory bird species that utilize the area. Because treatment areas would remain
small are dispersed throughout the Project area, and would only eliminate a porikB%4p0f the non

native shrubs and trees within the Project area, perch, nesting, and foraging habitat would still be
available in the Project area throughout the duratidgheoProject.

It is important to note that Russian olive does serve important wildlife habitat functions as their berries
have been proven to be an important forage source for some birds and mammals (Knopf and Olson 1984;
Stoleson and Finch 2001; Starshat al. 2002), including some of those known to utilize the Santa Fe

River riparian corridorHowever, the Proposed Action is expected to result interg beneficial effects

to migratory birds due to improved ecological diversity, increased horizomdadtructural diversity,

increased forage diversity (e.g., fruits and insects), and increased available habitattiemes.

comparing native willowdominated sites to Russian olideminated sites along the Snake River in

Idaho, Brown (1990) found thatifow sites had higher bird species richness, density, foraging guilds,

and nesting guilds than Russian olive sites. Brown (1990) also noticed an absence of insects as one of the
characteristics of Russian olive that is implicated in its negative effeesian diversity. Other studies

have also observed a decline in habitat for cavitsting and insectivorous avifauna in srative

riparian ecosystems when compared to those dominated by native riparian woody plants (Knopf and
Olson 1984; Olson and KnofB86). In a study conducted on the Gila River in Grant County, New

Mexico, Stoleson and Finch (2001) found that while Mourning D@eagida macrourpand Yellow

breasted Chaldteria vireng nested at a disproportionately higher rate in Russian ol 14 of the 29

bird species observed during the four years of surveys were found to nest in Russian olive; all others
nested in natiwspecies dominated stands. In addition, Stoleson and Finch (2001) found that no primary

or secondary cavity nesters wéweated in stands dominated by Russian olive.

Because the Proposed Action would be implemented over at least ten years, work would be completed in
non-contiguous patches, and only-38% of the nomative shrub and tree relative cover would be

removed thoughout the Project area, the Proposed Action would not result in a significant reduction in
available habitat and/or foraging opportunities for migratory birds. While-gontreductions in
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available habitat are unavoidable when undertaking the Prbpgasion, native vegetation would be

actively restored concurrent with noative shrub and tree removal and when mature, would increase the
biological, horizontal, and vertical diversity within the Project area. Thus, thetehoreffects would be
outweghed by the longerm benefits of a healthier riparian ecosystem.

To avoid direct impacts to migratory birds, neative removal and planting activities would be scheduled
to take place outside of the migratory bird breeding season (AgriSEptember 3). In addition, a

Golden Eagle nest is located within the canyon adjacent to the Project area, which could become occupied
as early as February. To avoid potential impact to the Golden Eagle, that may occupy and/or utilize the
area, monitoring of the nesite for negative Projecelated effects (e.g., flushing from the nest or alarm
calls) when Project activities would take place within ¥2 mile from the nest would be implemented. If
disturbance is noted, Projestiated activities would cease. In additiifra Golden Eagle, or other bird of
prey, are observed within omiarter mile of active restoration areas in the morning before activity starts,
or arrives during breaks in activity, all restoration activities would suspend until the bird leavesvam its
volition. If a Golden Eagle or other bird of prey arrive during construction activities, or is observed more
than onequarter mile from the active construction site, restoration activities would not be interrupted.

The upstream end of the Project aielbcated approximately two miles southwest of the Santa Fe
Municipal Airport. Concerns have been raised that implementation of the Proposed Action could result in
additional potential wildlife hazards due to increased migratory bird and waterfowl tihgeRnoject area.
Specifically, Advisory Circular 150/52683B1 Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports

(U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration 2007) recommends a separation
distance of 10,000 feet at airports foydazardous wildlife attractants (e gdditionalwetlands); and
recommends a distance of five statute miles between the farthest edge of the AOA and the hazardous
wildlife attractant if the attractant could cause hazardous wildlife movement into es #lcecapproach

or departure airspacBo work associated with the Proposed Action is planned to take place within
10,000 feet of thOA. However, work is proposed within the fivanile buffer of the AOAThe

Proposed Action is not anticipatemresult inan increase of hazardous wildlife movement into or across
the approach or departure airspace surrounding the Santa Fe Municipal Airport.

The potential inhabitation by beaver to the Project area following the Proposed Action would likely result
in impacs to the avian communi# number of studies have documented higher &irdndance and

diversity associated with beaver activity in comparison with sites without bededin 1990, Grover

and Baldassarre 1995, Mitétry et al. 2001, Bulluck and Rowe 2006, Longcore et al. 2006, Aznar and
Desrochers 2008, Cooke and Zack 2008, Chandler et al..2B6®kxample, a study in Wyoming found

that species richness and abundance of riparian birds was associated witlideadensitfCooke and

Zack 2008) One study showed that beaver meadows had more species of birds than actiydzrands

and Desrochers 20Q8Woodpeckers used beaver ponds more frequently than river bottaat,hab

perhaps due to the snags created by flooded {ireebmiller 1979) Beaver activity was associatedthw
greater diversity and abundance of neotropical migratory falkuck and Rowe 2006)

Disturbancedependent birds, such as those that depend on-slerub habitats, have beendecline and

are of conservation concefiHunter et al. 2001, Chandler et al. 2008eavers create these scsliyub

habitats and scrushrub bird abundance was shown to increase with both increasing comatekiyea

of these beaver habitgiShandler et al. 2009)In a study in Idaho, beaver pondhat dominated by

willows had thredimes the density and richness of birds in comparison with an unmodified stream reach
that lacked willowgMedin 1990) Because beaver promote the growth of willows, they can create
habitat suitable for endangered birds such as t
(Longcore et al. 2007)
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In the western US,daver ponds arespeciallyimportant habitat for waterfowMcKinstry et al. 2001)

In the high country of Colorado ducks only used beaver ponds, including for nesting, to the exclusion of
all other water typegRutherford 1955) In Wyoming, there were 7.5 dks/km on streams with beaver
ponds compared to 0.1 ducks/km on streams without b@ge#linstry et al. 2001) One study found

that the vast majority of brood production by water birds was in b&agated wetlands likely due to

greater macroinvertebrate abundafiaengcore et al. 2006)

4.1.1.4 USDA, FS Management Indicator Species
Rocky Mountain Elk

The Proposed Action would not result in permanent loss of habitat available fodeloald not impact
forestwide populationsDuring theProject, therevould be distirbance from Project activities ani e
would potentially avoid the immediateea of disturbanc&he removal of nomative shrubs and trees
would not reduce the amountfofage available for elk browsing. In addition, the removal of dense
stands of Russian olive and saltcedar could result in more understory grass and forb species being
available in the long term. Elk are also known to browse native riparian shrub aspetcass, which
would increase if the Proposed Action is implemented. The Proposed Action lvemdfitelk from this
enhancement in grazing qualand quantity

Mourning Dove

TheProposed Actionvould not result in permanent loss of habitat for the Mg Dove and would not

impact foreswide populations. The Proposed Action would result in a potential-s&rantreduction in

the availability of nesting/roosting trees within the Project area. However, because treatment areas would
remain small, are dpersed throughout the Project area, and would not eliminate aflatioe shrubs

and trees within the Project area, perch, nesting, and foraging habitat would still be available within the
Project area throughout the duration of the Project. Followingessful establishment of native shrub

and tree species, the Proposed Action would benefit Mourning Dove by increasing habitat availability and
diversity.

Pifion Jay

The Proposed Action would have little, if any impact on the Pifion Jay. Ordgatose rigarian shrub
and tree species would be removed, which the Pifion dalgdwnly infrequently use. The Proposed
Action would not impacstands of pifiofjluniper, theprimary habitat component for the species.

4.1.1.5 USDI, BLM and USDA, FS Sensitive Species

Only sensitive species, or their habitats, that were determined in the associated BA/E (USDI, BLM
2010b) to have the potential to be impacted by the proposed Project are discussed in this section. For
further information on other potentially occurring speciesiemghct analyses, see the BA/E.

BottabsopReoc ket G

IfBott ads p &presentvithig theHrogect areanonnative shrub and tree removal would be

expected to have shadgrm negativémpactson the species because thenoval of nomativestreamside
vegetatiorcould reduceover from predatorsn addition, the use of equipment during removal of-non

native shrub and tree species and subsequent planting of native shrub and tree species (e.g., trackhoe and
skidsteer) could cause mortality oruny to individual pocket gophers crushing of hibernating individuals

if they are present at the Project site. Temporary fencing around native species planting areas (built to
protect newly planted vegetation from grazing/browsing of ungulates) couldsedreaheight and

density of herbaceous vegetation (e.g., grasses, sedges, and forbs), which could increase the effectiveness
of cover from predation and ultimately increase forage availability.
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Therewould be shorttermnegativeimpactsand longterm podtive impactstoBot t adés pocket gorg
associated with thBroposed Action if the species is present, or if the species inhabits the area in the

future To the extent possible, the constructiesuld occur while thegopheris hibernating from

September tdlay. The Proposed Action would not be expected to decrease population viability or cause

a trend to federal listing of this species.

