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1. Section 1 ONE
Introduction
1.1 Project Authority

The Cree Fire began on May 7, 2000, as a result of an escaped campfire in the Smokey Bear Ranger District of the Lincoln National Forest. The fire resulted in local, state, and federal emergency declarations. The main body of the fire affected 6,520 acres with spot fires and indirect lines of the fire occurring on approximately 1,745 acres. Approximately 6,280 acres of public lands, 780 acres of state land, and 1,205 acres of private land were burned. An evacuation of residents from four subdivisions threatened by the fire was conducted on May 8. Residents were able to return to their homes by May 11, and the fire was declared contained on May 14, 2000. According to the Wildland Fire Situation Analysis (WFSA) the cost to fight this fire was over $6,000,000 (Village of Ruidoso, 2000).

The Cree Fire was located immediately adjacent to the Village of Ruidoso (Ruidoso), New Mexico. Most of the fire occurred on lands administered by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), Smokey Bear Ranger District in the Lincoln National Forest. Ruidoso is a wildland/urban interface community, which means that more than 10 percent of its perimeter is adjacent to wildlands with a high potential to carry fire from wildland fuels to manmade fuels. Ruidoso is ranked first within the state by the New Mexico State Forestry Division and second in the nation by the USFS for significant risk by catastrophic wildfire (Village of Ruidoso, 2000). Had the fire burned on the west side of the village, property damage and loss of life could have been catastrophic. 

The Village of Ruidoso has applied for funding through the New Mexico Department of Public Safety (NMDPS) through FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) in response to disaster FEMA-1329-DR-NM to implement this proposed wildfire fuels reduction plan.

1.2 Project Location

The project area is located in the Village of Ruidoso in south central New Mexico (Figure 1) approximately 200 miles southeast of New Mexico’s largest city, Albuquerque. Ruidoso is surrounded by steep slopes and canyons with an average elevation of 7,000 feet National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD). The project area is located adjacent to the Lincoln National Forest in the shadow of Sierra Blanca, an approximately 12,000-foot peak, in the Sacramento Mountains. Vegetation in the project areas consists primarily of ponderosa pine and mixed conifer forest. 

1.3 Purpose and Need

Property surrounding the urbanized area of Ruidoso is extremely susceptible to wildfire. This is due to a century-long regime of fire suppression, poor forestry practices, and livestock grazing. As a result, the forests surrounding Ruidoso contain tree densities that are several times greater than what is considered to be a healthy forest, with thick stands of stunted trees and large accumulations of fuels. The higher than normal tree densities and accumulation of fuels present a significant continued threat of a wildfire to the community of Ruidoso. 

FIGURE 1

In many areas of Ruidoso, the crowns of trees are either interlocking or close to neighboring trees. Interlocking crowns can permit a fire to easily jump from tree to tree. Existing forest conditions vary from 120 to 180 square feet/acre basal area. Basal area is the measure of the cross sectional area of a standing tree at 4.5 feet and is expressed in terms of square feet/acre. Forests with a basal area of 120 to180 square feet/acre have a stand density of approximately 250 to more than 1,000 trees per acre. The extensive fuel ladders, dense tree canopy, and heavy surface fuel loading within the Ruidoso forest would allow crown fires to develop quickly. The Village of Ruidoso is a mountainous community with many slopes of 30 to 90 percent and a limited road system for back country access. Heavy fuels, dense vegetation, and limited access hamper fire fighters’ response to fires in many portions of Ruidoso.  The design and location of mountain homes have been a deterrent to adequate wildfire mitigation measures. 

The Village of Ruidoso has identified the need to address the risk of wildfire to the community, and seeks to implement appropriate wildfire hazard mitigation measures. These measures would reduce the risk of uncontrollable fires and associated property damage.

2. Section 2 TWO
Alternative Analysis
2.1 ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS

The Village of Ruidoso has prepared and submitted a Wildfire Hazard Mitigation Plan as part of an application to participate in the HMGP. The Wildfire Hazard Mitigation Plan identified three areas of village-owned land within and around Ruidoso for fuels reduction activities: the Eagle Creek and Grindstone Lake Vegetation Management Areas (together totaling 648 acres), and 25 miles of utility right of way (ROW) within the village (Ruidoso utility ROW). 

The 438-acre Eagle Creek Vegetation Management Area contains the Alto Reservoir and is located south of the communities of Alto, Sun Valley, and Sierra Vista (Figure 2). The Grindstone Lake Vegetation Management Area comprises 210 acres and is located in the southwest quadrant of Ruidoso (Figure 3); this area is strategic for mitigation because predominant winds come out of the southwest. Any fire originating from or carried through the Grindstone Lake area could potentially cross directly into the village. This area also houses an 80-bed center for learning disabled seniors, a reservoir, and the water treatment plant for Ruidoso. The Ruidoso utility ROW is located in the southwest quadrant of the village.

Three alternatives were developed and analyzed as part of this plan: No Action, Manual Fuels Reduction, and Mechanical Fuels Reduction.

2.2 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, fuels management actions related to mitigating fire hazards in the Ruidoso community would not occur. Without specific actions to remove vegetation, a defensible space around the urban areas of the Village of Ruidoso would not be created and the fuel load accumulation would continue to increase. The existing fire hazard would not be mitigated, and could potentially increase with the further accumulation of fuels. 

2.3 Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (PROPOSED ACTION)

Under the Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative, the Village of Ruidoso would remove excess vegetation and accumulated fuels manually.  Hand clearing would include the use of chainsaws and removal by hand. No access or logging roads would need to be constructed under this alternative. Forestry equipment would be delivered to work areas via existing roads. 

This prescription considers both forest health and wildfire fuels reduction components. A diversity of trees and shrubs would remain following vegetation management. Mature Gambel oaks, which typically have a DBH ranging from 6 to 8 inches, would be retained where feasible. The smaller, more flammable trees would be removed, greatly reducing “ladder fuels,” which increase the probability of a wildfire becoming a crown fire. All dead brush and most woody understory vegetation would be removed. It is estimated that this alternative would reduce the total per-acre fuel load by approximately 70 percent.

FIGURE 2 – 
RUIDOSO FUELS MANAGEMENT EAGLE CREEK VEGETATION MANAGEMENT AREA 
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FIGURE 3 - RUIDOSO FUELS MANAGEMENT GRINDSTONE LAKE VEGETATION MANAGEMENT AREA 

11 X 17 COLOR

The Eagle Creek and Grindstone Lake Vegetation Management areas and the Ruidoso utility ROW would be thinned implementing a low-intensity prescription. Low intensity thinning removes all trees less than 12 inches in diameter measured at breast height (DBH), or approximately 4.5 vertical feet from ground level. Trees greater than 12 inches DBH would be removed if they are dead or dying or pose a specific hazard. A qualified wildlife biologist would conduct a field check to insure that a minimum of three snags (with a DBH of greater than 12 inches and greater than 30 feet in height) per acre would be retained for wildlife habitat. 

The Eagle Creek Vegetation Management area contains two recreation areas - the Eagle Creek Sports Complex (a baseball park), and the Alto Reservoir. The Grindstone Lake Vegetation Management Area contains two recreation areas - a reservoir and Two Rivers Park (picnic and stream fishing). Around the four recreation areas, the low-intensity prescription would yield a 100-foot perimeter with a residual basal area of 40 square feet per acre. Additionally, the thinning would yield a residual basal area of 60 square feet per acre on the remainder of the 648 acres.

The width of vegetation clearing along the 25 miles of the Ruidoso utility ROW would be based on the United Fire Code Section 1117, as shown below in Table 1. 

Table 1: Standards for Vegetation Clearance Along Utility Lines

	High Tension Line Clearance
	Clearing Between All Vegetation and All Conductors

	More than 2,400 and less than 72,000 volts 
	4 feet

	More than 72,000 and less than 110,000 volts
	6 feet

	More than 110,000 volts
	10 feet

	Support poles and towers
	10 feet


Various temporary staging areas would be established as needed and would consist of vehicle parking areas and light equipment storage. The establishment of the temporary staging areas would not involve ground-disturbing activities, because staging areas would be located on previously developed and disturbed or paved areas. 

The downed plant material, where accessible to chipping equipment, would be chipped and thoroughly dispersed on the forest floor or on roads and trails. In areas inaccessible by the chipping equipment, plant material would be piled and burned by the Ruidoso Village Fire Department under acceptable guidelines. Slash burn piles would be kept small, from 5 to 8 feet in height and diameter. Cordwood from accessible areas may be made available as firewood for local residents through a permit process. The downed cordwood would be bundled, loaded, and transported to an area accessible to residents.  

As a part of the Wildfire Hazard Mitigation Plan, a long-term maintenance program is planned wherein the Village of Ruidoso would periodically assess the condition of the treated areas and ensure that the objective of wildfire hazard mitigation is maintained.  Funding for this portion of the Wildfire Hazard Mitigation Plan is not part of this HMGP application, and would be the responsibility of the Village of Ruidoso.

2.4 Alternative 3 – Mechanical FUELs Reduction Alternative

This alternative implements the same low-intensity thinning prescription as the Proposed Action; however, accumulated fuels would be removed through both mechanical and manual means. Low-impact, mechanical methods would be used on slopes of less than 40 percent. Mechanical methods include the use of wheeled forestry equipment, such as a low soil-compaction harvester with boom, or a feller-buncher, and small equipment such as bobcats and 450H Crawler Dozers would be used to minimize impact. These machines enable trees to be cut in a swath of approximately 25 feet on either side of the equipment. Mechanical methods may also include the use of a front-end loader to load cut materials onto a wagon to be taken offsite. Temporary access or logging routes would be constructed under this alternative to accommodate the use of wheeled forestry equipment. 

On uneven slopes, slopes greater than 40 percent, and around sensitive areas, manual removal methods would be used. These methods include the use of chainsaws and removal by hand. 

Temporary staging areas would be established as needed and would consist of vehicle parking areas and light equipment storage. To the extent practical, equipment staging areas would be located on existing roads, and in previously disturbed and developed areas to minimize new ground disturbance.  Temporary access routes and staging areas would be restored through the aeration of compacted soils and reseeding with an erosion control planting mix, followed by tree sapling plantings of local genetic stock. The downed plant material would be disposed of through chipping or burning as described in the Proposed Action.

2.5 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Consideration

In addition to the alternatives outlined in the previous section, several other alternatives were considered but eliminated from further consideration because they either did not meet the project applicant’s purpose and need or were not technically feasible (DeIaco, pers. comm.).

One alternative considered was the use of prescribed burning within the vegetation management areas.  A prescribed burn alternative would have involved the development and implementation of a burn plan to reduce the total per-acre fuel load by approximately 70 percent, using a low to moderate temperature burn [approximately 212( to 757( Fahrenheit (°F)].  The use of prescribed burns was considered technically infeasible because of the proximity of the vegetation management areas to homes and the urban areas of the Village of Ruidoso.  Additionally, the Grindstone Lake area is adjacent to a senior patient center that is considered a sensitive receptor to smoke inhalation caused by prescribed burns.  Treatment of the Ruidoso utility ROW area, the largest management area, with a prescribed burn was considered infeasible because of potential adverse effects on adjacent urban areas and the utility lines themselves.  Prescribed burning was also considered extremely controversial, as the recent Cerro Grande (or Cree) fire was still prominent in the public’s mind.

Besides the prescribed burning alternative, the Village of Ruidoso initially considered three different thinning levels.  These alternatives were ranked in regard to project acceptance, project length, and benefit/cost ratios, with the thinning plan of the Manual Fuels Reduction (Proposed Action) and Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternatives receiving the highest rankings.  

One considered alternative would have left a basal area of 35 to 40 square feet, providing for the maximum level of mitigation in terms of fuels reduction, short of clearcutting.  Under this plan, trees with a DBH of greater than 12 inches would be removed, classifying it as a timber cutting. This level of forest management would require both road building and reclamation activities and would be more difficult to implement.  Additionally, negative public reaction was expected due to the required road building activities and the project’s aesthetic impacts, potentially requiring several public hearings.  The other considered thinning prescription called for the same basal area retention (60 square feet/acre) as the Manual Fuels Reduction (Proposed Action) and Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternatives; however, all vegetation would be removed along the Ruidoso utility ROW.  While this alternative would have reduced non-structural fires originating in the Ruidoso utility ROW and would require less long-term maintenance, potential negative public reaction to the project’s aesthetic impacts was believed to be substantial, as was the increased difficulty of project implementation.

3. Section 3 THREE
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
3.1 Physical Environment

3.1.1 Geology, Seismicity and Soils

The Ruidoso study area includes the eastern and northeastern flank of the Sacramento Mountain Range. The geology and structure in the Ruidoso area have been described by geologists, including Dane and Bachman (1965), Kelley and Thompson (1964), and Kelley (1971). Rocks exposed in the area range in age from Permian to Recent. The oldest formations include shallow marine sands, silts, limestones, and dolomites of the Yeso Formation and limestone deposits of the San Andres Formation. Cretaceous-age sediments include the Dakota Sandstone and interbedded sandstone, siltstone, shale, siltstone and sandstones of the Mancos Shale and the Mesaverde Group. Tertiary deposits include terrigenous sediments of the Baca and Cub Mountain Formations and Tertiary-Quaternary igneous intrusive bodies. The youngest deposits in the area include veneers of Quaternary-Age alluvium and landslide deposits. 

The structure of the area is dominated by a large felsic intrusive Tertiary-age body at Sierra Blanca Mountain; numerous smaller dikes and sills of a related age and composition are also present in the area. Sedimentary rocks are draped along the eastern margin of Sierra Blanca. Other significant structural features in the vicinity include the Ruidoso fault zone and the Sierra Blanca Basin. The Ruidoso fault zone roughly separates the Sierra Blanca Basin containing Tertiary and Quaternary sediments from the older Permian rocks that outcrop to the east of Ruidoso. Quaternary sediments overlie Tertiary and Cretaceous sedimentary rocks west of the Ruidoso fault zone. East of the fault zone, Permian-age rocks are overlain by Quaternary sediments. Rocks are locally faulted and highly fractured within the complex structure of the area.

