





protective fencing, surface collection and mapping of artifacts, subsurface testing, and
complete data recovery (full-scale excavation).

° Proposed rangeland improvement sites would be surveyed for Special Status plant
species prior to implementation. Special Status plant sites would be avoided.

® New livestock facilities (livestock troughs, fences, and pipeline) would be constructed at
least 1 km (0.6 mile) from leks, in order to avoid concentration of livestock near leks,
reduce collision hazards to flying birds, and eliminate avian predator perches.

@ All proposed wire fences constructed within 1.25 miles of a lek or known seasonal use
area (i.e. spring exclosure), would include plastic reflective clips on the wire to reduce
mortality from sage-grouse hitting the fence.

. No project construction or maintenance would occur April 1 through June 15 during
sage-grouse nesting.

s Proposed range improvement sites would be surveyed for noxious weed populations prior
to implementation. Weed populations identified in or adjacent to the proposed project
area would be treated using the most appropriate methods, in accordance with the 1998
Burns District Noxious Weed Management Program Environmental Assessment
(EA)/Decision Record (DR) OR-020-98-05 or subsequent decision.

. The risk of noxious weed introduction would be minimized by ensuring all equipment
(including all heavy equipment, 4-wheelers, and vehicles) is cleaned prior to entry to the
sites, minimizing disturbance activities, and completing follow-up monitoring to ensure
no new noxious weed establishment occurs. Should noxious weeds be found, appropriate
control treatments would be performed in conformance with the 1998 Burns District
Noxious Weed Program Management EA/DR OR-020-98-05 or subsequent decision.

B. Land Use Plan (LUP) Conformance

Andrews Management Unit (AMU) Record of Decision (ROD) and Resource Management Plan
(RMP).
Date Approved: August 2005.

The proposed action is in conformance with the LUP/RMP, even though it is not specifically
provided for, because it is clearly consistent with the following LUP/RMP decisions (objectives,
terms, and conditions):

“Implement administrative solutions and rangeland projects to provide proper management for
livestock grazing while meeting resource objectives and requirements for S&Gs [Standards and
Guides]” (Grazing Management Program, August 2005, AMU ROD/RMP, page 54).



C. Identify applicable National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents and other
related documents that cover the proposed action.

e Andrews/Steens Proposed RMP and Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 2004
e Keg Springs Well EA, DOI-BLM-OR-B060-2013-0023-EA, 2013

® Reicken’s Corner Allotment Management Plan, 2007
e Reicken’s Corner Allotment Evaluation, 2005

D. NEPA Adequacy Criteria

1. Is the new proposed action a feature of, or essentially similar to, an alternative
analyzed in the existing NEPA document(s)? Is the project within the same analysis
area, or if the project location is different, are the geographic and resource conditions
sufficiently similar to those analyzed in the existing NEPA document(s)? If there are
differences, can you explain why they are not substantial?

The proposed action for Neuschwander Well is a feature of and essentially similar to the
proposed action analyzed in the Keg Springs Well EA, DOI-BLM-OR-B060-2013-0023-EA.
The Keg Springs Well EA analyzed the proposed action to drill and case a new water well
(Keg Springs Well) and included a power supply (generator or solar) in a fenced area. Keg
Springs Well did not result in an increase in permitted AUMs, nor did it alter grazing
management specified in the AMP. In addition, all the PDEs identified in the Keg Springs
Well EA would also be required for the Neuschwander Well (see section A, above).

The Neuschwander Well is not in the same analysis area however, the geographic and
resource conditions are sufficiently similar. They are both at 4400-4800 feet in elevation, in
salt-desert shrub grassland habitat with Wyoming big sagebrush, located more than three
miles away from the nearest lek, and located in preliminary general habitat (PGH) for sage-
grouse; all of which factors were fully analyzed in the Keg Springs Well EA in Chapter 3,
pages 7 and 8.

2. Is the range of alternatives analyzed in the existing NEPA document(s) appropriate
with respect to the new proposed action, given current environmental concerns,
interests, and resource values?

The Keg Springs Well EA analyzed three alternatives listed in Chapter 2, pages 9 and 10; a
no action alternative, the proposed action alternative, and a water hauling alternative. The no
action alternative would not drill a new well and install associated range improvements. The
proposed action alternative would drill and case a new well (Keg Springs Well) within Keg
Springs Allotment. The well would provide water to two new 30-foot bottomless troughs
(one in Keg Springs Pasture and one in Native Pasture) through new inlet pipes (800 feet each
from the well to the troughs for a total of 1600 feet of pipeline). The bottomless troughs
would have a two to four foot concrete apron around them. The project would not result in an
increase in AUMSs during the authorized period of use, nor would it alter grazing management
specified in the AMPs. The water hauling alternative involved using 3,000 gallon water
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