Bald Eagle

Due to known wintering populations at Cochiti Reservoir (NMDGF 2009b), it is considered possible that
migratingwintering Bald Eagles could use the Project area for roosting and foraging. No direct or indirect
impacts to nesting or breeding habitat would be associated with the Proposed Action; however, roosting
and foraging habitat may be impacted in the steorh If present within the Project area, Bald Eagles

would most likely avoid the active restoration area, meaning that roosting and foraging opportunities may
be temporarily reduced. In addition, the removal of large Russian olive within the Project area may
temporarily decrease available perch sites within the Project area. Howeverestabteshment of native
riparian species is expected to increase both species diversity and habitat structure within the Santa Fe
River riparian area. Over time, this magadl to more perch and roosting opportunities as native riparian
species reach maturity.

There coulbeshorttermnegativempactsand longterm positive impactto the Bald Eaglessociated

with theProposed Action if the species is present, or if tleeigs inhabits the area in the future

However, Mitigation measures for Golden Eagles discussed in Section #ill. 4130 be applied to Bald
Eagles to eliminate impactfhe Proposed Action would not be expected to decrease population viability
or cause trend to federal listing of this species.

NorthernLeopard Fog

Non-native shrub and tree removal would be expected to havetshorhegativémpactson the

northern leopard frobecause they rely on dense, streamside vegetation for cover from Eaddach

could be temporarily reduced during construction activifibe use of equipment during removal of non

native shrub and tree species and subsequent planting of native shrub and tree species (e.g., trackhoe and
skidsteer) could cause mortalityiajury to the northern leopard frog as a result of crushing of

hibernating individuals if they are present at the Project site. In addition, the removairaftivenshrub

and tree root balls could unearth hibernating individuals.

The Proposed Action isxpected tchave longterm benefiton the northern leopard frotn riparian and
wetland habitats where these species occur, invasion and spreadnattiverplant species typically
results in degraded habitat. For example, the invasion of habitat bgdsalis a threat because it
displaces native plant species, such as rushes and sedges, and because salt exudation from saltcedar leaves
could reduce the prevalence of a lower canopy flora, on whiahottieern leopard frog relies upfor its
habitat Treatments that reduce the coverage ofmaive plant specieand reestablish native species
could also increase the suitability of wetland and riparian areas within the rangeofttiezn leopard

frog, potentially increasing thavailable habitator these species in the futute.addition, temporary
fencing around native species planting areas (built to protect newly planted vegetation from
grazing/browsing of ungulates) could increase the height and density of herbaceous vegetation (e.g.,
grasses,exdges, and forbs), which could increase the effectiveness of cover from predation, and could
ultimately benefit the northern leopard frog prey base.

There couldbe shorttermnegativempactsand longterm positive impacts the northern leopard frog
assaiated with thé’roposed Action if the species is present, or if the species inhabits the area in the
future The Proposed Action would not be expected to decrease population viability or cause a trend to
federal listing of this species.
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TexasHorned lizad

The Texas horned lizard could be negatively impacted by the transport of heavy equipment and vehicles
over upland terrestrial areas while accessing the riparian area for constratzted activities.

The likelihood of injuring the Texas horned lizasdow, but cannot be eliminated entirely. The Proposed
Action would not be expected to decrease population viability or cause a trend to federal listing of this
species.

FlatheadChub

While the flathead chub was not observed during fisheries survegtaated by the USDI, BLM during
spring 2009 (USDI, BLM 2009), the potential for its occurrence cannot be eliminated due to its known
occurrence within the Rio Grande and its tributaries (NMDGF 2009e). If the species is presetgfshort
direct and indirecimpacts could result from Project implementation due to machinery stream crossings,
which could mobilize channdlottom sediment deposits and temporarily increase localized turbidity
levels. In addition, the disturbance of riparian soils associatedweitihinery transport and removal of
nortnative shrub and tree root wads could temporarily increase ugtaratated sediment inputs into the
Santa Fe River until native species become established.

Over time, longterm benefits to the Flathead chub are etqubto occur due to moderated stream
temperatures that would be provided due to the increase in shade providedeastablighed native

riparian plants reach maturity. In addition, temporary fencing around native species planting areas (built
to protectnewly planted vegetation from grazing/browsing of ungulates) could increase the height and
density of herbaceous vegetation (e.g., grasses, sedges, and forbs), which could decrease floodwater
velocity during large storm events, thereby decreasing erosteealiment generated during these

events. The Proposed Action would not be expected to decrease population viability or cause a trend to
federal listing of this species.

Rio GrandeSucker

Shortterm direct and indirect impacts could result from Projegti€émentation due to machinery stream
crossings, which could mobilize chariiglittom sediment deposits and temporarily increase localized
turbidity levels. In addition, the disturbance of riparian soils associated with machinery transport and
removal of no-native shrub and tree root wads could temporarily increase ugkametated sediment
inputs into the Santa Fe River until native species become established.

Over time, longterm benefits to the Rio Grande sucker are expected to occur due to modesated str
temperatures that would be provided due to the increase in shade providedeasiablighed native

riparian plants reach maturity. Temporary fencing around native species planting areas (built to protect
newly planted vegetation from grazing/browsofgingulates) could increase the height and density of
herbaceous vegetation (e.g., grasses, sedges, and forbs), which could decrease floodwater velocity during
large storm events, thereby decreasing erosion and sediment generated during these events.

TheProposed Actiofis expected tprovide a net longerm benefit to this species, but also unfavorable
shot-term sedimentation conditionEhe Proposed Action would not be expected to decrease population
viability or cause a trend to federal listing ofstlspecies.

4.1.1.6 USDI, FWS Threatened and Endangered Species
Southwestern Willow Flycatche

While suitable nesting and breeding habitat does not occur within the Project area, the area is likely used
as migratory stopover habitat by the SWFL. The Proposedrmctald directly, albeit temporarily affect
the amount of stopover habitat available for the SWFL to use during spring and fall migration by altering
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the composition and structure of the existing riparian habitat, as well as the insect composition.ofhe use
heavy equipment and machinery to excavate root balls ehative species and subsequently plant

native species would take place between October andAarily(outside of the migratory bird breeding
season), which would have no direct effect toSkeéFL.

The Proposed Action would be expected to have atemg positive affect on the SWFL. The re
establishment of native species is expected to increase both species diversity and habitat structure within
the Santa Fe River riparian area, and is diyeyghred toward creating habitat for riparian obligate

species such as the SWFL. The outcome of this could positively benefit the SWFL in the future, with one
of the ultimate goals being to provide SWFL with the habitat requirements it needs for successful
breeding pair establishment. In addition, theseblishment of native riparian species within the riparian
zone is expected to create a more diverse insect (i.e., prey) base than what is currently present, which
could also indirectly benefit the SWFL.

Shortterm impactsand longterm positive impacts are expected in relation to the SWFL-rdine

removal and native restablishment would occur outside of the migratory/breeding season for the SWFL

With the inclusion of the environmental commitmergged in the associated BA/E, the Proposed Action

was determined thatit may &arfdteclti kely to adversely affecto the

The USDI, Fish and Wildlife Service in the consultation process concurred with this determination in a
letter dated May 6, 2A1Consultation #22420011-1-0047.

4.1.1.7 Water Quantity and Quality
Water Quantity

Changes in water quantity due to the Proposed Action are difficult to quantify, both in thestort
long-term. What is known is that through the process of evapotranspira¢igiihe process by which

roots take up water through roots in contact with the groundwater and evaporation as the leaves pulls
water through the plants), riparian plants influence stid@amrates, ground water levels, and local

climates. Rates of evafranspiration and groundwater use vary widely between plant species depending
on factors such as depth to groundwater, rooting depth, leaf areshilityodregulate stomatal

conductance (Scott et al. 2000; Dahm et al. 2@verly et al. 2004 While ealier literature suggested

that nonnative ripariarspeciessuch as saltcedaronsumed larger quantities of water than their native
riparian counterpart@Busch & Smith 1995; Cleverlgt al 1997; Smith et al. 1998), more recent literature
suggests thavapotranspiration rates among saltcedar, cottonwood, and willow are similar (Nagler et al.
2003; Glenn and Nagler 2005; Cleverly et al. 2004; Shafike et al. 2007). Cleverly et al. (2002) compared
saltcedar evapotranspiration rates and found that spatig| flooded and unflooded sites) and temporal
factors (e.g., timing and frequency of floods) caused considerable variability in evapotranspiration rates.
This study demonstrates the unpredictability of evapotranspiration due to the dynamics andriunt inhe

to riparian ecosystems. Dahm et al. (2002) compared evapotranspiration rates on the following vegetation
types on the Rio Grande downstream of the Project area: (1) a dense stand of saltcedar; (2) a mature
cottonwood stand with an extensive understdryaltcedar and Russian olive; (3) a mature, closed

canopy cottonwood stand; and (4) a less dense saltcedar stand. Dahm et al. (2002) found that the dense
saltcedar stand and the mature cottonwood stand witihhaiove understory had comparable
evapotraspiration rates (13122 cm/yr and 123 cm/yr, respectively), the mature cottonwood stand had
intermediate rates of evapotranspiration (98 cm/yr), while the more open saltcedar stand had the lowest
rates of evapotranspiration (74 cm/yr). Datacollectionat these sites hasntinued, and in 2003 a

Russian olivedominated site was added (Shafike et al. 2007). Shafike et al. (2007) found that found that
evapotranspiration rates for the Russian etleeninated community ranged between 107 to 128 cm/yr,
whichis very similar to the cottonwoednd saltcedadominated stands.