Surficial geology of the Grindstone Lake area is predominantly siltstones and sandstones of the Mesaverde Group. The Mancos Shale outcrops in the eastern portion of the area; a veneer of Quaternary alluvium, is limited to the bottom of Grindstone Canyon. Surficial geology of the Ruidoso utility ROW is also predominantly the Mesaverde Group; Mancos shale is also present in the eastern portion of the area and alluvium is present along the Rio Ruidoso drainage.

Seismic activity is not considered to be a major threat in the vicinity of Ruidoso; however, earthquake hazards have been assessed in the area. The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), delineated seismic risk in southeastern New Mexico and in the Ruidoso area (USGS, 1996). According to this analysis, the probabilistic earthquake accelerations that are expected in the Ruidoso area (10 percent probability of exceedance) that may occur with a frequency of 50 years are approximately 5 percent of gravity. Qualitatively, and compared to other portions of New Mexico, the seismic risk of the area is considered to be modest.

Soils in the vicinity of Ruidoso have been mapped in detail by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Soil Conservation Service (SCS) (1983). In general, the area is dominated by fairly steep slopes having thin soils on various bedrock units; limited intermontane areas have thicker and more deeply-weathered soils. Soil texture, mineralogy and other characteristics vary, depending upon the substrate parent material, Gavilan Loam. This unit is a sandy to clayey loam that occurs at elevations ranging from 6,500 NGVD.

Eagle Creek Vegetation Management Area

The predominant soils present at the Eagle Creek Vegetation Management Area are the Monjeau-Docdee Complex soils on moderate and steep slopes and the Nolten Loam on medium slopes. These soils have low permeability and are significantly susceptible to runoff and erosion. Minor portions of the area have Gavilan Loam and Sampson Loam on shallow slopes. These areas have moderate to low permeability and high to medium susceptibility to runoff and erosion.

Grindstone Lake Vegetation Management Area

The predominant soils present at the Grindstone Lake Vegetation Management Area are the Monjeau-Docdee Complex soils of medium and steep slopes. These soils are dense, have low permeability, and are highly susceptible to runoff and erosion. A small exposure of the Sampson Loam is present in an area downstream of the reservoir. This soil type is moderately permeable and is moderately susceptible to runoff and erosion.

Ruidoso Utility ROW 

The predominant soils present along the Ruidoso utility ROW are the Monjeau-Docdee Complex soils on medium and steep slopes and the Nolten Loams on low to medium slopes. All of these soils are highly susceptible to runoff and erosion. A small portion of the area has Cumilic Haplustolls on gentle slopes; this soil has moderate permeability and susceptibility to runoff and erosion.

Prime Farmland: Prime Farmland is defined by the USDA as land that has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce an economically sustained high yield of crops. According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) letter dated November 20, 2001, the project area does not contain prime farmlands, and therefore the Farmland Protection Policy Act is not applicable (see Appendix D). 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the geology of the area would not be affected. However, wildfires may adversely affect the soils of the project areas. The erosion potential of a wildfire depends on the erosion classification of the soils at the burn areas and whether the duff layer is disturbed. If the soil erosion classification is moderate to high and the duff layer is disturbed, then erosion may occur after a wildfire. Similarly, depending on the intensity of the wildfire and moisture content of the soils, a hydrophobic (water repelling) soil layer could form below the ground surface, exacerbating surface soil erosion. Some types of vegetation contain hydrophobic substances that reach the soil surface as vegetation decomposes on the ground. At temperatures between 392( to 550( F (a moderate-intensity fire), these hydrophobic substances are turned into a gas vapor.  Some vapors move downward into the soil, coming to rest as cooler soil temperatures are reached (Biswell, 1989). This cooled, condensed gas forms the hydrophobic layer, which can persist for a few years. Meanwhile, soils at the surface are made permeable because the hydrophobic substances have moved downward; precipitation easily saturates these permeable surface soils. Severe erosion could occur as the surface soils become saturated and the hydrophobic layer repels the water, preventing precipitation from percolating in the ground. The surface soils become saturated and can flow (erode) down-slope. This impact is more likely to occur in areas with coarse-grained soils (Biswell, 1989). 

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

Hand removal of vegetation is not likely to affect the geology of the project area. However, soils could be adversely impacted if root crowns were removed during the removal process. The stabilizing effect of root crowns would be reduced and the potential for erosion would increase. 

Vegetation removal on steeper slopes should be limited to avoid landslide conditions. Areas of previous landslides, or where evidence of potential landslides exists (hillside seeps, hummocky terrain) should be avoided. On steeper slopes where vegetation removal cannot be avoided, to prevent surface erosion, water bars would be installed as appropriate. Water bars consist of logs placed perpendicular to a drainage course to slow runoff, reducing the sediment load. Adequate vegetative buffer zones parallel to waterways would be retained to provide sediment filtration of runoff, as discussed more fully under Section 3.1.2, Water Resources and Water Quality.

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative

Mechanical and hand removal of vegetation is not likely to affect the geology of the project area. However, soils could be adversely impacted if root crowns were removed during the removal process, if soils become compacted with heavy equipment use, or if mechanical removal is conducted in wet conditions. Under these scenarios, the stabilizing effect of root crowns would be reduced and the potential for erosion would increase. In addition, use of heavy equipment on wet or even damp soils could substantially compact soils to the extent that infiltration rates decrease, thereby increasing runoff and erosion. Soil productivity would likely decrease under compacted conditions because root systems cannot penetrate the soils sufficiently and gas exchange is similarly reduced. To mitigate the effects of heavy equipment use and compaction, it is recommended that mechanical brush removal be conducted during dry periods throughout the year, when precipitation has been limited to less than 1 inch in the week prior to the use of the equipment, or when the ground is frozen, preferably with snow cover. 

Vegetation removal on steeper slopes should be limited to avoid landslide conditions. Areas of previous landslides, or where evidence of potential landslides exists (hillside seeps, hummocky terrain) should be avoided. On steeper slopes where vegetation removal cannot be avoided, to prevent surface erosion, water bars would be installed as appropriate. Adequate vegetative buffer zones parallel to waterways would be retained to provide sediment filtration of runoff, as discussed more fully in Section 3.1.2, Water Resources and Water Quality. The use of erosion control measures, such as installing silt fences or mulching cleared slopes, would be employed at all areas proposed for mechanical brush removal, and equipment staging would occur on existing roads, where possible. If the above mitigation measures were implemented, the risk of substantial erosion would be minimized. Furthermore, adequate vegetative buffer zones parallel to waterways should be retained to provide sediment filtration of runoff.

3.1.2 Water Resources and Water Quality

The proposed project areas are located in watersheds of Grindstone Canyon, Rio Ruidoso, and Eagle Creek. The water resources of the Ruidoso area were described in some detail by Newcomer and Shomaker (1991). West of the Ruidoso fault zone, groundwater flow is principally in fractured bedrock units having low water-bearing potential; direction of flow is to the east in this area. Limited saturations are locally present in alluvial veneers. Generally, the Tertiary intrusive rocks, as well as the Mesaverde, Mancos Shale, and Baca/Cub Mountain Formations have very limited water-bearing potential. The Dakota Sandstone locally produces significant quantities of water.

Groundwater in the area is recharged by precipitation along the east flank of Sierra Blanca to the west of the Ruidoso fault zone. The precipitation recharges bedrock groundwater storage through infiltration in streambeds, and to a lesser degree, by direct outcrop recharge. The Dakota Sandstone is locally highly fractured along its outcrop area east and north of Ruidoso. Near fracture zones, the Dakota produces significant quantities of groundwater, with some wells reaching production capacities of more than 100 gallons per minute (gpm). Elsewhere the Dakota generally produces adequate quantities of water for stock and domestic use. East of the Ruidoso fault zone, groundwater occurs primarily in the Permian-aged San Andres Formation. Groundwater flows in an easterly direction in the project area.

Groundwater quality is generally good in fractured Tertiary intrusive bodies west of the Ruidoso fault zone (Hall, 1964). Water from Cretaceous bedrock units in the Sierra Blanca Basin is of highly variable quality. Water derived from the Permian bedrock units east of the Ruidoso fault zone is generally of poor quality. Concentrations of total dissolved solids usually exceed 1000 milligrams per liter (mg/l); principal ions are sulfate and calcium (Mourant, 1963).

Surface water impoundments in the project area include Grindstone Lake and Alto Lake. Other surface waters in the area include Bonito Lake, Nogal Lake, a lake at the Inn of the Mountain Gods, and numerous smaller impoundments. The Village of Ruidoso obtains its water supply from numerous groundwater wells and from the treated surface waters of Alto Lake and Grindstone Lake. Collectively, Ruidoso obtains approximately 2,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) of water from these sources (Grassmick, pers. comm.). Bonito Lake receives approximately 5,000 AFY of inflow.  Approximately 3,100 AFY of the water is allocated, with about 2,300 AFY of the allocated amount conveyed to the users in the Tularosa Basin. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers: According to information provided in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the project area is not located near a federally designated wild and scenic waterway (16 U.S.C. §1274-1276). Therefore, this Act is not applicable.

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative

Accumulation of fuel loads under this alternative would increase the risk of a wildfire occurring, which would likely eliminate area vegetation and expose surface soils. Depending on the temperature of a wildfire, hydrophobicity could develop in the soil layers, repelling water and allowing surface soils to become saturated, with precipitation leading to substantial erosion. Soil stability is adversely affected by intense heat due to associated vegetation loss; therefore, unprotected soil would be eroded by wind or water actions and enter area runoff via precipitation. These sediments would eventually be carried into drainage ways and rivers. These conditions could lead to subsequent water quality deterioration in nearby streams and creeks.

Additionally, substantial soil deposits could dam or otherwise alter the natural course of drainage. Debris or mud dams may result in ponding of seasonal flows and diversion of creek flows. Ponding and diversion of flows would persist during below-average rainfall years.

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

Under the Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative, dead wood and live tree/shrub thinning would be performed using chainsaws and hand removal. No new roads or staging areas in previously undisturbed areas would be established under this alternative. Mobilization and demobilization of equipment and personnel would be by means of existing roads. Some of the downed trees would be used to create water bars by placing cut logs perpendicular to the slopes. Water bars are used to retard runoff and erosion. 

It is anticipated that the Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative would have a minimal effect on the quality of surface water and groundwater resources of the area. Since no roads or staging areas would be created, no significant increase in soil erosion is anticipated. The Village of Ruidoso relies upon groundwater and surface water resources from watersheds in the project area for its public water supply. Each individual source of water must be sampled and analyzed regularly for public health-related contaminants, as well as for non health-related, or aesthetic-related parameters. Information from sampling and analyses of these sources would provide the basis for monitoring water quality during and after the implementation of this alternative.

The proposed action would result in greater availability of water resources. Removal of dead wood and tree thinning would result in reduced interception of precipitation, greater soil infiltration, and increased groundwater recharge rates. Additionally, tree thinning would result in decreased vegetative evapotranspiration and greater availability of water for groundwater recharge and surface water yield. In general, no long-term adverse impacts to water resources or water quality are anticipated as a result of the Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative.

The establishment of a 100-foot buffer around Grindstone and Alto Lakes would further reduce the potential for eroding soils to adversely impact water quality and increase turbidity in the lakes. Additionally, the implementation of the erosion control measures identified in Appendix B would reduce the potential for soil erosion during vegetation management activities.

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative
Under the mechanical removal of vegetation, use of heavy equipment adjacent to waterways could adversely affect water quality by triggering a streambank collapse. The adverse effects are numerous under these conditions. First, soils from the bank would enter the waterway, increasing sediment levels and possibly temporarily affecting the rate of flow until the sediments are washed downstream. Second, the streambank would be rendered unstable and would be impacted by undercutting, high flows, and flash flows to a greater degree. Third, collapsed banks could allow for more sunlight to penetrate the water, possibly increasing water temperature. Lastly, the natural vegetative buffer provided by the streambank vegetation would be eliminated or reduced, allowing overland flows carrying sediments and non-point source pollutants to enter waterways unimpeded and unfiltered. To mitigate these effects, mechanical clearing using heavy equipment would be avoided in all streamside buffers. Other forms of clearing (such as hand clearing) would be used in these areas. Vegetation would be selectively cleared to allow the natural vegetative buffer to remain functional and stable. Additionally, parking areas would be designated on paved surfaces and established roads.

To prevent surface erosion, water bars would be installed on steeper slopes as appropriate. Water bars consist of logs placed perpendicular to a drainage course to slow runoff, reducing the sediment load. The establishment of a 100-foot buffer around Grindstone and Alto Lakes would further reduce the potential for eroding soils to adversely impact water quality and increase turbidity in the lakes. Additionally, the implementation of the erosion control measures identified in Appendix B would reduce the potential for soil erosion during vegetation management activities.

In general, with the implementation of these mitigation measures, no long-term adverse impacts to water resources or water quality are anticipated.

3.1.3 Floodplain Management (Executive Order 11988)

Floodplains generally refer to 100-year floodplains as set by FEMA and are shown on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) or Flood Hazard Boundary Maps (FHBM) for all communities that are members of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). 

The 100-year floodplain designates the area inundated during a storm having a 1 percent chance of occurring in any given year. FEMA also identifies the 500-year floodplain. The 500-year floodplain designates the area inundated during a storm having a 0.2 percent chance of occurring in any given year. Generally, rivers and major waterways are classified as floodways.

Executive Order (EO) 11988 (Floodplain Management) requires federal agencies to minimize occupancy and modification to the floodplain. Specifically, the EO prohibits federal agencies from funding construction that is in the 100-year floodplain unless there are no practicable alternatives. FEMA’s regulations for complying with EO 11988 are promulgated in 44 CFR Part 9. FEMA applies the Eight-Step Decision-Making Process as required by regulation to meet the requirements of EO 11988. A step-by-step analysis of the Eight-Step Decision-Making Process, as applied to this project, is included in Appendix C of this document.

According to the FHBM for Lincoln County, a portion of the project area in Grindstone Creek downstream of Grindstone Lake is within the 100-year flood hazard Zone A (FIRM, 1994). Zone A designates a 100-year flood hazard but a base flood elevation has not been determined. Floodplain maps for the Eagle Creek area are not in print.  The Ruidoso utility ROW is not located within a floodplain area.

If any work is to be conducted in the floodplain, the applicant would coordinate with the local floodplain administrator regarding applicable permits and/or conditions. 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no fuels management or vegetation rehabilitation projects would be undertaken. No adverse impacts to the regulated floodplain would be anticipated as a result of the No Action Alternative. However, accumulation of fuel loads under this alternative would increase the risk that a wildfire would occur. If the wildfire were catastrophic, large amounts of vegetative cover would be removed.  The resulting exposed and hydrophobic soils would cause high runoff in a storm event. High stormwater runoff would lead to increased flooding of areas within the floodplain and potentially outside floodplain zones. This condition would persist for several years until vegetation and soil are reestablished to pre-fire conditions.

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

The Proposed Action is not likely to result in any direct or indirect impacts associated with the occupancy or modification of the floodplain shown on the FHBM. Manual removal of vegetation under this alternative would not be expected to affect the floodplain, as it is a low-intensity prescription. Increased storm water runoff would expect to be minimal with a low-intensity vegetation removal. The area shown on the FHBM as being in the 100-year floodplain is small in relation to the overall project area. In accordance with 44 CFR  Section 9.5, debris removed as part of a fuels management project would not be disposed of within the floodplain zone downstream of Grindstone Lake.

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative

The Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative would not likely cause any direct or indirect impacts associated with the occupancy or modification of the floodplain. The mechanical fuels reduction is considered to be a low-intensity prescription, therefore increased storm water runoff is expected to be minimal. Small equipment would be used to minimize impacts, and manual methods would be used to thin vegetation in the floodplain area shown on the FHBM.

3.1.4 Air Quality

Air quality in New Mexico is distinguished by those areas that meet or exceed National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has designated specific areas throughout New Mexico as NAAQS attainment or non-attainment areas. Non-attainment areas are any areas that do not meet (or that contribute to ambient air quality in a nearby area that does not meet) the national primary or secondary air quality standard for a pollutant. Attainment areas are any areas that meet the primary or secondary ambient air quality standard for the pollutant. Two non-attainment areas exist in New Mexico; however, Ruidoso and surrounding areas are classified as attainment areas for all six criteria pollutants.

The Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended, requires the EPA to set NAAQS for pollutants considered harmful to public health and the environment. The CAA established two types of NAAQS. Primary standards set limits to protect public health, including the health of sensitive populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly. Secondary standards set limits to protect public welfare, including protection against decreased visibility, damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings.

The EPA has set NAAQS for six principal pollutants, which are called "criteria" pollutants. They include: carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), lead (Pb), particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns (PM10), and sulfur dioxide (SO2). Table 2 presents the NAAQS for the criteria pollutants.

In addition, the New Mexico Environmental Department (NMED) has established standards for toxic air pollutants. Toxic air pollutants are chemicals that are generally found in trace amounts in the atmosphere, but that can result in chronic health effects or increase the risk of cancer when 

Table 2: Ambient Air Quality Standards

	CONTAMINANT
	AVERAGING TIME
	UNIT
	NEW

MEXICO

STANDARD
	NAAQS

	
	
	
	
	PRIMARY
	SECONDARY

	Carbon Monoxide
	8 hour
	ppm
	8.7
	9
	N/A

	
	1 hour
	ppm
	13.1
	35
	N/A

	Sulfur Dioxide
	Annual
	ppm
	0.02
	0.03
	N/A

	
	24 hour
	ppm
	0.10
	0.14
	N/A

	
	3 hour
	ppm
	N/A
	N/A
	0.05

	Nitrogen Dioxide
	Annual
	ppm
	0.05
	0.053
	0.053

	
	24 hour
	ppm
	0.10
	N/A
	N/A

	Ozone
	1 hour
	ppm
	N/A
	0.12
	0.12

	PM10
	Annual
	(g/m3
	N/A
	50
	50

	
	24 hour
	(g/m3
	N/A
	150
	150

	Total Suspended

Particulate
	24 hour
	(g/m3
	150
	N/A
	N/A

	
	7 day
	(g/m3
	110
	N/A
	N/A

	
	30 day
	(g/m3
	90
	N/A
	N/A

	
	Annual
	(g/m3
	60
	N/A
	N/A

	Lead
	Quarterly
	(g/m3
	N/A
	1.5
	1.5

	Hydrogen Sulfide
	Not applicable to Ruidoso and surrounding region.

	Total Reduced 

Sulfur
	Not applicable to Ruidoso and surrounding region.


present in amounts that exceed established exposure limits. Guidelines used by the NMED for determining if a new or modified source emitting a toxic air pollutant requires air quality permitting are found in 20 New Mexico Administrative Code (NMAC) 2.72.

The NMED has jurisdiction for the enforcement of all applicable CAA air quality requirements through a federally approved State Implementation Plan (SIP). This plan outlines all applicable air quality statutes. As such, any increase in criteria pollutants released from the disturbance of soils or the construction of structural measures may have specific regulatory requirements enforced under 20 NMAC 2.72. For example, any fuel-fired equipment (excluding trucks, dozers, cars, etc.), storage tanks (>10,000 gallons), large electrical generators, concrete batch plants, or other equipment that can produce air emissions may have specific regulatory requirements. In these cases, this equipment would be required to be permitted as a new or modified source under 20 NMAC 2.72, or be required to notify the NMED Air Quality Bureau of the respective activity or emission source. Similarly, under 20 NMAC 2.60, a permit must be obtained for open air burning to reduce combustion impacts on air quality.  Some of the specific regulatory requirements are discussed under the Proposed Action. Interagency coordination was initiated with the NMED Air Quality Bureau for potential air quality issues associated with the Proposed Action and Alternative 3 (Appendix D).

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no fuels management actions related to mitigating fire hazards would occur in the Ruidoso community. Without specific actions to remove vegetation, a defensible space around the urban areas of the Village of Ruidoso would not be created and the fuel load accumulation would continue to increase. The existing fire hazard would not be mitigated, and could potentially increase with the further accumulation of fuels.

Dense fuel build-up and respective fire risk in fireprone areas would remain high. Fuel build-up in forests substantially increases levels of most criteria pollutants and many hazardous air pollutants that are released during wildfires. Smoke from a fire consists of carbon dioxide (CO2), water vapor, particulates [some of which contain volatile organic compounds (VOCs)], and CO. In addition, support vehicles used in fighting wildfires would cause a slight, temporary increase of PM10, CO, NO2, SO2, and O3 precursors. Soils exposed by a wildfire would increase PM10 levels through wind erosion.

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

Under the Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative, the Village would remove excess vegetation from 648 acres.  Some of these areas contain resources particularly sensitive to decreases in air quality; for example, an 80-bed center for learning disabled seniors, a reservoir, and the water treatment plant for the Village.  Areas would be thinned implementing a low-intensity prescription. Accumulated fuels would be removed through manual means. Hand clearing would include the use of chainsaws and removal by hand. No access or logging roads would need to be constructed under this alternative. Forestry equipment would be delivered to work areas via existing roads. The use of vehicles and fuel-powered chainsaws to clear vegetation has the potential to increase the criteria pollutants. When the equipment is initially started, some visible emissions and possibly odorous emissions would be expected. To minimize adverse effects on air quality, the applicant would keep equipment properly maintained and keep running times to a minimum.

The downed plant material, where accessible to chipping equipment, would be chipped and thoroughly dispersed on the forest floor or on roads and trails. In areas inaccessible by the chipping equipment, plant material would be placed in small piles no greater than 5 to 8 feet in height and diameter and burned by the Village of Ruidoso Fire Department under acceptable guidelines. Smoke plumes have the potential to cause short-term negative impacts to air quality. While locations for burning of vegetation have not been selected, no burning would be conducted in areas near sensitive receptors. Prior to burning the downed vegetation, the appropriate permit for open burning (20 NMAC 2.60) would be applied for and obtained from NMED Air Quality Bureau.  Specific requirements of this permit include: 1) the creation of smoke management and minimization procedures, such as ensuring the material to be burned is as dry and dirt-free as possible; 2) burning during the daytime only (between 10:00 a.m and 4:00 p.m.); and, 3) ensuring wind direction is such that smoke will generally be carried away from areas of human habitation.

Overall, the impacts on air quality as a result of the Proposed Action would be minimal and temporary. The implementation of mitigation measures during project activities would keep emissions to negligible levels. Mitigation measures include wetting down dirt roads and staging areas when needed, and properly maintaining construction equipment.

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative

Heavy equipment and hauling operations and site preparation activities would result in temporary vehicle exhaust and fugitive dust emissions. The implementation of the Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative would increase fugitive dust (PM10) emissions from soil disturbance, as well as emissions of CO and NO2 from fossil-fuel burning vehicles and equipment.

Various temporary staging areas would be established as needed and would consist of vehicle parking areas and light equipment storage. The establishment of the temporary staging areas would not involve ground-disturbing activities. The downed plant material would be chipped or burned.

The implementation of mitigation measures during project activities would keep emissions to negligible levels. Mitigation measures include wetting down dirt roads and staging areas when needed, and properly maintaining construction equipment.

3.2 Biological Environment

3.2.1 Terrestrial and Aquatic Environment

The biological resources of the Village of Ruidoso area are typical of woodlands and forests of the southern Rocky Mountains. The forests of the area can be divided into three classifications. The lower reaches of the village are comprised of pinyon pine (Pinus edulis) and juniper (Juniperus scopulorum) woodlands. As the elevation around the village increases from approximately 7,000 feet to 8,000 feet NGVD, Lower Montane forests of ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) and Gambel oak (Quercus gambelii) are prevalent. As the terrain increases above 8,000 feet in elevation, mixed-conifer forests dominate. The mixed conifer forests are comprised of Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), white fir (Abies concolor), blue spruce (Picea pungens), ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa), and quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides).

The elevation range of the village area varies from approximately 6,360 to 7,650 feet NGVD. Weather is directly tied to elevation. Annual precipitation varies from approximately 18 inches in the pinyon-juniper woodlands to 25 inches or more in the higher elevations of mixed conifer forests. Much of this precipitation falls as snow; however, summer precipitation is substantial with mountain showers occurring almost daily. Wetter sites within the forest may contain variations in the forestscape and contain species of Rocky Mountain maple (Acer glabrum), various willows (Salix spp.), and narrow-leaf cottonwood (Populus angustifolia). 

Vegetative cover in the area of the proposed alternatives consists primarily of ponderosa pine and mixed conifer forests. Lower elevations may contain small amounts of pinyon-juniper woodlands. These vegetation zones, and the surrounding mixed conifer forest provide seasonal and year-round breeding, foraging, calving, fawning, and denning habitat and migration routes for a variety of resident and migratory wildlife species. Wildlife includes large mammals such as black bear (Ursus americanus), mountain lion (Felis concolor), elk (Cervus elaphuis nelsoni), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), whitetail deer (Odocoileus virginianus), and coyote (Canis latrans). Small mammals include raccoon (Procyon lotor), porcupine (Erethizon dorsatum), badger (Taxidea taxus), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), squirrels (Spermophilus spp.), and chipmunks (Tamias spp.). Bird species including Wild Turkey (Meleagris gallopavo), Clarks Nutcracker (Nucifraga columbiana), nuthatches (Sitta spp.), and Green-tailed Towhee (Pipilo chlorurus). 

Fish in the project area are primarily confined to the Alto and Grindstone reservoirs and are stocked for recreational fishing. The two major species are rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and brown trout (Salmo trutta). The area in and around Ruidoso supports 14 species of bats, 10 species of amphibians, and over 40 species of reptiles.

The forestlands in the project area are experiencing declining forest health. The primary factor of degraded forests is increased tree density and degraded grass and forb cover. Forest fire suppression practices and livestock overgrazing are the primary cause of degraded forests, with other factors creating added stress on an already burdened system (Dahms and Geils, 1997). Fire suppression and overgrazing have resulted in the unnaturally heavy accumulation of live and dead vegetation and has led to doghair thickets of ponderosa pine trees. These dense tree stands are impacting the overall forest health and are now becoming a concern in the southern range of the ponderosa pine (Garrett, 1995). 

Prior to the introduction of fire suppression practices, the ponderosa pine forest existed as an open park-like structure with trees spaced wide apart and thick grass/forb cover knitted between the pines. Naturally occurring fires were estimated to have started every 7 to 10 years, resulting in an expanse of low vegetative fuel buildup and large trees. Many early explorers and naturalists give descriptions of a forest vastly different than the ones generally seen today. For example, in 1911, Woolsey, a noted forest specialist of the period, wrote:

“A pure park-like stand made up of scattered groups of 2 to 20 trees usually connected by scattered individuals. Openings are frequent, and vary greatly in size. Within the type are open parks of large extent whose origin may be due to peculiar soil conditions such as hard pan, or in other cases to periodic flooding.”