While evapotranspiration rates for riparian communities are unpredictable and are influenced by a wide
range of factors (e.g., frequency and duration of flooding, depth to groundwatieg epth, leaf area,
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and stomata regulation), it can be assumed that where vegetation grows in high' degsitgless of the
species evapotranspiration is higher (Cleverly et al. 2004). Dahm et al. (2002) also found that leaf area
index (i.e, the atio of total uppeleafsurface ofvegetatiordivided by thesurface areaf the land on

which the vegetation growsvas positively correlated with evapotranspiration rates regardless of the
species, which proves to be a useful method for estimating total evapotranspiration. However, at higher
vegetaton (i.e., leaf) densities, self shading limits the amount of net solar radiation that is intercepted by
the leaf area, which limits the total amount of evapotranspiration potential (Figure 4).

Canopy-shading limited

ET

Surface Areza limited

Leaf Area Index >

From: Cleverly et al. (2004)

Figure 6. Evapotranspiration and Leaf Area Index.

Beavercandramatically alter the hydrolggf a streanbecause dams function to control both surface

water and groundwater flow patterns. At its most basic, beaver dams retain water in ponds, which
increases the stream widihd the area of slow, deep water, and thereby increases the volume and surface
area of water. By slowing the velocity of water and widening the stream, beaver ponds increase retention
time and dissipate stream ene(Bwpllock et al. 2003) Transient storage (i.e., short term water retention)

is considered a key aspect of the hydrological cycle that influences stream ecosystems because it allows
for more time for biogeo@mical processes to ocauin et al. 2009) For example, a catchment with a

beaver pond was capable of retaining all runoff resulting from a rainfall event, whereas a catchment
without beaver runoff was a sigraéint contributor to peak flo@Burns and McDonnell 1998)0One study

found that stream reaches with dams of course woody debris retained water at least 50% longer than
stream reaches without debris daflsBerman and Lamberli992) Transient storage in a stream increases

with both increasing numbers of beaver dams and pond vdliimet al. 2009)

Reduction in stream energy due to the slowing of water velocity by beaver damsrisirhjpo

moderating the effects of high stream flows. Beaver dams are resistant to floods, particularly when
preferred building materials are availafmnith 2007) Thus during floods stream energy is dissipated

as water becomes impounded in ponds and as water flows through beaver dams and riparian vegetation
(Pollock et al. 2003) Bearer damscausea relatively greater reduction in stream energy on streams with
steeper gradierfHammerson 1994)Willow growth that is stimulatd by beaver dams can be particularly
effective in causing flow resistan¢®mith 2007) Willow carrs protect watersheds by both spreading
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flood waters across shrubby flfyplains and by retaining debris that can otherwise destabilize

downstream aregSmith 2007) As a consequence, during flooding water will rise more slowly and the
flood peak will be dampened on beaver influenced stre@®aedle 1991, Gurnell 1998 series of

beaver dams will hava more profound impact on attenuating flood wagénsrnell 1998, Smith 2007)

For example, simulation models showed that while a single beaver pond would reduce peak flows of a 2
year flood event by 5%, a series of five ponds would dampen the peak flow b{B&dte 1991) One
exanple described the attenuation of a flood wave by 94% when it passed through a beaver wetland
complex(Hillman 1998) Thus, vell maintained beaver dams dramatically reduce loss of water to runoff
(Woo and Waddington 1990)

Beaver dams can influence groundwater hydrology by increasing groundwater rechargentind rete

(Lowry 1993, Pollock et al. 2003Beaver activity has been shown to enhance the water table over large
areas during the summer mongl¢estbrook et al. 2006)One consequence of this is that stream flow

can increase during the waiseason lowllow period. Structures built in stream channels promote

perennial stream flow byapping sediments which store storm water and then slowly reld&sbirm

and Schmidt 1990)Although different types of beaver dams influence hydrology differently, some

beaver dams can sustain a more uniform downstream(¥ and Waddington 1990)A number of

studies have reported higher flows on streams influenced by beaver dams as compared to streams without
beaver, and soe studies have reported that small streams became perennial when beaver activity was
presen{Stablerl985, Pollock et al. 2003)

Removal of nomative vegetation associated with the Proposed Action could temporarily affect water
flows by altering the magnitude of low flows and frequency and magnitude of peak flows compared to
pretreatment conditions. Yle each phase of vegetation removal would be dispersed throughout the
Project area in nenontiguous patches, removal of mature-native vegetation could temporarily
increase localized groundwater availability by reducing water lost to evapotraospinatil planted,

native vegetation matures. In addition, the removal of vegetation could also temporarily decrease
floodplain roughness which could result in skerim reductions in flood attenuation capacity. Removal
of nonnatives in patches scattersites throughout the Project area, combined with winter native
plantings is expected to help mitigate the effect that floods could have, but the impact cannot be entirely
eliminated. After implementation of the Proposed Action it is unlikely that watentitjpa would be
affected for the long term.

Water Quality

The Proposed Action is expected to have stesrh, localized, negative effects on water quality in the
Santa Fe River. Specifically, temporary and localized increases in turbidity and suspeetichethits

would be expected following constructioglated activities, such as machinery crossing the stream. The
disturbance of riparian soils and vegetative cover associated with removatdtnanshrub and tree

root wads could also temporarily incseauplanegjenerated sediment inputs until native species cover is
established.

The removal of nomative shrub and tree species also has the potential to causteshdrpacts to

water quality by reducing nutrient uptake by plants, which could resaltacalized pulse of nutrients to

the Santa Fe River. Soluble nutrients (e.g., nitrogen) would likely enter the stream via groundwater, while
nutrients adsorbed to soil particles (e.g., phosphorous) could be carried to surface water via runoff.
Streams dhining red alder forest in the Pacific Northwest, chaparral in California, and grasslands in
California and Arizona have shown increased nitrate concentrations following vegetation disturbance
(Binkley and Brown 1993). The Santa Fe River has alreadydim=®mmented as nutrient enriched, and
increased nutrient loading could lead to additional algal blooms and eutrophication of the Santa Fe River.
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Removal of streamside vegetation could temporarily increase water temperatures resulting from the loss
of streanmshade and concurrent increase in solar radiation reaching the stream surface. While most of the
nonnative species within the Project area are not located directly on the stream/land interface (see Project
area photos in Appendix B) and do little to pdevishade to the stream surface during the summer months
(i.e., when stream temperature loading is an issue), removal -ofatime shrubs and trees where they do

limit solar inputs would be expected to have minimal impacts to temperature fluctuatiomstinetSanta

Fe River.

There would be risks to water quality associated with the use of heavy machinery or mechanized
equipment used to treat vegetation, as fuel leaks and spills could occur. Releases of fuel would be more
likely to affect surface water @&m groundwater, and would have the greatest effects to water quality if fuel
was released directly into the water. All equipment used within the Project area would be equipped with
spill kits and personnel would be trained in their use. In addition,eihfyand lubing activities would

take place outside of the riparian area to limit risk.

The Proposed Action is expected to have #@rgn beneficial impacts on water quality. NMED

(Undated) cited the poor stream and riparian area conditions as the promtailgutors to excessive algal
growth and related violations in water quality standards within the Project area. The presence of high
levels of algae reduce the levels of dissolved oxygen (which in turn affects pH) in the river during
sunlight hours as esult of respiration, which can be a limiting factor on aquatic communities in the
Santa Fe River (NMED Undated). The strategic planting of native willows along the streambank
throughout the Project area is expected to increase shade to the stream thenfeloy decreasing solar

inputs that algae require for survival. With more shade provided to the stream a subsequent decrease in
algal growth, and therefore, respiration (i.e., the conversion of oxygen to carbon dioxide) would also
decreaseThe shadernpvided by streambank vegetatimould result in higher dissolved oxygen levels,
stabilized pH, as well as lowered and moderated surface water temperatures. In addition, riparian shrubs
have been shown ttirectly and indirectly mediate many nutrient cpgliprocesses, and, for example,

can reduce levels of nitrogen and other minerals from stream or ground water (Schla2i@01).No

impacts to the Community of La Bajada domestic water well are expected.