Presently, some forests in and around Ruidoso have a basal area in excess of 120 square feet per acre and are dominated by small diameter trees (DeIaco, pers. comm.). The high tree densities and high fuel loads impact the resources of the forest ecosystem such as water, forage, and wildlife habitat. Abnormally high vegetative densities have resulted in high-intensity catastrophic wildfires affecting larger areas and contributing to catastrophic insect and disease outbreaks (Garrett, 1995). Furthermore, some biological communities are evolutionarily adapted to periodic fires, and many native species reproduce or forage most effectively several years after a fire. Fire suppression activities have caused significant changes in vegetation and wildlife diversity, and wildlife populations dependent upon open forest stands with large trees have diminished (Dahms and Geils, 1997). Fire-intolerant species have thrived in areas once dominated by fire-resistant and fire-tolerant species, thereby changing the species composition of the community (wildlife and vegetation), the nutrient distribution of the soil, and the spatial and canopy structure of the community. In this regard, fire suppression techniques have had a negative impact on these communities.

The project area consists of three areas. Each area has site-specific variations in topography, aspect, and elevation. An ecological field investigation was performed at each site by URS Group biologists on October 3 and 4, 2001. Descriptions of the three areas and their associated vegetation and wildlife follow:

Eagle Creek Vegetation Management Area. This site is located north of the Village of Ruidoso within the valley of Eagle Creek, extending up the side slopes of the creek. The project area begins in upper Eagle Creek to the west of Highway 48, extending to the area downstream of Alto Reservoir to the east. The upstream project area is located around village-owned water-well houses and has an elevation of approximately 7,520 feet NGVD. Eagle Creek bisects the site with north-facing slopes on the south side of the creek primarily comprised of mixed-conifer forests of white fir, ponderosa pine, Gambel oak, and Engelman spruce (Picea engelmanii).  The south-facing slopes are generally warmer and drier and are primarily ponderosa pine-oak forests with some mixed conifer and pinyon-juniper woodland. This trend between south-facing and north-facing vegetation zones holds generally true as the project area continues downstream to Alto Reservoir. Alto Reservoir is at an elevation of approximately 7,280 feet NGVD and is surrounded by ponderosa pine and mixed conifer forests. Further downstream of Alto reservoir gray oak (Quercus grisea) and Gambel oak forests are more common and are interspersed with mixed conifers. Evidence of a burned area was observed in the southeast portion of the Eagle Creek Vegetation Management area. Surviving alligator juniper (Juniperus deppeana) and ponderosa pine were scattered through the burn area and thick grasses and Gambel oak were reappearing at the site. Eagle Creek traverses through the project area and was dry at the upper creek and flowing in the downstream portion beyond Alto reservoir at the time of the ecological field investigation. The vegetation is generally thicker along the length of the creek with large stands of narrow-leafed cottonwood and willows growing prominently in the downstream portion of the area.

Grindstone Lake Vegetation Management Area. The area around Grindstone Lake is included in the project area and is located southwest of the Village. Mixed conifer and ponderosa pine-Gambel oak forests are predominant in and around Grindstone Lake. The hillsides north of the lake are south-facing and are warmer and drier and as a result, pinyon-juniper woodlands are found along with ponderosa pine. The slopes south of the lake are north-facing and are comprised of mixed conifer forests with white fir, Douglas fir, ponderosa pine and large stands of tall Gambel oak. A trapped water pond containing numerous tiger salamander (Ambystoma tigrinum) larvae was observed adjacent to Grindstone Lake on the south. The eastern portion of the Grindstone project area is downstream of the reservoir and is located within the Grindstone Creek Valley. The valley bottom is a large ponderosa pine forest with denser ground cover vegetation of blue grama grasses and forbs such as wooly cinquefoil (Potentilla hippiana) and harebell (Campanula rotundifolia). Development is located north and east of the lake with housing freely interspersed among dense forest stands. An area located north of the lake was observed to have been recently cut and piled. Mallard ducks (Anas platyrhynchos) and several Great Blue Heron (Ardea herodias) were observed in and around Grindstone Lake.

Ruidoso Utility ROW. This portion of the project area is highly developed and is within the most densely populated part of the Village. Nonetheless, it continues to be heavily forested, as most home owners have maintained native vegetation around their properties. The area is within ponderosa pine and mixed conifer forests that have been highly manipulated for development of roads, housing, businesses, and utilities. Some ornamental vegetation is present including weeping willows (Salix spp.), poplar (Populus spp.), ornamental plum trees (Prunus spp.), and manicured lawns of grass and flowers. The Rio Ruidoso is also within the easement project area and is vegetated with riparian vegetation including narrow-leaf cottonwoods, willows, quaking aspen, and Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia). Evidence of black bears was observed around village dumpsters during the field investigation. Vegetation was observed to be dense in many areas around aboveground utilities along the road right-of-ways.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act: The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712) prohibits the taking of migratory birds, nests, and eggs, except as permitted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). A migratory bird is defined as “any species or family of birds that live, reproduce, or migrate within or across international borders at some point during their annual life cycle.”  There are currently 836 species of migratory birds protected under the MBTA (USFWS, 2002).  

Interagency coordination was initiated with the USFWS and the State of New Mexico Department of Game and Fish regarding any potential impacts to terrestrial or aquatic habitats and migratory birds associated with the Proposed Action and Alternative 3. In consultation letters, neither agency expressed concern with these alternatives regarding migratory birds. Because the project area is not a nesting site for migratory birds, all of the alternatives are anticipated to be in compliance with the MBTA. 

Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, vegetation management would not be implemented. Therefore, this alternative would have little or no direct impact on biological resources in the project area. Since funds would not be available to conduct vegetation management projects required to adequately reduce fire hazards, the potential for future wildfires would remain. 

If a fire were to occur at a future date due to the lack of vegetation management, it would result in the loss of existing vegetation within the area of the fire and the resultant loss of terrestrial wildlife habitat. Furthermore, indirect impacts would occur to aquatic habitat and resources as fire residue and eroded soils would be washed into local streams and reservoirs. These indirect impacts associated with the loss of existing vegetation would continue until adequate vegetation is reestablished within the burn area. Without vegetation management activities, it is anticipated that these fires would burn hotter, resulting in more tree kills and damage to the natural environment.

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

This alternative includes vegetation removal by hand or by use of chainsaws, and hand clearing of vegetation as part of a low-intensity prescription. Manual vegetation management activities would not necessarily disturb the overall biology of the area, although the vegetation thinning/removal would decrease the habitat for some species while increasing habitat for others. 

Removal of dying, standing dead, and downed timber reduces habitat for species such as woodpeckers, bats, nuthatches, small rodents, and reptiles (Dahms and Geils, 1997). However, because the project applicant would be required to retain a minimum of three snags (DBH > 12 inches and height > 30 feet), and a minimum of three downed logs (> 10 inches in diameter and 8 feet long) per acre, some habitat would be maintained for these species. 

Habitat for the majority of forestland species would be improved by thinning smaller trees. The forest canopy would be opened, allowing for better growth of grasses, forbs, and shrubs and increasing forage for species such as elk, turkey, and deer. The retention of mature Gambel oaks, where feasible, and maintaining diversity in the forest canopy would benefit wildlife by providing cover and forage diversity (Ffolliott and others, 2000). The vigor and diversity of vegetation normally found in the understory of healthy forest ecosystems would begin to return. Increasing grass and forb cover would maintain forest soils and soil erosion would decrease (Dahms and Geils, 1997; LAFD, 2001). 

Thinning smaller trees would also reduce tree competition, therefore enhancing survivability and growth rates of the older trees (Dahms and Geils, 1997). The basal area of the residual trees would be expected to increase following the thinning of smaller trees; however, the number of trees per acre would be expected to remain the same for many years (Ffolliott and others, 2000). The thinning of small trees and diseased trees would also reduce pest and pathogen outbreaks in the forests, aiding in the overall health of residual trees (Aber and others, 2000).

One of the secondary benefits of fuels reduction, aside from reducing the fire hazard, is to maintain a higher diversity of tree and plant species and an uneven-aged forest by continuing thinning treatments over time (DeIaco, pers. comm.). A low-intensity prescription would reduce short-term treatment impacts on soils, wildlife habitats, and aesthetic values; however, continued management and thinning treatments would be required for long-term forest health (ERI, 1999). Normal ecological structures and functions would not be restored with just one treatment. Overall plant diversity would be expected to increase with intensity of thinning treatments; however, invasive, non-native species have the potential to dominate areas cleared of vegetation (Griffis, 2000). Therefore, monitoring and maintaining fuel breaks and fuel management zones, and continuing to treat these areas would be necessary.

Some wildlife species such as mule deer, birds, and small diurnal mammals such as chipmunks could be temporarily disturbed and displaced during the manual vegetation removal activities. However, this would be a short-term disturbance.

Although vegetation removal would take root crowns from the soil and increase the potential for erosion, this would be a short-term threat to the aquatic resources. The lasting impact would be more stable soil, improved infiltration, and a reduction in the potential for catastrophic wildfires; hence, it would lead to a reduction in the factors that contribute to the degradation of aquatic habitat.

To minimize potential risks to biological resources, the Village of Ruidoso would implement the following mitigation measures where appropriate: 

· Minimize soil compaction, by avoiding driving vehicles within tree drip-lines; 

· Avoid parking vehicles or staging equipment in wildland areas;

· Leave a minimum number of snags and downed logs for habitat; 

· Where thinning of riparian vegetation is prescribed, vegetation would be removed by hand to minimize impacts to aquatic habitat. Vegetation management personnel would be required to avoid disturbing wetland areas not part of the thinning prescription. 

· To prevent erosion that could degrade water quality and increase turbidity, no snags or large trees greater than 12 inches DBH would be cut outside of the 100-foot buffer around Grindstone and Alto Lakes unless they are determined by the Village of Ruidoso to be a hazard. 

· Water bars would be installed on steeper slopes to slow runoff and reduce sediment load.

· Erosion control measures would be utilized during removal activities (see Appendix B).

In general, the Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative would result in long-term beneficial impacts to biological resources. 

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative

The effects of the Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative would depend on the type of equipment used. Small equipment such as bobcats and 450H bulldozers would be used to minimize impacts. Fragile soils and vegetation can be damaged by the use of large, heavy equipment; therefore the use of smaller equipment would cause less impact to the area soils and residual vegetation (Bridge, pers. comm.). Smaller equipment allows the operator more maneuverability but is limited by terrain, vegetation density, and available access from existing roads and trails (MacDonald, pers. comm.). The use of small equipment in mechanical removal would cause damage to a multistoried canopy of forest (DeIaco, pers. comm.).

Alternative 3 has the potential to cause erosion that could impact aquatic resources in the project area. However, buffer zone and erosion control measures would be required and would protect aquatic habitat. 

Manual thinning would occur in areas where wheeled forestry equipment could not be used. The majority of the Eagle Creek and Grindstone Lake Vegetation Management Areas is steep terrain and the use of mechanical equipment may not be feasible.

Invasive, non-native species have the potential to dominate areas cleared of vegetation (Griffis, 2000). Therefore, monitoring and maintaining fuel breaks and fuel management zones, and continuing to treat these areas would be necessary. An alternative to periodic clearing would be to plant native, fire-resistant species as selected by the Village of Ruidoso’s urban forester 

In general, the Mechanical Fuel Reduction Alternative is not likely to result in any long-term adverse impacts to biological resources. 
3.2.2 Wetlands (Executive Order 11990)

The term wetland refers to those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams) mudflats, sloughs, and similar areas.

Under Executive Order 11990, federal agencies are required to minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and preserve and enhance their natural and beneficial values. If a federal action has the potential to impact jurisdictional waters of the United States as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) would be contacted for appropriate permitting requirements. Section 404 of the CWA authorizes the USACE to issue permits, after notice and opportunity for public hearing, for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. at specified disposal sites. FEMA applies the Eight-Step Decision-Making Process, required by 44 CFR Part 9, to meet the requirements of EO 11990. This step-by-step analysis, as applied to this project, is contained in Appendix C.

Wetlands are indicated on a USFWS National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map of the project area. The map is dated 1984; therefore, Grindstone Lake is not shown on the map. Downstream of Grindstone Lake, Grindstone Creek is classified as an emergent seasonally flooded wetland, although this classification pre-dates the reservoir and any controlled stream flows from the dam. Alto Lake is indicated as a greater than 20-acre, open-water, diked lake that is permanently flooded. Eagle Creek is classified as a temporarily flooded, scrub-shrub wetland with broad-leaved deciduous vegetation, both upstream and downstream of Alto Reservoir (USFWS, 1984; Dall, pers. comm.). No wetlands are identified within the Ruidoso utility ROW.  

During the site visit conducted on October 3 and 4, wetland areas, including streams, drainage areas, ponds, and reservoirs were observed throughout the project area. Beyond establishing the presence of wetland areas within the project area, specific wetland identification and delineation were not conducted as part of this analysis.

Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no fuels management or vegetation rehabilitation projects would be undertaken, and therefore, no direct or indirect impacts to wetlands or other jurisdictional waters in the project area would occur. No further coordination with the USACE in compliance with Section 404 of CWA would be required under this alternative.

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

Under the Proposed Action, vegetation would be thinned by hand or by using chainsaws, and would include pedestrians crossing small wetland areas and intermittent watercourses in the project area. The thinning of understory vegetation and uprooting of forest stands also has the potential to free erodible soils, which could enter wetland areas.

Based on the January 8, 2001 letter from the USACE, Albuquerque District, the Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative would be excluded from Section 404 of the CWA because the project does not involve discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. (Appendix D). Therefore, a USACE permit would not be required. Erosion control measures would be applied to the project area to minimize the impacts of vegetation thinning on wetland areas (see Appendix B). Measures such as fell-logging or contour-felling to create water bars and selective thinning would be implemented to mitigate the impact of soil erosion on waterways (DeIaco, pers. comm.). In addition, vegetation management personnel would thin riparian vegetation outside of the buffer by hand to reduce adverse impacts to aquatic habitat. To minimize the impact of the ingress and egress of vegetation management personnel on wetland areas, the project applicant, and their employees, would be required to avoid walking through these wetland areas. 

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative
Under this alternative, operation of machinery, such as a bobcat, low-soil compaction harvester, or other type of small equipment may involve the temporary crossing of wetland areas and intermittent watercourses in the project area. Hauling equipment used for mechanical vegetation removal may also require temporary stream crossings. Additionally, the ingress and egress of equipment may increase the potential for soils to erode into wetland areas. The utilization of small equipment such as bobcats and small bulldozers would eliminate the need for construction of new roads, therefore a USACE permit pertaining to crossing of streambanks would not be required. In addition, vegetation management personnel would thin riparian vegetation by hand to reduce loss of valuable aquatic habitat, as required by the USACE (Appendix D).

There may be some impacts to wetlands in the short-term due to increased soil erosion caused by vehicular traffic during removal activities. However, mechanical harvesters can process the trees on-site leaving the tops and limbs on the forest floor where the nutrients can return to the soil. This organic material also protects the soil from compaction and rutting as the machines drive over it (Temperate Forest Foundation, 2001). The impacts of mechanical thinning would be short-term, as the forest would reestablish itself. Therefore, no long-term impacts to wetlands are anticipated as a result of this alternative.

3.2.3 Threatened and Endangered Species

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 requires Federal agencies to determine the effects of their actions on threatened, endangered, and candidate species of fish, wildlife, and plants, and their habitats, and take steps to conserve and protect these species.

As part of the preparation of the EA, lists of special status species with the potential to occur in the project area were obtained from the USFWS. Because the project area in the Village of Ruidoso is located adjacent to USFS land, this EA also considers impacts to species listed as sensitive by the USFS under the Forest Service Manual (File 2670) and the National Forest Management Act of 1976. The compiled list of species is summarized in Tables 3 and 4 and described below.

Table 3: Federal Species Classified as Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate

in Lincoln County

	Species Name
	Scientific name
	Official Status

	Black-footed Ferret
	Mustela nigripes
	FWS-Endangered

	Black-tailed Prairie Dog
	Cynomys ludovicianus
	FWS-Candidate

	Bald Eagle
	Haliaeetus leucocephalus
	FWS-Threatened

	Mexican Spotted Owl
	Strix occidentalis lucida
	FWS-Threatened

	Northern Aplomado Falcon
	Falco femoralis septentrionalis
	FWS-Endangered

	Kuenzler Hedgehog Cactus
	Echinocereus fendleri var. kuenzleri
	FWS-Endangered


Table 4: Forest Service Sensitive Species

	Species Name
	Scientific name
	Official Status

	Mexican Spotted Owl
	Strix occidentalis lucida
	FS-Sensitive

	Osprey
	Pandion haliaetus carolinensis
	FS-Sensitive

	Northern Goshawk
	Accipiter gentilis
	FS-Sensitive

	Bald Eagle
	Haliaeetus leucocephalus
	FS-Sensitive


Black-footed Ferret (Mustela nigripes) is not known to occur in New Mexico. The ferret was extirpated by the systematic poisoning, shooting, and trapping of its prey, the prairie dog. 

Black-tailed Prairie Dog (Cynomys ludovicianus) has been petitioned for listing as a threatened species throughout its range. The Black-tailed Prairie Dog occurs in New Mexico in short or mixed-grass prairies. There are no grasslands in the project area, therefore the Black-tailed Prairie dog is not expected be present.

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is known to use the Grindstone Reservoir and the vicinity of Alto Reservoir during winter months from November through March. Key habitat areas include winter roost sites along the southern shore of Grindstone Reservoir (DeIaco and Cordova, pers. comms.). Three Bald Eagles were sited at Grindstone Lake during the winter of 2000. Effective August 11, 1995, the Bald Eagle was downlisted from endangered to threatened in the lower 48 states. The Bald Eagle has since been proposed for removal from the list of endangered and threatened wildlife in the lower 48 states 

Mexican Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis lucida), herein referred to as MSO, is usually found in forested mountains in a diverse range of plant communities. They are usually found in mixed-conifer forests but also occupy broadleaf forests such as Gambel oak and box elder (Acer negundo), preferring multi-aged, multi-storied canopies. They are also found in canyons with steep sides that have mixed conifers with a multi-storied tree canopy. MSO nest and roost primarily in closed-canopy forests, rocky canyons on cliff ledges, on debris platforms in trees, in old raptor nests, or in tree cavities. A wide variety of trees are used for nesting but Douglas firs are the most commonly used species. The owls forage over or within several timber types with the majority of their diet consisting of small nocturnal mammals; woodrats (Neotoma spp.) being the primary food of owls in northern latitudes, and mice and birds in southern latitudes. Although there are no known occurrences of MSO in the project area, the presence of mixed-conifer forests and broadleaved forests in riparian habitats could provide suitable habitat for MSOs. An MSO Protected Activity Center is located north of the Eagle Creek Vegetation Management Area, and is more than half a mile from the nearest edge of the project area. 

Northern Aplomado Falcon (Falco femoralis septentrionalis) is known to inhabit coastal and interior grasslands of the American southwest. Historical distribution covered south Texas, west Texas, southern New Mexico, northern Mexico, and southern Arizona. Populations declined in the 20th century and the last recorded siting was near Deming, New Mexico in 1952. The Aplomado Falcon’s decline was due to large-scale habitat change, widespread pesticide use, and human persecution. A reintroduction program was begun in 1977 with 25 nestlings collected in Mexico to build a captive-bred population for release back into the wild. The reintroduction of the Aplomado Falcon has had success with a total of 578 captive-bred falcons released into the wild. A pair of falcons successfully fledged young in Cameron County, Texas in 1995 (Peregrine Fund, 2001). No falcons are known to occupy the area of Ruidoso. While the falcon could occur as an occasional migrant in the project area, the nearest recorded sightings have occurred in Alamogordo, New Mexico (approximately 40 miles southwest of the project area) and in Carlsbad, New Mexico (approximately 110 miles southeast of the project area) (Cordova, pers. comm.). 

Kuenzler Hedgehog Cactus (Echinocereus fendleri var. kuenzleri) occurs over a small range in the southeastern part of New Mexico. It is found primarily on gentle, gravelly to rocky slopes and benches on limestone or limy sandstone, in Great Plains grassland, oak woodland, or pinyon-juniper woodlands (New Mexico Rare Plant Technical Council, 2001). The cactus has been found on south-facing slopes, in limestone areas primarily north of the project area, and around Fort Stanton, New Mexico. It is not known to occur within either the Eagle Creek or Grindstone Lake areas (Cordova, pers. comm.).

Osprey (Pandion haliaetus carolinensis) is a fish-eating raptor found along waterways, lakes and coastal areas along the Atlantic coastline from Florida to the Great Lakes, and along the Pacific coastline from Alaska south to Mexico. Osprey winter in Central America, the Caribbean, and northern South America (Clark and Wheeler, 1987). The occurrence of Osprey in Lincoln county can be year-round but is uncommon (New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, 2001). A young pair of Osprey was recorded along the southern shoreline of Grindstone Lake in 1996. They established a nest at the lake, however they did not remain and there have been no further recorded sightings (Cordova, pers. comm.). 

Northern Goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) is a resident of northern forests and mountain forests of the west (Clark and Wheeler, 1987). Due to habitat degradation, vulnerability to disturbance, dependence on large stands of old growth forest, and the potential for habitat fragmentation due to timber harvesting, it is a sensitive species (New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, 2001). It is known to use mature stands or large trees for nesting. A Goshawk Management Territory is located south of the Eagle Creek area. The territory is considered suitable for Goshawk nesting and a nest was discovered within the zone. The nest is located more than a half mile from the edge of the Eagle Creek Vegetation Management Area.

Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, vegetation management would not occur. Therefore, this alternative would have little potential to directly impact proposed or listed threatened and endangered species in the Village of Ruidoso area. The overall fuels inventory would continue to increase in the region and the potential for future wildfire damage would remain. If a fire were to occur at a future date due to the lack of vegetation thinning and removal, it would result in the loss of existing vegetation within the area of the fire, the potential injury and/or death of special status species, and impacts to their habitat depending on the intensity and severity of the fire.

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

The Bald Eagle, MSO, and Northern Goshawk have the potential to occur in the project area. To minimize potential impacts to these species from the Proposed Action, mitigation measures would be required. The following mitigation measures were developed by USFWS and USFS with relation to this project to minimize impacts to the aforementioned species (see letters in Appendix D). 

Bald Eagle  The noise of equipment used to thin the forests has been determined to potentially cause disturbance to the Bald Eagle. To reduce the impact of noise from chainsaw use at Grindstone Lake and Alto Lake, cutting activities around these locations would not take place between November 15 and March 17 when the eagles are known to be present. 

To protect any roosting sites the eagles may occupy, no snags or large trees greater than 12 inches DBH would be cut outside the 100-foot buffer around either lake unless they are determined by the Village of Ruidoso to be a hazard.

Mexican Spotted Owl  It has been determined that the Mexican Spotted Owl Protected Activity Center (MSO PAC) is greater than a half mile from the edge of the Eagle Creek Vegetation Management Area. A MSO nest is located within the PAC and is separated by topographic features as well as dense vegetation from the project area. The USFWS has determined that this would “make noise disturbance unlikely.” Because surveys in the area have failed to detect owls within the project area and because the nearest occupied site is greater than a half mile away, the USFWS concurs that thinning “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the MSO. 

Northern Goshawk The Northern Goshawk Management Territory is located south of the Eagle Creek Vegetation Management Area and a Goshawk nest was discovered within this territory in 1997. The nest area is more than a half mile from the project area and is also separated by topography and vegetation. Because of the distance of the nearest occurrence, the USFS has determined that no mitigation measures would be needed, and the potential for disturbance would be low.

Other threatened and endangered species are not likely to occur, or may occur only as transients or occasional migrants in the project area. Therefore, this alternative would have little potential to directly impact proposed or listed threatened and endangered species in the Village of Ruidoso area. Other measures would be taken to ensure adequate habitat remains for wildlife. As recommended by USFS and the State of New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, a minimum of three snags per acre (with a DBH of greater than 12 inches and greater than 30 feet in height) would be left in place in the thinning areas. The applicant would also be required to leave a minimum of three downed logs (at least 10 inches diameter and 8 feet long) per acre for small animal habitat. 

Overall, an emphasis would be placed on retaining a diversity of trees greater than 12 inches in DBH and brush species to improve overall forest health. Mature Gambel oaks, which typically have a DBH ranging from 6 to 8 inches, would be retained, where feasible. With this alternative, more selective thinning would be implemented; therefore a multi-age and multi-canopied stand would be left in place. Many trees would be “dead limbed” where the tree would remain but the limbs would be trimmed (DeIaco, pers. comm.). This measure would preserve older trees of species other than ponderosa pine and cause less disturbance to the overall forest. Long-term effects of the proposed thinning activity would reduce fire hazards in these areas, thereby reducing the risk of catastrophic fires. Catastrophic fires can have a detrimental effect by creating additional habitat loss for threatened and endangered species such as the MSO. In addition to these thinning measures, soil erosion control measures would be utilized during thinning activities (see Appendix B).

After a review of the project area, communication with individuals knowledgeable about the species, and in consideration of the activities proposed under the Proposed Action, it was determined that as long as appropriate, project-specific mitigation measures are in place, the Proposed Action would not result in any adverse direct or indirect impacts to special status species or their habitats (see letters in Appendix D).

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative
The Bald Eagle, MSO, and Northern Goshawk have the potential to occur in the project area. To minimize potential impacts to these species from Alternative 3, mitigation measures would be required. The following mitigation measures were developed by USFWS and USFS with relation to this project to minimize impacts to the aforementioned species (see letters in Appendix D). 

Bald Eagle  The noise of equipment used to thin the forests has been determined to potentially cause disturbance to the Bald Eagle. To reduce the impact of noise from chainsaw use at Grindstone Lake and Alto Lake, cutting activities around these locations would not take place between November 15 and March 17 when the eagles are known to be present. 

To protect any roosting sites the eagles may occupy, no snags or large trees greater than 12 inches DBH would be cut outside the 100-foot buffer around either lake unless they are determined by the Village of Ruidoso to be a hazard.

Mexican Spotted Owl  It has been determined that the Mexican Spotted Owl Protected Activity Center (MSO PAC) is greater than a half mile from the edge of the Eagle Creek Vegetation Management Area. A MSO nest is located within the PAC and is separated by topographic features as well as dense vegetation from the project area. The USFWS has determined that this would “make noise disturbance unlikely.” Because surveys in the area have failed to detect owls within the project area and because the nearest occupied site is greater than a half mile away, the USFWS concurs that thinning “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the MSO. 

Northern Goshawk The Northern Goshawk Management Territory is located south of the Eagle Creek Vegetation Management Area and a Goshawk nest was discovered within this territory in 1997. The nest area is more than a half mile from the project area and is also separated by topography and vegetation. Because of the distance of the nearest occurrence, the USFS has determined that no mitigation measures would be needed, and the potential for disturbance would be low.

Other threatened and endangered species are not likely to occur, or may occur only as transients or occasional migrants in the project area. Therefore, this alternative would have little potential to directly impact proposed or listed threatened and endangered species in the Village of Ruidoso area. Other measures would be taken to ensure adequate habitat remains for wildlife. As recommended by USFS and the State of New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, a minimum of three snags per acre (with a DBH of greater than 12 inches and greater than 30 feet in height) would be left in place in the thinning areas. The applicant would also be required to leave a minimum of three downed logs (at least 10 inches diameter and 8 feet long) per acre for small animal habitat. 