Once planted streambank vegetation becomes estatlliincreased vegetation biomass is also expected

to aid in the removal of excess nutrients from the surface water and riparian zone, and would serve to
stabilize streambanks and decrease sediment discharge (Lowrance et al. 1984; Lowrance et al. 1995). A
study in British Columbia, Canada, determined that major bank erosion was 30 times more prevalent on
nonforested versus forested meander bends (Beeson and Doyle 1995). In addition, increased riparian
zone roughness near the stream channel would hetpuate peak flows (i.e., slow floodwaters), which

would allow floodwaters to infiltrate the floodplain soils and recharge groundwater. Forested riverbanks
result in slower floodwaters and more stabilized streambanks than herbaceous lined areas, which allow
the riparian zone to function as a site of sediment deposition, that builds stream banks and point bars, for
which native riparian vegetation requires for its natural establishment (Beeson and Doyle 1995; Geyer et
al. 2000; Wynn and Mostaghimi 2006).

Theinfluence of beaver dams on sediments is linked to the role beaver play in enhancing water quality
and nutrient cycling. On incised streams in the western US, beaver dams improve water quality both
through trapping particles and by reducing water speéchvaiecreases erosive input of pollutafaret

et al. 1987) Reduction in water turbidity caused by beaver dams could help reduce water temperature
because suspended particles absorh Aeather potential consequence of the reduction in turbidity

caused by beaver dams is to increase dissolved oxygen in the water. One mechanism by which this
happens is through reduction in water temperature, because cooler water can hold more dissolved oxyge
In addition, by clarifying the water, aquatic plants are able to more efficiently photosynthesize, which
releases oxygen as a-pyoduct into the water.
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Beaver control erosion both through trapping sediments above dams and through decreased \itgter veloc
which otherwise would scour bani@arker et al. 186). On one Wyoming creek, silt load was reduced

90% by beaver activit{fBrayton 1984) In another case, spears after beaver had colonized a steam
aggradation had iged a stream bed high enough to connect it to formerly abandoned téRaltask et

al. 2007) As ponds fill with sediments it promotes the growth of emergent plants, which further
accelerate the rate at which sediments are trapped. Through these processegyreldgemtslcan

achieve a staistepped profiléNaiman et al. 1988)

Beaver ponds can help clean water of pollutants and toxins from agriculture, human sewage, and
livestock, including excess nutrients such as nitrates and phosfbalies and Gibson 2001)it has

been estimated that the purification capacity of a stream with beaver datentiaes higher than a
similar stream without beaver daif@ollen and Gibson 2001)Sediment particles can attach to
pollutants such as nutrierdad heavy metals. Beaver dams purify water by trapping and accumulating
these sediments. One study found that beaver ponds were more effective in improving water quality
during periods of runoff, when more particles are being eroded and contributiregsediment load

(Maret et al. 1987) Another study found that a stream with more beaver ponds had significantly lower
numbers of harmful bacteria, including fecal coliform and strepto¢8&anner et al. 1984)

4.1.1.8 Riparian Vegetation

The Proposed Action would remove approximately 40 acres ehative vegetatiothroughout the 70

acre Project areand concurrently replace it with native species, thus modifying the composition of the
vegetation from one that is dominated by mative species (primarily Russian olive and saltcedar) into

one that is composed of a mix of native (primari/|l
coyote willow) and nomative riparian shrub and trepecies. The result of the Proposed Action is

expected to increase plant species diversity, structural diversity (both horizontal and vertical), and forage
diversity. The restoration of native plant species within the Santa Fe River riparian zone wonidetls

the goals of the following management/policy documents:

9 Taos Resource Management Plan (USDI, BLM 1988);

1 Riparian and Aquatic Habitat Management Plan (USDI, BLM 2000);

1 La Cienega Area of Critical Environmental Concér@oordinated Resource ManagermBtan
(USDI, BLM 1995);

9 Santa Fe National Forest Plan (USDA, FS 1987); and

I Santa Fe River Watershed Restoration Action Strategy (Santa Fe Watershed Association 2002).

The Proposed Action would temporarily affect existing herbaceous riparian vegetationdikiarbance

related to machinery maneuvering and the extraction chatime shrub and tree root wads. The

machinery used for removal and planting moves on tracks (e.g., trackhoe, skidsteer, etc) and would

maintain a straight line as much as posdiblminimize disturbance. However, the turning of machinery

has the potential to disturb and relocate topsoil elements, which could result in areas of bare soil. In

addition, herbaceous vegetation that is located neanative species proposed for remowalild also be

affected when the root wad is extracted. All attempts would be made to relocate affected herbaceous

vegetation by replacing it into the affected area. All areas of disturbed and/or bare soil would be seeded

with a nativecertified weedree seed mix. Seeds would be raked into the top %2 inch of the disturbed soil.

TheProposed Actiolis expected to have no effect on the threat of wildfirdiwithe Project are®lants,
such as saltcedar, that seasonally develop fine, dry fuel loads inttregsebability of fire spread in
riparian corridors (Brookst al, 2004). In addition, the buildup of saltcetkf litter on alluvial soils can
increase the frequency of devastating wildfire within riparian zones (Busch and Smith 1991).
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Native riparan shrubs and trees, especially cottonwoods and willows, exhibit many characteristics that
allow them to grow in highly disturbed environments where they are subject to flooding and disturbance
through erosion and deposition of sediments. These characsenslude the production of a large

number of winadispersed seeds, a high growth rate of seedlings, rapid regeneration from fragments, and
a high investment in root systems which anchor the plants effectively and bind together unstable
substrates (Kaenberg et al. 2002). In addition, Karrenberg et al. (2002) points out that willows have
exceptional mechanical properties, such as high bending stability, which enable them to withstand
moderate floods; and if they are uprooted, washed away, or fragnigmteate powerful floods, these

plants also, like their nenative counterparts, are able tesrout vigorously. This being said, if native

plants are established in the Project area and othenatanal factors (e.g., cattle grazing) are kept under
contol, native species such as willow and cottonwood should persist within the Project area in perpetuity.

4.1.1.9 Riparian Soils

The soils in the riparian area would be temporarily affected by the Proposed Action due to maneuvering
of machinery and removal of ngrdive shrub and tree root wads. The moving of machinery through the
riparian zone is expected to disturb soils, especially where turning of machinery is required for planting
and nonnative removal. These actions could result in soil that is presentlyecbbgvegetation

becoming exposed, thus making it more prone to erosion. However, these would{ershionpacts as

any area of disturbed soil would be seeded with native herbaceous seed mix. In addition, chipped slash
material generated from removedhAmative species would be spread over areas of bare soil which would
mitigate the loss of herbaceous vegetation cover, help retain soil moisture, and provide cover for native
seed establishment.

The abandoned copper and uranium mine is located well ewsitie Project area and will not be
impacted by Projeatelated activities.

4.1.1.10 Visual Resources and Recreation
Visual Resources

The Proposed Action would have temporary i mpacts
would be affected due to themoval of nomative riparian shrub and tree species and the associated
Adi sturbedod appearance. However, all sl ash mater.i

scattered on areas of bare soil, thus reducing the appearance of recent dst@beaplanted and

seeded areas become established, the Proposed Action would benefit visual resources by creating a more
diverse plant assemblage, resulting in a wider array of colors and textures than is currently present. The
Proposed Action would me#ite USDI, BLM VRM Class Il and USDA, FS Partial Retention objectives

for the area due to the increase in color and texture that would result in titedong

Recreation

The Proposed Action would cause temporary impacts to recreational opportuntieghétProject area.
These impacts would be most prevalent during the winter andsgaihg months when Project activities
would be underway. Shererm avoidance would limit use in the small areas that work is being
completed in (approximately 7 acngsr year). However, the Proposed Action would not result in river
access points being blocked or travel throughout the river corridor being restricted.

The removal of impenetrable thickets of Russian olive and saltcedar and the subsequent replacement by
native species has the potential to increase the recreational opportunities in the long term. While no new
access points to the corridor are included in the Proposed Action, the increase in the diversity of wildlife
and plant assemblages could result iméased recreational opportunities or enhanced recreational
experiences.
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4.1.1.11 Wild and Scenic Rivers

Due to the potential designation of the lower Santa Fe River under the NWSR System, the Proposed
Action must evaluate impacts to the following three charatitesis

1. Freeflowing Nature:The Proposed Action does not include any activity that would affect the
freeflowing character of the proposed river segment. No impoundments or other alterations to
the streambed are proposed.

2. Outstandingly Remarkable Values:

a. Recreational: The impacts to this resource were discussed in Skdtibri0 Visual
Resources and Recreatiand would only be summarized here. The Proposed Action
would cause minor, shetérm impacts to recreation while restoration activities are gakin
place. Recreational opportunities could increase in the long term.

b. Cultural: The impacts to this resource were discussed in Sdcfidn2 Cultural
Resourceand will only be summarized here. The Proposed Action would cause no
impacts to Cultural Resotes.

c. Fish Habitat: The impacts to this resource were discussed in Sédtiarb USDI, BLM
and USDA, FS Sensitive Speaes! will only be summarized here. The Proposed Action
could cause shoterm negative impacts to fisheries habitats due to the tiedtéor
sedimentatiommmediately following construction activitieBisheries habitats are
expected to benefit in the long term.

3. Tentative Classificatiorifhe Proposed Action would be consistent with the level of activities
allowable within a river segemt determined eligible as a Recreational segment. In general, a
variety of agricultural, water management, silvicultural, recreational, and other practices or
structures are compatible with recreational river values, providing such practices or staretures
carried on in such a way that there is no substantial adverse effect on the river and its immediate
environment. The implementation of the project would not cause a substantial adverse effect on
the river or its immediate environment.