Overall, an emphasis would be placed on retaining a diversity of trees greater than 12 inches in DBH and brush species to improve overall forest health. Mature Gambel oaks, which typically have a DBH ranging from 6 to 8 inches, would be retained, where feasible. With this alternative, more selective thinning would be implemented; therefore a multi-age and multi-canopied stand would be left in place. Many trees would be “dead limbed” where the tree would remain but the limbs would be trimmed (DeIaco, pers. comm.). This measure would preserve older trees of species other than ponderosa pine and cause less disturbance to the overall forest. Long-term effects of the proposed thinning activity would reduce fire hazards in these areas, thereby reducing the risk of catastrophic fires. Catastrophic fires can have a detrimental effect by creating additional habitat loss for threatened and endangered species such as the MSO. In addition to these thinning measures, soil erosion control measures would be utilized during thinning activities (see Appendix B).

Small equipment such as bobcats and 450H bulldozers would be used to minimize potential impacts to special status species and their habitats. Fragile soils and vegetation can be damaged by the use of large, heavy equipment, therefore, the use of smaller equipment would cause less impact to area soils and residual vegetation (Bridge, pers. comm.). The short-term impact from mechanical vegetation removal may cause more habitat disturbance than the manual method by the utilization of equipment heavier than chainsaws; however, the time to project completion would be reduced in areas where mechanical methods are used. Time spent cutting and piling tree logs would be reduced if done by machine (MacDonald, pers. comm.). However, the majority of the project areas around Grindstone Lake and Eagle Creek would still be manually cut due to the steep terrain and sensitive areas; therefore the time savings from the use of mechanical equipment would be minimal. 

After a review of the project area, communication with individuals knowledgeable about the species, and in consideration of the activities proposed under the Alternative 3, it was determined that as long as appropriate, project-specific mitigation measures are in place, Alternative 3 would not result in any adverse direct or indirect impacts to special status species or their habitats (see letters in Appendix D).

3.3 Hazardous Materials

Hazardous wastes, as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), are defined as “a solid waste, or combination of solid wastes, which because of its quantity, concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics may (1) cause, or significantly contribute to, an increase in mortality or an increase in serious irreversible or incapacitating reversible illness or (2) pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the environment when improperly treated, stored, transported or disposed of or otherwise managed.” While the definition refers to “solids,” it has been interpreted to include semisolids, liquids, and contained gases as well (Wentz, 1989).

Hazardous materials and wastes are regulated in New Mexico via a combination of federally mandated laws and state laws developed by the NMED. The hazardous waste statutes are contained as part of the New Mexico Administration Code, Titles 7, 11, and 20. Federal regulations governing the assessment and disposal of hazardous wastes include RCRA, the RCRA Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), Solid Waste Act (SWA), and Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA).

To determine the presence and approximate location of known hazardous materials in the vicinity of the proposed project, Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR), an independent information service, conducted a database search. The database search queries multiple Federal, State and local hazardous materials and underground storage tank (UST) databases to identify sites within the distances required by ASTM Standard E 1527. The following databases were searched: CERCLIS, CORRACTS, RCRIS, ERNS, SWF/LF, LUST, UST, FINDS, PADS, RAATS, TRIS, and FTTS. This search identified 12 hazardous materials sites within 1.5 miles of the project areas. Sites identified are mostly gas and automobile service stations and do not have a potential to affect the project area. 

Interagency coordination was initiated with EPA Region VI and the NMED Hazardous Waste Bureau. EPA had no comments on the Proposed Action and Alternative 3 and the Hazardous Waste Bureau did not provide comments (Appendix D).

Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no vegetation management projects would be undertaken. Hazardous materials and wastes likely to occur in the project areas would not be substantially altered from their present condition.

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

Based on the results of the database search for known hazardous materials and wastes and UST sites, no hazardous materials or wastes sites are anticipated to occur in the project area or be disturbed by the Proposed Action. The Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative presents low risk to human health associated with hazardous materials and wastes.

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative

Under Alternative 3, mechanical and manual vegetation removal would be conducted at the identified project areas. Based on the results of the database search for known hazardous materials and wastes and UST sites, no hazardous materials or wastes sites are anticipated to occur in the project area or be disturbed by Alternative 3. Alternative 3 presents low risk to human health associated with hazardous materials and wastes, with the exception of the increased risk of small fuel spills from mechanical equipment. 

3.4 Socioeconomics

3.4.1 Zoning and Land Use

Ruidoso, a wildland/urban interface community dominated by forested areas, is located on the eastern slopes of the Sierra Blanca Mountains in southeastern New Mexico. Ruidoso encompasses approximately 9,452 acres or 14.77 square miles. The land surrounding the village is undeveloped forestland used primarily for recreational purposes. The more densely populated village supports residential, commercial and light industrial and recreational land use. Ruidoso’s abundant recreational resources include golf, hiking trails, ski areas, hunting and fishing areas. Land use in Ruidoso is tied to the recreation-based economy. Ruidoso is within the Lincoln National Forest, Smokey Bear Ranger District and is surrounded by recreational forest lands, with the exception of some commercial logging on the Mescallero Apache Indian Reservation south of Ruidoso. The proposed project area is comprised of three geographically separate areas. The Eagle Creek and Grindstone Lake Vegetation Management Areas are located north and southwest, respectively, of the village. The Ruidoso utility ROW is located within the developed portion of the village where the majority of the commercial development is located. The Eagle Creek and Grindstone Lake Vegetation Management Areas are primarily residential and undeveloped forest land. Watersheds used for Ruidoso water supplies are located in both the Eagle Creek and Grindstone Lake Vegetation Management Areas. The Grindstone Lake and Eagle Creek areas are zoned Planned Unit Development (PUD), and the Ruidoso utility ROW area is zoned for mixed commercial development. All PUD zone development must be reviewed and approved by the Ruidoso Planning Commission and the Village of Ruidoso Council prior to development.

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the accumulation of vegetative material that surrounds Ruidoso and nearby communities would not be removed, and would continue to pose a wildfire risk. However, no direct impacts to land use and zoning would occur. Since no action would be taken, no changes to local zoning ordinances would be required.

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

The implementation of the Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative would have a low potential to affect land uses. Although land-use designations would not change as a result of removing a vegetation corridor or thinning a densely vegetated area, some land uses may be impacted temporarily as a result of the Proposed Action. In particular, hiking or other recreational uses of village land may be temporarily disrupted during project activities. To minimize impacts to the recreational users during vegetation management activities, the applicant would schedule activities during the weekdays to accommodate the heavier weekend recreational use. No mapped trails are located within the project area. No trail closures are anticipated during project activities.

The Proposed Action may increase recreational use in some areas previously difficult to access; however no new roads or trails would be constructed for this project and the land is currently zoned for recreational purposes. 

The proposed thinning prescription and the Ruidoso utility ROW prescription are within the Village of Ruidoso Forest Management Ordinance Section 54-133 (b) guidelines. In general, the Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative is not anticipated to result in any long-term adverse impacts to land use or zoning.

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative

Under this alternative, mechanical and hand vegetation removal would be conducted at the identified project areas. The implementation of the Alternative 3 would have a low potential to affect land uses. Although land-use designations would not change as a result of removing a vegetation corridor or thinning a densely vegetated area, some land uses may be impacted temporarily as a result of Alternative 3. In particular, hiking or other recreational uses of village land may be temporarily disrupted during project activities. To minimize impacts to the recreational users during vegetation management activities, the applicant would schedule activities during the weekdays to accommodate the heavier weekend recreational use. No mapped trails are located within the project area. No trail closures are anticipated during project activities.

Alternative 3 may increase recreational use in some areas previously difficult to access because  new roads and trails would be created for this project.   However, the land is currently zoned for recreational purposes and the roads and trails would not be paved.  Therefore, impacts to land use and zoning would be minimal. 

The proposed thinning prescription and the Ruidoso utility ROW prescription are within the Village of Ruidoso Forest Management Ordinance Section 54-133 (b) guidelines. In general, Alternative 3 is not anticipated to result in any long-term adverse impacts to land use or zoning.

3.4.2 Visual Resources

The topography of this part of south-central New Mexico is rugged and varies from craggy limestone cliffs and desert canyons to rolling pinyon hills, high mountain streams, and subalpine forests and meadows. Relatively steep slopes and narrow canyons characterize the land surrounding the Village of Ruidoso. In some cases, slopes are nearly vertical and feature exposed geology in striking, contrasting horizontal planes of color. Terrain alteration has been relatively limited in the region and disturbance has occurred for the most part on the level areas.

A variety of vegetation occurs in the region, adding to the visual interest of the area. The range of vegetation communities is determined primarily by elevation and includes pinyon and juniper woodlands in the lower elevations and ponderosa pine and Gambel oak in the mid-elevations. As the terrain increases in elevation to the upper reaches of the Village mixed-conifer forests are the dominant species. Vegetative cover in the area of the Proposed Action and Alternative 3 consists primarily of ponderosa pine and mixed conifer forests. The height and density of trees may obscure many views and partially screen others. A representative photograph of the existing conditions is shown in Photograph 1. 

Visibility related to air quality is an important facet of the visual environment within the Village of Ruidoso viewshed. Smoke is produced in the viewshed by residential burning and controlled forest management burns. Due to the limited number of light pollution sources within the Village of Ruidoso, the nighttime visual environment has not been significantly impacted. 
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Photograph 1

Existing Vegetation Condition

The visual assets of the project area reflect the variety of the Village of Ruidoso region, including residential sites and large expanses of natural and undeveloped canyon areas. The combination of dense ponderosa pine forests and highly varied topography that includes canyons and ridges creates a unique environment of high scenic value. In addition, dense forests adjacent to residential areas create a high degree of privacy.

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts would occur to existing visual resources. However, the threat of future wildfires would remain, and should one occur, the landscape would be altered dramatically. Native vegetation and wildlife would likely be destroyed. As a result, the overall character and quality of the project area for sensitive viewer groups would be changed. It would take years to re-establish the existing views after a wildfire and there would be a substantial long-term effect on visual resources (up to several decades, depending on severity of the wildfire).

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

Vegetation removal activities conducted under the Proposed Action would result in minor impacts to visual resources. This approach to vegetation management allows for selective vegetation removal and more precise control over the degree to which visual resources are impacted. Impacts would likely include those related to reduced vegetation from vegetation removal and equipment use, and increased contrast between stands of vegetation. The views of some homeowners would be affected under this alternative due to decreased privacy as a result of vegetation removal. However, removal of snags and dead bushes and trees would likely improve the overall visual resources. In addition, under the Proposed Action, competition between mature trees and understory vegetation would be reduced. This would result in lower death rates of mature trees and therefore improve visual resources. It is unlikely that the surrounding views would be dramatically altered under this alternative. It is likely that residential quality and recreational values would be maintained.

Prior to fire suppression activities, the pre-settlement ponderosa pine forest was an open park-like structure with trees spaced wide apart and thick grass/forb cover knitted between the pines. A representative photograph of a cleared understory, as would result from the Proposed Action, is presented in Photograph 2. It is anticipated that a mitigative impact or benefit of the Proposed Action is the restoration of the forest to a structure more closely resembling pre-settlement conditions.
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Photograph 2

Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative

This alternative implements the same thinning prescription as the Proposed Action, with the exception of thinning methods. It is anticipated that some homeowners would be impacted under this alternative due to decreased privacy as a result of vegetation removal. Due to the use of the wheeled forestry equipment there would also be a short-term visual impact from the additional equipment. 
3.4.3 Noise 
Sound is most commonly measured in decibels (dB) on the A-weighted scale, which is the scale most similar to the range of sounds that the human ear can hear. The Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) is an average measure of sound. The DNL takes into account the volume of each sound incident, the number of times each incident occurs, and the time of day each incident occurs (nighttime sound being weighted more heavily because it is assumed to be more annoying to the community). The DNL descriptor is accepted by federal agencies as a standard for estimating sound impacts and establishing guidelines for compatible land uses.

Noise, defined herein as unwanted or unwelcome sound, is regulated by the federal Noise Control Act of 1972 (NCA). Although the NCA gives the EPA authority to prepare guidelines for acceptable ambient noise levels, it only charges those federal agencies that operate noise-producing facilities or equipment to implement noise standards. The EPA’s guidelines (and those of many federal agencies) state that outdoor sound levels in excess of 55 dB DNL are “normally unacceptable” for noise-sensitive land uses such as residences, schools, and hospitals. 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has developed specific noise abatement criteria for highway construction projects. These sound levels are to be used to determine potential impact on a variety of categories and are the absolute levels where abatement must be considered by FWHA projects. The FHWA criteria are presented in Table 5 below: 

Table 5: FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria in dBA (hourly A-weighted sound level)
	Activity Category
	NAC, Leq(h)
	Description of Activity Category

	A
	57 (Exterior)
	Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve an important public need and where the preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.

	B
	67 (Exterior)
	Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals.

	C
	72 (Exterior)
	Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in Categories A or B above.

	D
	-- 
	Undeveloped lands.

	E
	52 (Interior)
	Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums.


By nature of its mission, FEMA does not have statutes defining noise. However, use of the FHWA abatement criteria is a reasonable guide to the potential impact of project activities. Most noise associated with fire-hazard fuels reduction projects is emitted from mechanical equipment used in repair, improvement, construction, and demolition. 

For the Proposed Action, the use of chainsaws represents the equipment with the potential to generate the most noise. It is anticipated that a chainsaw would produce noise levels of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 100 feet. These sound levels are below the FWHA guidelines for Activity Category B shown in Table 5 that includes picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, and residences. Since a majority of the forest thinning would occur in areas more than 100 feet from residences, it is anticipated that noise impacts from the Proposed Action will be minimal. However there may be short-term noise levels of approximately 72 dBA at 50 feet during forest thinning at directly adjacent residences and recreational areas. 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, vegetation management efforts for fire-hazard fuels reduction would not be conducted and, therefore, no noise would be generated. Noise levels are expected to remain within the legal limits.

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

Under the Proposed Action, vegetation management activities would utilize noise-generating equipment such as chippers and chainsaws, and therefore are expected to generate temporary noise. To mitigate impacts to users of recreational areas, the Village of Ruidoso would be responsible for adequately notifying the public of vegetation management projects that have the potential to impact recreational users. Methods of notification could include posting fliers at information centers, trailheads, and restrooms of recreational areas, and updating recorded telephone and radio information. One sensitive noise receptor, an 80-bed 24-hour center for senior patients is located in the Grindstone Lake Vegetation Management Area. No other sensitive noise receptors such as schools and hospitals are located within or near the project areas. Short-term noise levels of approximately 72 dBA at 50 feet are anticipated to impact the senior center during project activities. These short-term noise impacts would occur during the daylight hours only and are anticipated to occur for no longer than one week in any specific location.

Noise impacts associated with vegetation removal along the Ruidoso utility ROW may affect residents of the Village of Ruidoso, with short-term noise impacts of 72dBA at 50 feet.  Similar to the effects on the senior center, these impacts would occur during the daylight hours only and are anticipated to occur for no longer than one week in any specific location.

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative

Under Alternative 3, vegetation management activities would utilize noise-generating equipment such as chainsaws, feller-bunchers, front-end loaders, or a low soil-compaction harvester. 

To mitigate impacts to users of recreational areas, the Village of Ruidoso would be responsible for adequately notifying the public of vegetation management projects that have the potential to impact recreational users. Methods of notification could include posting fliers at information centers, trailheads, and restrooms of recreational areas, and updating recorded telephone and radio information. One sensitive noise receptor, an 80-bed 24-hour center for senior patients is located in the Grindstone Lake Vegetation Management Area. No other sensitive noise receptors such as schools and hospitals are located within or near the project areas. Short-term noise levels of approximately 72 dBA at 50 feet are anticipated to impact the senior center during project activities. These short-term noise impacts would occur during the daylight hours only and are anticipated to occur for no longer than one week in any specific location.

Noise impacts associated with vegetation removal along the Ruidoso utility ROW may affect residents of the Village of Ruidoso, with short term noise impacts of 72dBA at 50 feet.  Similar to the effects on the senior center, these impacts would occur during the daylight hours only and are anticipated to occur for no longer than one week in any specific location.
3.4.4 Public Services and Utilities

Public services provided to Ruidoso include emergency fire, rescue, and police operations, educational, medical and recreational services, and public utilities. The Ruidoso Fire Department is responsible for fire, emergency medical services, and hazardous materials response to the Village of Ruidoso. The Ruidoso Police Department provides police services in the project area. Electricity is provided by the Texas New Mexico Power Company. Over the past 6 years, the Ruidoso Fire Department has responded to 208 non-structural, grass and brush fires within the Village limits. From 1998 to 2000, 43 percent of the fires had power lines documented as the ignition source (Village of Ruidoso, 2000). 

Ruidoso provides water through a water system that includes supply wells, reservoirs, two water treatment plants, pumping stations, storage tanks, and distribution piping. A sewer collection system serves most of Ruidoso, with the exception of some newer and outlying subdivisions served by on-site systems, such as septic tanks. A regional wastewater treatment plant located in Ruidoso Downs serves both the Ruidoso and Ruidoso Downs communities. 

The Ruidoso Care Center, an 80-bed facility for learning disabled seniors, is located within the proposed project area. Due to the type of patients in the facility, evacuations are difficult. 

Solid waste is collected by Ruidoso and transported to a regional landfill in Alamogordo, New Mexico.

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, vegetation management efforts for fire-hazard reduction would not be conducted and fire-prone areas would remain vulnerable to future fires. There would be no immediate impact on public services and utilities under this alternative. However, future fires could compromise or disable essential public services and utilities. Facilities that provide public services such as schools, police stations, gymnasiums, hospitals, and utilities could sustain future damage from fires. In addition to the monetary cost of damages, future fires could compromise the services provided by these facilities. Impacts could include the temporary or permanent closure of schools, hospitals, police stations, and recreational facilities (including forests and parks). Essential public utilities could also be disabled. For example, fire and police departments could be strained due to participation in fire assistance efforts, and emergency medical services could be delayed in accessing emergency sites or hospitals. Collapsed dead trees could damage aboveground communications and electric transmission lines.

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

The Proposed Action would utilize hand vegetation removal. Risk of future fires and resulting damage to public services would be greatly reduced. In addition, the risk of fire damage to aboveground electric transmission lines would be reduced. Vegetation removal may result in temporary closure of a public facility, road, or bridge. School buses, police vehicles, fire vehicles, and ambulances could be forced to take alternate routes or experience delays. These impacts are expected to be temporary and last for no more than a few days in any area. Clearing of the Ruidoso utility ROW will greatly decrease potential fire hazards to aboveground utilities.

To minimize impacts to public services and infrastructure, the planned vegetation management activities would be coordinated with the Ruidoso Public Works Department prior to initiation of project activities. In addition, Village of Ruidoso employees would be required to identify, mark, and/or avoid utilities such as power lines, or underground pipelines that potentially could be impacted by project activities.

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative

The Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative would utilize manual and mechanical vegetation removal. Risk of future fires and resulting damage to public services would be greatly reduced. In addition, the risk of fire damage to aboveground electric transmission lines would be reduced. Vegetation removal may result in temporary closure of a public facility, road, or bridge. School buses, police vehicles, fire vehicles, and ambulances could be forced to take alternate routes or experience delays. These impacts are expected to be temporary and last for no more than a few days in any area. Clearing of the Ruidoso utility ROW will greatly decrease potential fire hazards to aboveground utilities.

To minimize impacts to public services and infrastructure, the planned vegetation management activities would be coordinated with the Ruidoso Public Works Department prior to initiation of project activities. In addition, Village of Ruidoso employees would be required to identify, mark, and/or avoid utilities such as power lines, or underground pipelines that potentially could be impacted by project activities.

3.4.5 Traffic and Circulation

Several agencies are responsible for the development, construction, and maintenance of roads in the project area. These include: the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for roads on the National Highway System (NHS) and other roads; the New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department (NMSHTD) for state routes and funding for local projects; Lincoln County, the Village of Ruidoso Public Works Department, and the U.S. Forest Service. Lincoln County and the Village of Ruidoso are responsible for the design, construction, and maintenance of county and local roads. No public transportation is available in the area. There are several privately owned shuttle services for transportation to and from hotels, golf courses, casinos, and ski areas. 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no vegetation management actions would take place. Due to the continued high risk of wildfires, certain residential areas would continue to have limited evacuation routes. The potential for delayed response times for emergency vehicles due to road closures because of a wildfire would continue. The degree of congestion, delays, and detours would depend upon the location, magnitude, and extent of the fire. Additionally, roads would potentially be closed due to mudslides that commonly occur following loss of vegetation from wildfires. Road closures during fire events would also delay the movement of fire-fighting equipment and firefighters into and out of the affected area, thus slowing attempts to control the fire.

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

The Proposed Action would reduce fuel accumulations, which would reduce the risk of future wildfires and the potential for damage to roadways and evacuation routes. The ingress and egress of machinery, along with other project-related activities has the potential to cause temporary congestion, delays, and detours to Ruidoso roads. The degree of congestion, delays, and detours would depend upon the location, extent, and time of project activities. Traffic impacts would be expected to be more intense during the Ruidoso utility ROW vegetation management activities. To minimize adverse impacts to traffic and circulation, the project applicant would be required to implement the following mitigation measures:

· Adequate safety provisions (e.g., signage, traffic cones, flag personnel) would be provided as needed to identify potential fire hazard, staging and/or work areas during fuel reduction activities. 

· Traffic along adjacent roadways would be temporarily re-routed as necessary during fuel reduction activities. Traffic lane closures would be coordinated with appropriate fire and community officials.

· To the maximum extent feasible, project-related vehicles would be prohibited from parking on residential streets.

· Fuel reduction equipment and vehicle staging would be located so as not to hinder the traffic flow of the project burn areas.

· Adjacent residential neighborhoods would be notified in advance of fuel reduction activities and any re-routing of local traffic. The notification would identify a contact person at the local fire department.

· Applicant will coordinate with local Department of Transportation to avoid implementing project activities during peak travel periods. 

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative

Under this alternative, mechanical and hand vegetation removal would be conducted at the identified project areas. Alternative 3 would reduce fuel accumulations, which would reduce the risk of future wildfires and the potential for damage to roadways and evacuation routes. The ingress and egress of machinery, along with other project-related activities has the potential to cause temporary congestion, delays, and detours to Ruidoso roads. The degree of congestion, delays, and detours would depend upon the location, extent, and time of project activities. Traffic impacts would be expected to be more intense during the Ruidoso utility ROW vegetation management activities. To minimize adverse impacts to traffic and circulation, the project applicant would be required to implement the following mitigation measures:

· Adequate safety provisions (e.g., signage, traffic cones, flag personnel) would be provided as needed to identify potential fire hazard, staging and/or work areas during fuel reduction activities. 

· Traffic along adjacent roadways would be temporarily re-routed as necessary during fuel reduction activities. Traffic lane closures would be coordinated with appropriate fire and community officials.

· To the maximum extent feasible, project-related vehicles would be prohibited from parking on residential streets.

· Fuel reduction equipment and vehicle staging would be located so as not to hinder the traffic flow of the project burn areas.

· Adjacent residential neighborhoods would be notified in advance of fuel reduction activities and any re-routing of local traffic. The notification would identify a contact person at the local fire department.

· Applicant will coordinate with local Department of Transportation to avoid implementing project activities during peak travel periods. 

3.4.6 Environmental Justice (Executive Order 12898)

Executive Order 12898 requires federal agencies to make achieving environmental justice part of their mission. Agencies are required to identify and correct programs, policies, and activities that have disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority and low-income populations. EO 12898 also tasks federal agencies with ensuring that public notifications regarding environmental issues are concise, understandable, and readily accessible. Socioeconomic and demographic data were studied to determine if a disproportionate number (greater than 50 percent) of minority or low-income persons have the potential to be adversely affected by the proposed project.

The proposed project is located within land owned by the Village of Ruidoso. Ruidoso supports a population of 7,968 and is 87.54 percent white; 2.4 percent American Indian or Alaska Native; 0.3 percent black; and 7.4 percent other. Approximately 18.2 percent of respondents classified themselves as being of Hispanic origin (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000).

For comparison, the state of New Mexico’s population as a whole is 66.8 percent white; 1.9 percent black; 1.2 percent Asian or Pacific Islander; 9.5 percent American Indian or Alaska Native; and 17 percent of some other race. Approximately 38.2 percent of people classified themselves as of Hispanic origin (U.S. Census Bureau, 1990). 

The median household income for Ruidoso is $21,224. Of those persons for whom poverty status is determined, 19.3 percent are below the poverty threshold set in the 1990 U.S. Census Current Population Survey. At the state-level, the median household income is $24,087 with 19.3 percent of the state population below the poverty threshold. 

Based on the U.S. Census Bureau data, Ruidoso contains the same percentage of individuals below the poverty threshold compared to the state; however, the median income is approximately 12 percent lower than that of the state. Ruidoso contains a higher proportion of whites than the state as a whole.

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no vegetation management activities in wildland areas in Ruidoso would occur; therefore, Executive Order 12898 is not applicable.

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

Implementation of the Fuel Reduction Alternative would require the use of chainsaws and vegetation management personnel to reduce fuel loads in the Ruidoso area. This may result in temporary increases in ambient noise levels, decreases in air quality, the closure of certain roads, or other temporary inconveniences to those residing in the vicinity of project activities. Because the vegetation management actions proposed would occur throughout the Ruidoso community, it is not anticipated that any populations would be disproportionately affected by project activities. Any inconveniences suffered by area residents would be temporary in nature. 

It is anticipated that the actions associated with the Proposed Action would reduce the risk of fire hazard in the vicinity of Ruidoso. As the project includes vegetation management activities throughout the Ruidoso community, it is anticipated that the benefits of reducing the fire hazard would be distributed equally throughout the community.

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative

Under Alternative 3, mechanical and hand vegetation removal would be conducted at the identified project areas. Implementation of Alternative 3 would require the use of chainsaws and other mechanical equipment, as well as vegetation management personnel to reduce fuel loads in the Ruidoso area. This may result in temporary increases in ambient noise levels, decreases in air quality, the closure of certain roads, or other temporary inconveniences to those residing in the vicinity of project activities. Because the vegetation management actions proposed would occur throughout the Ruidoso community, it is not anticipated that any populations would be disproportionately affected by project activities. Any inconveniences suffered by area residents would be temporary in nature. 

It is anticipated that the actions associated with Alternative 3 would reduce the risk of fire hazard in the vicinity of Ruidoso. As the project includes vegetation management activities throughout the Ruidoso community, it is anticipated that the benefits of reducing the fire hazard would be distributed equally throughout the community.

3.4.7 Safety and Security

Safety and security issues that have been considered in this analysis include the health and safety of area residents, the public at-large, and the protection of personnel involved in activities related to the implementation of the proposed project. 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the high risk of wildfire would remain. The potential for adverse impacts to public safety due to future wildfires in the Ruidoso area would continue to be high.

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

One of the primary goals of the Proposed Action is to directly address potential safety impacts associated with the risk of wildfire. Since this alternative involves the reduction of flammable vegetation in the area of the Village of Ruidoso, it is anticipated that risks to the safety of area residents would be reduced as hazardous fuel loads are decreased.

Manual vegetation removal presents safety risks to those people performing the vegetation management activities. The operation of chippers, chainsaws, and other types of equipment and machinery has the potential to pose threats to human safety. Likewise, bundling, loading, and transporting downed cordwood to be used for firewood may also affect the safety of construction personnel. To minimize risks to safety and human health, all vegetation management activities would be performed using qualified personnel trained in the proper use of vegetation management equipment, including appropriate safety precautions. Additionally, all activities would be conducted in a safe manner in accordance with the standards specified in Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations. Appropriate signage would be posted to prevent recreational users and residents from entering the project areas during vegetation management activities.