4.1.2 Alternative B: No Action

Because environmental impacts for the No Action alternative would be similar to the Proposed Action if
alreadyapproved management actions identified in the Riparian and Aquatic Habitat Management Plan
(USDI, BLM 2000) are undertaken on USDI, BUands their impacts will not be analyzed again in this
section. This section will only discuss environmental impacts on USDA, FS lands where no management
actions are currently proposed within the Project area.

4.1.2.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern are only associated with USDI, BLM lands and thus, actions on
USDA, FS lands would have no impact to this resource.

4.1.2.2 Cultural Resources

The No Action alternative would have no impact on cultural resources on USDoA,USDI, BLM
lands.
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4.1.2.3 Wildlife
General Wildlife

Shortterm impacts to fish and wildlife resources would not occur under the No Action alternative on
USDA, FSor USDI, BLM lands. Longterm adverse effects on breeding and foraging fish, avian species,
and mammia, however, are gradual and difficult to quantify. Detrimental impacts to wildlife could result
from longterm reduction in riparian ecological processes, encroachment -ofatime species, reduced
habitat niches and potentially increased fire hazards@&limpacts could result in lowered populations of
wildlife species, reductions in available habitat, and decreased forage capacity and diversity.

Migratory Birds

The No Action alternative would not result in any skiert impacts to migratory birds on D8, FS or

USDI, BLM lands. However, longerm impacts could result through continued habitat degradation and

the associated decrease of native species within the Project area. This impact could particularly negatively
affect insectivorous and cavityestng birds, which are already rare within the Project area.

4.1.2.4 USDA, FS Management Indicator Species
Rocky Mountain Elk

TheNo Action alternative would not result in shéerm or longterm impacts to elk on USDA, K8
USDI, BLM lands.

Mourning Dove
The No Adion alternative would not result in shéerm or longterm impacts to the Mourning Dove on
USDA, FSor USDI, BLM lands.

Pifion Jay
The No Action alternative would not result in shtatm or longterm impacts to the Pifion Jay on USDA,
FSor USDI, BLM lands.

4.1.2.5 USDI, BLM and USDA, FS Sensitive Species
Bottads pocket gopher

The No Action alternative would not result in shetmorlongt er m i mpacts t o the Bot
gopher on USDA, F8r USDI, BLM lands.

Bald Eagle

The No Action alternative would notgt in shoriterm impacts to the Bald Eagle on USDA,, 65

USDI, BLM lands. However, as remnant cottonwoods become decadent and are further replaced by non
native species, potential roosting sites could be reduced.

Northern leopard frog

The No Action akrnative would not result in sheigrm impacts to the northern leopard frog on USDA,
FSand USDI, BLMlands.

Texas horned lizard

The No Action alternative would not result in shtatm or longterm impacts to the Texas horned lizard
on USDA, FSor USDI,BLM lands.
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Flathead chub

The No Action alternative would not result in shtatm or longterm impacts to the flathead chub on
USDA, FSor USDI, BLM lands.

Rio Grande sucker

The No Action alternative would not result in shtatm or longterm impacts téhe Rio Grande sucker
on USDA, FSor USDI, BLM lands.

4.1.2.6 USDI, FWS Threatened and Endangered Species

Southwestern Willow Flycatcihe

The No Action alternative would not result in shiattm impacts to the SWFL on USDA, R3SDI,

BLM lands. However, continuectdradation of the Santa Fe River riparian corridor could result in a

decrease of potential stopover habitat and the area watltlend toward a direction that would provide
suitable habitat for nesting and breeding pairs.

4.1.2.7 Water Quality and Quantity
Wata Quality

The No Action alternative would not result in shattm impacts to water quality on USDA, BEUSDI,
BLM lands. However, the No Action alternative would adtiress chronislMED-listed impairments
(e.g., excessive nutrients, low dissolved oxygend sedimentation) that cause the river tdulty
support marginal coldwater aquatic life.

Water Quantity
The No Action alternative would not result in shattm impacts to water quality on USDA, BEUSDI,
BLM lands.

4.1.2.8 Riparian Vegetation

The No Action alternative would not result in shéerm impacts to riparian vegetation. However, the
continued encroachment of noative shrubs and trees into existing wetland areas could alter the
physical characteristics of the riparian ecosystem by reducésg important areas.

4.1.2.9 Riparian Soils
The No Action alternative would not result in shimtm or longterm impacts to soils.

4.1.2.10 Visual Resources and Recreation

The No Action alternative would not result in shimtm or longterm impacts to recreational gisual
resources.

4.1.2.11 Wild and Scenic Rivers

The No Action alternative would not result in shimtm or longterm impacts to the potential
classification under the NWSR System.

4.2 Cumulative Effects Analysis

A cumulative impact, as defined in 40 CFR 1508.Thésimpact on the environment which results from

the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or-Rederal) or person undertakes such action. Cumulati@nact
considered include actions that have, are, or will take place wigrdrnologic Unit Area 13020201 (the
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Rio Grande/Santa Fe Watershed), which includes the Tesuque Creek watershed to the north and the
Galisteo watershed to the south.

421 Cumulative Actions
4.2.1.1 Past and Present Actions

Wil dEarth Guardiansé Santa Fe River Bosque Restor
WildEarth Guardians, in cooperation with the City of Santa Fe and the County of Santa Fe, completed a
project to enhance the riparian zone vegetation, remove nufriemtshe water, and decrease sediment
discharge.

Santa Feé?ojoaque Soil and Water Conservation District Riparian Restoration Projects

The Santa F€ojoaque Soil and Water Conservation District completed riparian restoration projects near
La Cieneguilla ad La Cienega (including projects on private land). The projects were completed with the
purpose of decreasing erosion, sedimentation, and the proliferation-n&tiea vegetation; restoring

riparian vegetation; augmenting surface water; and improvindjifgihabitat conditions.

New Mexico State Land Santa Fe River Restoration

The New Mexico State Land Office, in collaboration with the City of Santa Fe and the Santa Fe
Watershed Association are conducting work to mechanically improve the currently eplh@ongon of

the Santa Fe River above the Santa Fe WWTP. The goal of the Project is to enhance the growth of the
riparian area and minimize the erosion and sediment discharge that has occurred in this section of the
watershed.

Private Land Riparian Augemtation Projects

Several private landholders upstream of the Project area have remoweatinenvegetation along the

Santa Fe River between the Santa Fe Municipal Airport and the upstream boundary of the Project. Some
landholders have since planted obé native riparian shrubs and trees.

Santa Fe Municipal Watershed Project

The USDA, FS and the City of Santa Fe completed a forest and watershed health project in the Santa Fe
Municipal Watershed which combined strategically thinning satialneter treg and implementing

prescribed burns teeduce the risk of a severe crown fire and to restore sustainable forest and watershed
conditions in the Santa Fe Municipal Watershed.

Caja del Rio Range Improvement Project

The USDA, FS completed a project intendedhcrease vegetation on specific rangelands by drawing

cattle away from riparian areas with a pipeline, fencing riparian areas, and burning sagebrush to enhance
grasses. The USDA, FS authorized the continuation oflgegrgrazing of 492 head of cow/takirs

and 28 bulls (8,305 Animal Unit Months) by reissuing twelve;ytear term grazing permits. The USDA,

FS portion of the Project area is within the allotment.

City of Santa Fe River Restoration

The City of Santa Fe is undertaking a riparian reitorgroject on the Santa Fe River just below the St.
Francis (U.S. Highway 285) crossing. The project goals include removingatiwe species (primarily
Siberian elm) and restablishing a diverse mix of native riparian species along the riverbank.

Saria Fe County River Restoration

Santa Fe County has implemented a restoration project on the Santa Fe River aimed at increasing riparian
habitat and promoting bank stabilization on the Santa Fe River below the San Ysidro Crossing (Santa Fe
County Rd 68). No-native removal is not a part of this project.
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Pueblo of Santa Domingo Galisteo River Ngative Removal
The Pueblo of Santa Domingo implemented a project to remove and contrwhinspecies (primarily
saltcedar) on the portions of the Galisteo Riveder their jurisdiction.

USDI, BLM River Restoration in La Cienequilla
The USDI, BLM partially completed a narative tree removal project in the La Cieneguilla area in early
2010. This project is expected to be completed in early 2011.

4.2.1.2 Reasonably Feeseeable Actions
USDI, BLM Old Highway 66 Road Maintenance
The USDI, BLM TFO plans to do maintenance and repair work on old U.S. Highway 66, which traverses

the north side of the Santa Fe River Canyon. Part of the maintenance and repair is to dedraasaffroa
which could currently contribute sediment to the river.

4.2.2 Cumulative Effects
4.2.2.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

The repair of old U.S. Highway 66 could decrease sediment input into the Santa Fe River. No other
actions have occurred, or adamned to occur in the La Cienega ACEC. The Project will not add to
impacts to the La Cienega ACEC.

4.2.2.2 Cultural Resources

There are no actions expected to cause cumulative impacts to cultural resources. The Project will not add
to impacts to cultural resowes.

4.2.2.3 Wildlife
General Wildlife

The riparian restoration and bank stabilization projects taking plilimn andupstream of the Project
areawould benefit all forms of wildlife, from aquatic to terrestrial. Increasing herbaceous, shrub, and tree
cover woutl provide for increased forage opportunities and habitat for terrestrial species. However, the
removal of large, continuous patches of saltcedar from the Galisteo River basin could reduce available
habitat for some terrestrial species that relied on thieraaf the dense saltcedar stands.

Bank stabilization projects taking place on the Santa Fe Ritein andabove the Project area could

result in improved water quality due to the reduction in sediment discharged into the system during high
volume flowevents. Strearhottom deposits are currently a water quality issue within the Project area,

which decrease habitat for fish, as well the aquatic insects they consume. In addition, the maintenance and
repair of the old U.S. Highway 66, which runs alongrtbeh side of the canyon, could decrease upland
generated sediment inputs to the Santa Fe River.

The Project will temporarily decrease the amount of riparian habitat available to wildlife. However, over
the long term the Project will increase the quadityabitat to wildlife species due to the increase in
structural diversity, habitat niches, biodiversity, and forage diversity.

Migratory Birds

The riparian forest restoration and enhancement projects that have, are currently, or are planned to take
placewithin andupstream of the Project area could benefit migratory birds by supplying additional
habitat diversity, structure, and foraging opportunities. In addition, the establishment of riparian species
on currently denuded stretches of the Santa Fe Rigeld increase habitat availability and could
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improve migratory corridor conditions. However, the saltcedar removal that is taking place on the Pueblo
of Santa Domingo has the potential to decrease available stopover, foraging, nesting, and breeating habit
for migratory birds.

The Project will temporarily add to a decrease in the amount of riparian habitat available to migratory
birds. However, over the long term the Project is expected to increase the quality of migratory bird habitat
due to the increasin structural diversity, habitat niches, biodiversity, and foraging opportunities.

4.2.2.4 USDA, FS Management Indicator Species

Rocky Mountain Elk

The Caja del Rio Range Improvement project could lead to an improvement in overall rangeland health of
the Caja dl Rio allotment. This project, in combination with the expected increase in herbaceous and

native shrub and tree cover associated with the Proposed Action should lead to increased forage
productivity for elk.

The Project is not expected to add to impgutsitive or negative, to Rocky Mountain elk.

Mourning Dove

The Caja del Rio Range Improvement project could lead to an improvement in overall rangeland health of
the Caja del Rio allotment. The expected increase in herbaceous plant cover couldedse seedhead
production, which would benefit tigranivorous Mourning Dove. In addition, the expected increase in

native riparian shrub and tree cover from riparian restoration projects could increase available nesting
habitat.

The Project is not experd to add to impacts, positive or negative, to Mourning Dove.

Pifion Jay
There are no actions expected to cause cumulative impacts to the Pifion Jay.

The Project is not expected to add to impacts, positive or negative, to Pifion Jay.

4.2.2.,5 USDI, BLM and USDA, FSSensitive Species
Bottads pocket gopher
The Caja del Rio Range Improvement project could lead to an improvement in overall rangeland health of

the Caja del Rio allotment, which could i mprove h
The Project s not expected to add to impacts, positive
Bald Eagle

The riparian forest restoration and enhancement projects that have, are currently, or are planned to take
placewithin andupstream of the Project area could dfirthe Bald Eagle by supplying additional habitat
diversity and structure. In addition, the establishment of riparian species on currently denuded stretches of
the Santa Fe River would increase habitat availability, with a potential increase in raostiognesting

sites.

Northern leopard frog

The riparian restoration and bank stabilization projects have the potential to benefit the northern leopard
frog by increasing the extent of wetland areas, as well as herbaceous cover.
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The Project is expected tidd to positive impacts to the northern leopard frog by increasing habitat
quantity and quality.

Texas horned lizard
There are no actions expected to cause cumulative impactsitexas horned lizard.

The Project is not expected to add to impactsitipesor negative, to the Texas horned lizard.

Flathead chub

Bank stabilization projects taking place on the Santa Fe Ritein andabove the Project area could

result in improved water quality due to the reduction in sediment discharged into the dystegrhigh

volume flow events. Streatmttom deposits are currently a water quality issue within the Project area,

which decrease habitat for fish, as well the aquatic insects they consume. In addition, the maintenance and
repair of the old U.S. Highwa§6, which runs along the north side of the canyon, could decrease-upland
generated sediment inputs to the Santa Fe River.

The Project is expected to add positive impacts to the Flathead chub due to the expected increase in water
quality.

Rio Grande sucke

Bank stabilization projects taking place on the Santa Fe Ritein andabove the Project area could

result in improved water quality due to the reduction in sediment discharged into the system during high
volume flow events. Streatmottom deposits ameurrently a water quality issue within the Project area,

which decrease habitat for fish, as well the aquatic insects they consume. In addition, the maintenance and
repair of the old U.S. Highway 66, which runs along the north side of the canyon, conddsgeupland
generated sediment inputs to the Santa Fe River.

The Project is expected to add positive impacts to the Rio Grande sucker due to the expected increase in
water quality.

4.2.2.6 USDI, FWS Threatened and Endangered Species
Southwestern Willow Flycaber

Past, current, or future projects that enhance, restore, establish, and/or protect riparian vegetation would
benefit the SWFL, especially when these occur near areas of open water. While no breeding pairs or
territorial individuals of SWFL have beenaonented on the Santa Fe River corridor, migratory

individuals of flycatcher (undetermined to be the SWFL subspecies) have been documented during the
migratory season (HawksAloft 2007b). Efforts to establish, recreate, or enhance components necessary
for SWFL is vital to their recovery.

The Project is expected to add to positive impacts to the SWFL by increasing viable habitat and
increasing the insectivorous prey base.

4.2.2.7 Ground and Surface Water Quantity and Quality
Water Quantity

Past, current, and/or futlprojects that increase vegetation cover (i.e., Leaf Area Index) where non
native removal is not occurring could cause reductions in water quantity due to increase
evapotranspiration potential. Many of these projects are occurring, or are planned taboeeuthe

Santa Fe WWTP, which is intermittent in nature and should not affect the efflu@mated system

below the WWTP. In addition, the Santa Fe Municipal Watershed project is expected to increase water
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yield from the headwater portion of the watezd, which could result in more releases from the City of

Santa Feds reservoir systems. These potential 1inc
dewatered portion of the Santa Fe River (above the Santa Fe WWTP) and ultimately lead tsiimcrease

water quantity.

The Project is not expected to add to impacts, positive or negative, to water quantity.

Water Quality

Past, current, and/or future projects that increase bank stabilization, especially in degrading areas like
those that occur betwe&hS. Highway 285 and the Santa Fe WWTP, should reduce sediment inputs into
the Santa Fe River system. In addition, the concomitant increase in riparian vegetation along the
riverbank should slow floodwaters and filter out sediments and other pollutants.

The Project is expected to add to positive impacts of water quality due to the expected increase in stream
shading, nutrient uptake, and decrease in sedimentation.

4.2.2.8 Riparian Vegetation

Other projects geared at naative removal while subsequently estsitihg native riparian vegetation, or
establishing riparian vegetation in currently denuded areas should lead to an increase in riparian species
cover, diversity, and structure. Projects that removenative vegetation without replacing native
vegetationwould lead to a reduction in riparian vegetation cover, diversity, and structure.

The Project will temporarily lead to a decrease in undesirabl@ative riparian vegetation, but over the
long term the Project will lead to an increase in the struativersity and biodiversity of riparian
vegetation.

4.2.2.9 Riparian Soils

The Caja del Rio Range Improvement Project could lead to healthier soils by detracting cattle away from
the riparian area. This could lead to more vegetation being present, which wontitd effective at

binding soils and reducing erosion. In addition, less soil compaction would result in the riparian zone if
the use was moderated.

The Project is not expected to add to impacts, positive or negative, of riparian soils.

4.2.2.10 Visual Resource and Recreation
There are no other actions expected to cause cumulative impacts to visual resources and/or recreation.

4.2.2.11 Wild and Scenic Rivers

There are no actions expected to cause cumulative impacts to the eligibility determination for the NWSR
System dsignation.

Chapter 5: Consultation and Coordination

5.1 Summary of Consultation and Coordination

The USDI, BLM TFO and USDA, FS ER&ent a letteto the U.S. Fish and Wildlife ServicRequest for
Concurrence Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act aR@RZML. 14 for the Santa Fe
Riparian Forest Restoration ProjecThe USDI, Fish and Wildlife Service in the consultation process
concurred with this determination in a letter dated May 6, 2011 Consultation #2Q420-0047.
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5.2 Summary of Public Participation to Date

A public scoping meetingzas heldDecember 17, 2008t the La Cienega Communi@enter in La

Cienega, NM and presented a summary of the purpose and need, Project objectives, and a Proposed
Action. The public scoping comment period for this Prjepened on December™, 2009 and closed

on January 31, 201Relevant comments received from the public scoping comment period were dealt
with in a number of ways. This information was either: 1) incorporated into the document; 2) identified as
Other Aternatives Considerear 3) used to identify relevant issues to be addressed in the effects
analysis. During the initial scoping comment period members of the public provided constructive
comments for the proposed action.

A public meeting was held Novdrar 29, 201@t the Santa Fe National Forest Administrative Office in
SantaFe,NM ol | owi ng the release of the AProposed Acti
Analysi® publ i ¢ r eThe public abranecent peziad tfor the public review docotapened

on November 8, 2010 and closed Decembét, @010.

5.2.1 Public Comments Analysis

Comments were received from a variety of stakeholders, including citizens, governmental organizations,
business organizations, and rgovernmental organizations. Tel# represents a summary of the public
comment analysis grouped by comment t@pid individualcomment, and the responséany of the
comments receed were similar in nature and only one response will be provided.

Table 6. Comment Summary and Responses

Comment Topic | Individual Comment Response

This comment was previously addresse
in Sectior4.1.1.7 The Proposed Action i
not anticipated to result in diminished
water supply in the Santa Fe River or
have affect downstream users.

Reduced Santa Fe River flow from
implementation of Proposed Action
and the effect on downstream wate
users.

Reduced flow has resulted from
previous restoration efforts upstrea
of the Proposed Action. The This comment is considered outside the
upstreanrestoration efforts were | scope of this analysis.
iowvpelrant edo and
the taking of water rights.

This comment was previously addresse
in Section4.1.1.7 Best available science
indicates that water use is a function of
Native species consume more watq leaf area and is not necessarily species
than nonnative species. dependent. The Proposed Action aims 1
replicate the existing leaf area index an
is notexpected to result in increased
water consumption.

This comment was previously addresse
in Sectiord.1.1.7 One of the goals of thq
Proposd Action is to improve riverine
and riparian conditions, allowing the
system to store more water, release it

Water Quantity

The Proposed Action shlal result in
an improvement of stream flow.
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Comment Topic

Individual Comment

Response

during times of drought, and attenuate
floods.

Request thaproject implementation
wait for results of local research on
impacts of native speag®n water
guantity.

This comment is considered outside the
scope of this analysis. Best available
science was incorporated into the
document to formulate the effects
analysis. The results of future, local
scientific research will be incorporated
into future documents when data becom
available.

Beaver reduce istream flows.

The impact of beaver on water quantity
has been updated throughout the
document in the following Sections:4.7,
2.1.2 41.1.3 4.1.1.7 and4.1.1.8 Best
available science indicates the beaver
dams havéea shown to help maintain
flows during drought and reduce flood
effects by attenuating stormwater.

Water Quantity
(cont.)

Theprojectassumes that the City ot
Santa Fe will continue to discharge
effluent to keep the Santa Fe River
fl owi ng, avnedTh@a ¢
project planshouldidentify ways to
assure this lorgerm commitment.

This comment is considered outside thd
scope of this analysis. While the succes
of the Proposed Action depends on
continued water flow, the USDI, BLM
and the USDI, FS cannotake decisions
that are under the jurisdiction of the City
of Santa Fe.

There is a reference that the Santa
Ri ver -Hfilsoviifhe @aeta
Fe River is not freflowing, but
instead is totally dependent upon tf
deposit of effluent into the River
upstream by the City of Santa Fe.

The USDI, BLM has listed this segment
of the Santa Fe Ri
inclusion into the Wild and Scenic Rivel
system. One char adg
river is thawi ng. g
i f ff d e wdoesaat consider the
source of surface water, but instead
considers the lack of impoundments,
diversions, etc. The USDI, BLM and
USDA, FS acknowledge that the primar
source of surface water is derived from
the City of Santa Fe Wastewater
Treatment Plarthroughout the documen

In section 3.7, subection 3.7.1,
paragraph 2, page 21, it is stated tf
n...the perenni g
segment is directly related to Santg
Fe Wastewater Treatment Plant
(WWTP) discharges into the Santal
Fe Ri v e ouldbe siated that
area springs and creeks were the
original source of water for this
stretch of historically perennial rive
and continue to contribute to its da

Section3.7.1describes current condition
It is disclosed that springs contribute to
daily flow.
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Comment Topic

Individual Comment

Response

flow rates.

Water Quality

On page 24, under figure 4, the tex
reads in part, f]
influencing the fluctuations is lack ¢
riparian shrubs and trees that
effectively shade the river and bloc
solarnputs. o, refe
oxygen concentrations. It is
important to note that the
temperature of the water leaving th
WWTP is the primary cause of wat
quality impairment along the river.
While riparian vegetation can block
solar inputs, thereby deeasing
temperature fluctuations, the
vegetation is only a means of
addressing the underlying issue of
effluent temperatures, not the caus

The text in this paragraph is referencing
the wide temperature fluctuations. The
lack of shade on the Santa Fed?
contributes to these wide temperature
fluctuations.

Water Quality
(cont.)

Mechanical removal of nenative
species will result in decreased
channel stability and increased silt
and sediment in the Santa Fe Rive

This comment and the effects of the
Proposed Action on water quality were
previously addressed in Sectiéri.1.7
The potential for shottierm increases in
sediment as a result of the Proposed
Action was disclosed in the document.

Agriculture and
Farmlands

Farming will be impacted by the
Proposed Action.

This comment and the impact of the
Proposed Action on water quantity werg
previously addressed in Section 4.1.1.7|
is anticipated that the Proposed Action
will not impact the longerm availabity
of water for irrigation purposes. In
addition, no element of the Proposed
Action will take place on private farm

property.

Assurance that head gates, dams,
acequias will not be impacted by
heavy equipment needs to be giver
and agencies will beesponsible for
repair if damage occurs.

Section2.1and Appendix C were updatd
to reflect that nomative removal will not
occur within a 108/ard buffer around
head gates to mitigate the potential effg
of heavy equipment damage to head
gates.

Farmlands adjacent to and
downstream of the Project area ar¢
not deemed prime or unique.

Prime and unique farmlands are
designations assigned by the U.S.
Department of AgricultureNo farmlands
adjacent to or downstam of the Project
area have been assigned this designati
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Comment Topic

Individual Comment

Response

Agriculture was being achieved
when the Rael/Gallegos family
settled the Tres Rios ranch areain
the 150006s and H
of the area since such time. It wou
seem important to oegnize
agriculture

This information was incorporated into
Section3.7.1

The draft report fails to mention or
address potential impacts to the
historical agricultural uses of water
in La Cieneguilla, EI Carmg La
Cienega and La Bajada.

This comment and the impacts of water
guantity as related to the Proposed Acti
were previously addressed in Section
4.1.1.7. The Proposed Action is not
anticipated to have detrimental effects ¢
water quantity or the availdhy of water
for agricultural uses.

Agriculture and
Farmlands
(cont.)

Beaver dams could obstruct water
flow at acequia head gates.

While acequias head gates are located
USDI, BLM and USDA, FS lands, they
are considered private infrastructure.
Nortnative removal and concurrent nati
species planting will not take place with
a 100yard buffer around head gates to
limit the amount of danbuilding material
available to beaveadjacent tdhead gates
If beaver move in to areas around head
gates, the USDBLM and/or USDI, FS
will work with individuals toidentify
methods tanitigate the impact of beaver
dams.

Grazing

The Proposed Action will result in
impacts to cattle grazing on the
Tetillas Grazing Allotment.

The Project area is within the Tetillas
Grazing Allotment. However, grazing is
not currently permitted within the Santa
Fe River riparian corridor. Thus, the
Proposed Action will not impact cattle
grazing on the Tetillas Grazing Allotmer
A sentence was added to both Secf#dh
and the Chapter 3 introduction to reflect
this.

Recommend that the Proposed
Action not exclude areas currently
available for grazing.

Grazing is currently not permitted within
the Project area and will not impact
grazing perntilease holders.

Recommend excluding cattle or

fencing treated areas, at least in th
shortterm, to promote success of tf
planted vegetation.

This comment was previously addresse
in Section 2.1 and Chapter 3. Cattle
grazing is currently not permittedthin
the Santa Fe River riparian corridor. If
nonpermitted cattle cause damage to
planted native vegetation, adaptive
management techniques, such as build
fencing exlosures around treatment are
may be implemented.

Impacts of cattle grazing are

Objective statements about the impacts
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Individual Comment

Response

overstated in the document.

cattle grazing have been removed from
Sections3.8and 4.1.1.8.

Wildfire

Without grazing wildfires will be
unmanageable

This comment and thienpact of the
Proposed Action on wildfirevere
previouslyaddressed in Sectighl.1.8
The Proposed Action is not anticipated
increase wildfire potentiabut is instead
anticipated to decrease fine fudls
addition catle grazing is not currently
permitted within the Santa Fe River
riparian corridorGrazing within the
Santa Fe River riparian corridor was
analyzed in a separate Environmental
Assessment.

wildlife (cont.)

No work should be completed withi
10,000 feet ofthe Santa Fe
Municipal Airport Area of
Operations (AOA) to limit actions
that could potentially attract
hazardous wildlife. In addition, wor
should not be completed within a 5
mile buffer around the AOA until a
Wildlife Hazard Assessment is
completed

Thefollowing Sections were updated to
provide additional informatiort.3, 1.4.3
2.1.4 3.3.24.1.1.3 and Appendix C. Thd
Project area is not located within 10,00(
feet of the Santa Fe Municipal Airport
AOA and will not affect this zone.
However, the Project area is located
within the5-mile buffer of the AOAThe
Proposed Action is not expected to cau
additional hazardous wildlife movement
into or across thapproach or departure
airspace. e USDI, BLM and USDA, FS
will incorporate the findings of the
Wildlife Hazard Assessmeirito the
adaptive management techniques

Removal of invasive species and
planting of native species will
decrease habitat for wildlife.

This comment and the impact of the
Proposed Action to wildlife were
previously addressed in Sectiéri.1.3
The document disclosed anticipated sh
term negative effects and lobgrm
positive effects to wildlife habitat.

The Proposed Action could
negatively impact migratory birds.

This comment and t
impactto migratory birds were previousl
discussed in Section 4.1.1.3. Anticipate
negative shorterm and positive lorg
term effects to migratory bird habitat weg
disclosed in the document. Noative
vegetation removal will take place outsi
of the migratorybird nesting and breedin
season, therefore no direct take (e.g.,
mortality) of migratory birds is expected
as a result of the Proposed Action.
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Comment Topic

Individual Comment

Response

The NMDGF does not anticipate
significant negative impacts to
wildlife or sensitive habitats. The
proposed mject will provide long
term benefits for numerous specieg
while minimizing shorterm
negative impacts.

No response required.

The report fails to mention that the
Russian Olive is a major food sour
and/or habitat to all wildlife species
endangeredral nonrendangered.

This comment wapreviouslyaddressed
in Sectior4.1.1.3in both the General
Wildlife and Migratory Birds subsectiong
The document disclosed that Russian
olive is an important food source to
wildlife.

wildlife (cont.)

With reference to wildlife, in sectior
3.3 of the document, pages-13, it
should be noted that there are herg
and several owl species along the
riparian corridor in the proposed
project area.

The species included in Sectior33
includes those that were observed durir
migratory bird surveys conducted by
HawksAloft. The list of species is hot
intended to be all inclusive and the
potential exists for numerous other
species to inhabit the area.

Vegetation

Recommend herbicidesa to control
nortnative species.

This alternative was considered, but no
analyzed in detail because of the use of
Santa Fe River water for farming and
domestic water supply and the inherent
risks of herbicide contamination.
Mechanical removal of nenative specieq
has been proven effective at several
projects throughout New Mexico.

Removal of nomative species is
consistent with the New Mexico
Non-native Phreatophyte/Watershe
Management Plan.

This information has been added to
Sectionl.3.

The report fails to mention that the
proposed reintroduction of the nati
tree species contradicts what has
already been established many yed
ago by the Soil Conservation in the
194006s. The root
tree species proved to be too weak
withstand the floods and sustain th
river beds. The Soil Conservation
used the Russian Olive and Salt
Cedar because their strong root
system is able to withstand the
massive force of water during
flooding and abilityto keep the river
banks intact and preventing further

erosion.

This comment was previously addresse
in Section 4.1.1.8. The replacement of
non-native species with native species i
not expected to reduce lotgrm bank
stabilization properties that theroent
nonnative vegetation provides. Native
species, such as willow, have been sho
to have remarkable sestabilizing
properties. The document does not
discount the ability of nomative species
to stabilize stream banks.
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Individual Comment
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Approve of the plans to move the
non-native plants and replace them
with native species ecosystem.

No response required.

Vegetation removal should be
completed by hand near the
northernmost acequia to prevent
damage to the acequia.

Vegetation removal by hand will not
result insuccessful removal of nemative
species. The USDI, BLM will provide
acequiaholder consultations prior to
commencing work to identify areas that
could be damaged by mechanical ©hion
native species removal.

Vegetation (cont.)

In chapter 4, section 4.1.yls
section 4.1.1.3, page 31, paragrapl
it i s cont e mp-758t
of the nonnative shrub and tree
relative cover would be removed
throughout the ¢
While such an action may be
desirablan the shorterm, the
District does nbbelieve that this
action would be a beneficial long
term outcome. It is well documentg
that nonnative species owtompete
native trees and shrubs, so without
eradicating the nonative seed
source in favor of native forage and
habitat species the héa} riparian
ecosystem that is the desired
outcome of the proposed project wi
ultimately revert to the system that
currently exists.

Best available science does indicate thg
nornnative species have the potential to
out-compete native riparian species
edablishment. However, it is the
experience of the USDI, BLM and proje
partners that selective thinning and
physical reestablishment of native ripar
species has resulted in the letegm
sustainability of native riparian species,
provided a native seesburce and
hydrological conditions that support
recruitment of native species is present

On page 26, paragraph 2, itis
suggested that livestock grazing is
the probable cause for the lack of
native tree and shrub species, and
inference, the causd the non
native species. The potential exist
for this scenario to be plausible.
However, it is also reasonable that
low daily stream flows, a confined
riparian zone, lack of native seed
source and extreme flood events
have also been relevant factors
affecting the existing vegetation

system.

Objective statements related to cattle
grazing, or other conditions influencing
the existing vegetation composition
within the Santa Fe River have been
removed from this section.
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Comment Topic

Individual Comment

Response

Subsection 4.1.1.8, riparian
vegetation, page 38, states that the
proposed action would remove
approximately 40 acres of
vegetation. Page 1 of the EA
document states in the introduction
that 70 acres are encompassed in
project. The District is not certain i
the acreages are intd to refer to
different aspects of the project or
not.

The Proposed Action would remove
approximately 40 acres of nomative

vegetation throughout the entire 70 acrq
Project area. Section 4.1.1.8 has been
changed to make it easier to understan

Vegetdion (cont.)

Reseed native grasses and forbs t(
ensure a nativdominated vegetatio
community since many nemative
grasses and forbs are currently
present at the project site.

This comment was addressed in Sectio
2.1 and 2.1.1. While the primary godl o
the Proposed Action is to remove non
native woody species, native grass and
forb seed will be spread throughout the
Project area.

Cumulative
Actions

Cumulative Actions, section 4.2.1,
subsection 4.2.1.1 on pages 42 an
43 does not reflect projects thave
been undertaken by Santa Fe
Pojoaque Soil and Water
Conservation District. The District,
in collaboration with Santa Fe
County and the New Mexico State
Land Office has completed two
riparian restoration projects, one in
La Cieneguilla and the othar La
Cienega. These recent projects we
implemented for the purposes of
decreasing erosion, sedimentation
and the proliferation of nenative
vegetation. The goals were also
aimed at riparian restoration, surfa
water augmentation and improved
wildlif e habitat conditions. Severa
other riparian restoration projects
were also undertaken on private
lands by the District in the La
Cienega area during the last 10
years.

Sections 4.2.1.1,4.2.2.3,and 4.2.25w
updated to reflect this information.
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Individual Comment

Response

Public
Participation

The mailing list is inadequate and
information was not provided aboulf
the Project in a timely fashion.

The USDI, BLM and USDA, FS maintai
mailing lists to t
abilities. Parties that submitted commer
in associatia with this action will be
added to appropriate mailing lists and
notified of future actions. Information
about this action was disseminated to tf
public in various formats as required by
NEPA, including mailing letters to know
interested parties, posgjrilyers in the
community, posting notices in local
newspapers, and posting notices on
agency websites.

Native American Tribes were not
consulted.

Native American Tribes, including the
Pueblo of Santo Domingo and the Puel
of Cochiti, were consulted ding the
development of this document.

Public
Participation
(cont.)

The La Bajada community is 98%
Hispanic and feels that we have be
discriminated against by not being
included as a partner to be a part 0
the planning and proposals as we
would be impated the most by the
outcome of this proposed project.

This comment is considered out of the
scope of this analysis. All parties were
given equal opportunity to provide input
throughout the NEPA process. Comme
received from La Bajada community
members w&re incorporated into this
document.

A tour of t he si

This comment is considered outside the
scope of this analysis. A tour of the site
not required under NEPA. In addition,
maps of the Project area were supplied
public scoping dcument, public
meetings, and in the document.

Environmental
Justice

The Proposed Action will
disproportionately affect lovncome
or minority populations.

It has been determined that the Propos
Action is not anticipated to have
detrimental effects to ater quantity,
water quality, cattle grazing, or farming
on private lands within or downstream @
the Project area.
determination was made in regard to
Environmental Justice.

Project Location

In chapter 3, paragraph 2, page 14
the proposed project is referred to §
being located NE of-R5. It is
actually NW of 25.

The Chapter introduction hagen
changed to reflect the correct direction.

Other

Beavers will result in West Mile
virus.

Best available science has not linked th
presence of beaver ponds with West Ni
Virus.
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