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative

Under this alternative, mechanical and hand vegetation removal would be conducted at the identified project areas. Impacts on the safety and security of the local population under this alternative are expected to be similar to those of the Proposed Action.
Both mechanical and manual vegetation removal are considered in this alternative and present safety risks to those people performing the vegetation management activities. The operation of feller-bunchers, front-end loaders, harvesters, chippers, chainsaws, and other types of heavy equipment and machinery has the potential to pose threats to human safety. Likewise, bundling, loading, and transporting downed cordwood to be used for firewood may also affect the safety of construction personnel. In order to minimize risks to safety and human health, all vegetation management activities would be performed using qualified personnel trained in the proper use of vegetation management equipment including appropriate safety precautions. Additionally, all activities would be conducted in a safe manner in accordance with the standards specified in Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations. Appropriate signage would be posted to prevent recreational users and residents from entering the project areas during vegetation management activities.

3.5 Cultural Resources

In addition to review under NEPA, consideration of impacts to cultural resources is mandated under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, and implemented by 36 CFR Part 800. Requirements include the identification of significant historic properties that may be impacted by the proposed project. Historic properties are defined as archaeological sites, standing structures, or other historic resources listed in, or possibly eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

Archaeologists divide New Mexico prehistory into four broad periods. The Paleoindian Period, which begins when human groups first moved into the area, continues until about 5000 B.C. Very few Paleoindian Period sites are recorded in the region but they are characterized by the presence of fluted projectile points. Paleoindian sites are often found in rock shelters and caves at high elevations (above 5,000 feet). 

The Archaic Period in this region is characterized by projectile points that are smaller than Paleoindian points, the lack of ceramic artifacts, and the intermittent use of maize for subsistence (Oakes, 2001). This period extends from around 5000 B.C. to circa A.D. 300, although chronological refinement during this time frame is difficult since absolute dating for Archaic sites is absent. As during the Paleoindian Period, rock shelters were also commonly used by Archaic groups for dwellings. Information regarding the lifestyle and subsistence patterns of Archaic peoples is scarce. Based on the known distribution of sites and artifacts from this period, however, a number of generalizations can be made. What is known about settlement indicates a hunting and gathering pattern that relied on seasonally available resources. These resources included maize, pinion, nuts, yucca fruit, mescal, bison, deer, antelope, and sheep (Oakes, 2001).

The Ceramic Period can be subdivided into three phases - the Glencoe, Corona, and Lincoln. They all share the common characteristic that fired clay vessels were developed and used for storage and carrying. Sites become more complex and settlements tend toward fewer, more densely populated sites. During the Glencoe phase, new artifact types developed, including metates and grooved stone axes. 

Athabaskan groups have been present in the Sierra Blanca region from about 1400 to present (Oakes, 2001). These groups were present when the Spanish extended their colonies into this area at the end of the 16th century. The area of Rio Ruidoso was settled during the mid-19th century by Europeans and Hispanic groups. Cattle ranching was the primary industry, becoming so extensive that it eventually led to overgrazing and depletion of the soil. Following this, industry turned to logging activities when the railroad provided easy transportation. 

A cultural resource survey was conducted throughout the project area by the Museum of New Mexico Office of Archaeological Studies (OAS). The survey area was divided into several areas for logistical reasons. Two sites and one previously recorded site were recorded during this survey. One newly recorded site, LA133946, consisted of the remains of a small historic structure (Oakes, 2001). The site is located in the Grindstone Lake region. The second site recorded by the survey, LA133947, was in the Eagle Creek study area. The site consisted of a circular, dry-laid enclosure (Oakes, 2001). The survey relocated site LA133590, a lithic scatter in the Grindstone Valley survey area. The surveyors were not able to determine a cultural affiliation based on the observed artifacts. Seven isolated artifacts were also located and consisted of individual lithic artifacts and prehistoric ceramic fragments. The presence of the lithic scatters and isolated prehistoric artifacts indicates that the area was used for hunting and resource procurement (Oakes, 2001). These sites were determined not to meet the criteria for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

The archaeological survey recorded three historic sites and several isolated artifacts. None of these sites or isolates was considered by the OAS to meet the criteria for listing in the NRHP.  A copy of the cultural resources survey report was submitted to the New Mexico Historic Preservation Division (HPD) on January 9, 2002. On February 11, 2002 a response was received regarding the report.  In its letter, the HPD stated that, although the sites were considered to be surface manifestations by the OAS, heavy pine duff at the project area may have obscured some of the sites, and subsurface testing would be the only way to determine a lack of subsurface integrity.  Therefore, the HPD recommended that the three sites recorded during the survey be considered to have undetermined eligibility.  Therefore, the sites are afforded protection from the proposed project as if they are eligible and would need to be marked and protected during proposed project activities.  A copy of the archaeological survey report can be obtained for review by contacting Mr. Ryan Thompson, URS Group, Inc., 200 Orchard Ridge Drive, Suite 101, Gaithersburg, Maryland 20878, (301) 670-3387.

Pursuant to Section 106 of NHPA, tribal groups were notified of the proposed project and provided with a copy of the cultural resources survey report to identify the presence of potential Traditional Cultural Properties or sensitive sites within the project area (Appendix D). 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no effect on cultural resources in the project areas and physical disturbance would not occur at or near any of the project areas.  However, if a wildfire were to occur, one of more of the sites present in the project areas would be likely to suffer direct and irreversible damage.

Alternative 2 – Manual Fuels Reduction Alternative (Proposed Action)

The Proposed Action includes vegetation removal by hand or by use of chainsaws and hand clearing of vegetation as part of a low-intensity prescription. Manual vegetation management activities would likely have minimal or no effect to the sites identified during the archaeological surveys, due to the localized nature of vegetation removal activities.  To avoid any trampling or disturbance of the identified sites, flagging would be used to mark off these areas and the sites would be located on a project map. The applicant must coordinate with OAS and the Historic Preservation Division to delineate the exact location of the sites to be flagged.

In regard to tribal consultation, as of August 27, 2002, responses had been received from the Comanche Nation, the Kiowa, and the Mescalero Apache Tribes.  No responses have been received from the Apache Tribe of Oklahoma and the Ysleta del Sur.  The Mescalero Apache Tribe made a determination of No Effect to any objects, sites, or locations important to their traditional culture or religion.  The Comanche Tribe was unable to make a determination of No Effect, and requested that if any archaeological materials were exposed during the proposed project activities, they should be notified.  Lastly, the Kiowa Tribe requested that site LA133947 be avoided, as it may be a potential Tipi ring of past camping.

Should any additional potentially significant historic or archaeological materials be discovered  during project activities or equipment staging, all activities on the site would be halted immediately and the village would consult with FEMA and the SHPO or other appropriate agency for further guidance.

Alternative 3 – Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative

Implementation of the Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative would occur using the operation of machinery, such as a low-soil compaction harvester, feller-buncher, and front-end loader and smaller equipment such as bobcats and 450H Crawler Dozers to minimize site impact and the use of manual felling.  The use of smaller equipment allows for more maneuverability by the operator, although limiting factors include terrain, vegetation density, and available access from existing roads and trails (MacDonald, pers. comm.).  Larger machines, such as the feller-buncher, may have less maneuverability.  To ensure that the three identified archeological sites are avoided by both large and small equipment, the sites would be flagged and identified on a project map.  A greater flagging radius may be required than that described under the Proposed Action to enable both large and small equipment to avoid the archeological sites. The applicant must coordinate with OAS and the Historic Preservation Division to delineate the exact location of the sites to be flagged.

In regard to tribal consultation, as of August 27, 2002, responses had been received from the Comanche Nation, the Kiowa, and the Mescalero Apache Tribes.  No responses have been received from the Apache Tribe of Oklahoma and the Ysleta del Sur.  The Mescalero Apache Tribe made a determination of No Effect to any objects, sites, or locations important to their traditional culture or religion.  The Comanche Tribe was unable to make a determination of No Effect, and requested that if any archaeological materials were exposed during the proposed project activities, they should be notified.  Lastly, the Kiowa Tribe requested that site LA133947 be avoided, as it may be a potential Tipi ring of past camping.

Should any additional potentially significant historic or archaeological materials be discovered  during project activities or equipment staging, all activities on the site would be halted immediately and the village would consult with FEMA and the HPD or other appropriate agency for further guidance.

4. Section 4 FOUR
Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts are those effects on the environment that result from the incremental effect of the action when added to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative effects can result from individually minor, but collectively significant actions, taking place over a period of time.

The USFS is currently planning a thinning project on 2,700 acres of Forest Service land near the Eagle Creek Vegetation Management Area.  The anticipated thinning project would consist of removal of 40 to 60 percent of the basal area, with tree diameters ranging in size from 9 inches to 24 inches DBH.  Overall, the residual basal area will be greatly reduced, decreasing the probability of a surface fire developing into a canopy fire (Reedy, pers. comm.).  The Mescalero-Apache tribe is also proposing a fuels reduction project, further west of the Forest Service lands.  Group meetings have occurred between the Village of Ruidoso, the USFS and the Mescalero-Apache tribe to help establish guidelines for forest thinning on village, federal, and tribal lands.  In general, low intensity treatments, such as the Proposed Action, have been recommended (DeIaco, pers. comm.). 

Multiple thinning projects within the same watershed may increase the amount of sediment input to local waterways, however, these impacts would likely be less substantial than those that could occur should a high-intensity fire occur within the area.  Additionally, the use of erosion control measures can help mitigate for potential erosion at project sites.  Habitat for local wildlife may increase for some species and decrease for others.  Coordination among the various groups implementing thinning projects could help ensure that all projects are not completed within the same season and that suitable habitat remains for species of concern.  Overall, low to medium intensity thinning of other areas surrounding the project area is likely to have a beneficial effect, as it will help to further reduce the chances of a catastrophic fire in the area.

5. Section 5 FIVE
Public Participation
FEMA is the lead federal agency for conducting the NEPA compliance process for vegetation management, Village of Ruidoso, New Mexico. The lead agency’s goal is to expedite the preparation and review of NEPA documents to be responsive to the needs of the community and the applicant, while meeting the intent of NEPA and complying with all NEPA provisions including NHPA, EO 11988, and EO 11990.

A draft Environmental Assessment of the vegetation management project is being made available for public review in the Village of Ruidoso Public Library and Village of Ruidoso Public Hall from January 22 to February 20, 2003. A Public Notice advertising the availability of the Draft EA will be placed in the local newspaper, Ruidoso News, on January 22 and 24, 2003.
Public Comments have been evaluated and pertinent information has been included in this EA.

6. Section 6 SIX
Mitigation Measures and Permits
The following mitigation measures would be required for the implementation of the Proposed Action for fuels reduction in the Village of Ruidoso:

1. To minimize impacts to the recreational users of Village-owned land during vegetation management activities, the applicant would schedule activities during the weekdays to accommodate the heavier weekend recreational use.

2. To minimize soil compaction, by avoiding driving vehicles within tree drip-lines.

3. Avoiding parking vehicles or staging equipment in wildland areas.

4. Leave a minimum of three snags (with a DBH greater than 12 inches and greater than 30 feet in height) per acre. Leave three downed logs (with a DBH of at least 10 inches and a height of 8 feet) per acre.

5. Utilize erosion control measures.

6. Where thinning of riparian vegetation is prescribed, vegetation would be removed by hand to minimize impacts to aquatic habitat.  Vegetation management personnel would be required to avoid disturbing wetland areas. 

7. To avoid noise disturbance to the Bald Eagle cutting activities would not take place between November 15 and March 1 to protect existing Bald Eagle roosting sites.

8. To protect any roosting sites eagles might occupy, no snags or large trees greater than 12 inches DBH would be cut within a greater than 100-foot buffer around either lake unless they are determined by the village of Ruidoso to be a hazard.

9. For those trees that are retained, leave a diversity of tree and brush species to improve overall forest health.  Removal of mature Gambel oaks, which typically have a DBH ranging from 6 to 8 inches, would be avoided, where feasible.

10. Leave multi-aged and multi-canopied stands. 

11. Install water bars on steeper slopes, as appropriate, to prevent surface erosion.

12. Results from water quality testing of the public water supply would be analyzed during and after implementation of the Proposed Action to monitor for any changes to water quality.

13. Vegetative buffer zones parallel to waterways should be retained to provide sediment filtration of runoff.

14. If any work is to be conducted in the floodplain, the applicant should coordinate with the local floodplain administrator regarding applicable permits and/or conditions.

15. Debris from fuel reduction activities removed under the proposed action would not be disposed of within a floodplain.

16. The Village of Ruidoso would thin riparian vegetation by hand to reduce loss of valuable aquatic habitat, as required by the USACE.

17. Chainsaws and other equipment should be properly maintained and running times kept to a minimum.

18. Where ever possible downed materials will be chipped and thoroughly dispersed on the forest floor or on roads and trails.

19. If not possible to chip plant material, prior to the burning of downed vegetation, the Village of Ruidoso would apply for and obtain appropriate permits for open-burning (New Mexico Code 20NMAC2.60) from the New Mexico Environmental Department AQB.

20. Disturbed areas would be watered, spoil piles would be maintained and covered, and the siting of staging areas would be scheduled to minimize fugitive dust.

21. Adjacent residential neighborhoods and recreation area users should be notified in advance of fuel reduction activities and any re-rerouting of local traffic. Notification of activities may be conveyed via flyers to residents, postings at information centers, trailheads and restrooms of recreation area as well as updating telephone and radio information. 

22. To minimize risks to human health and safety, all vegetation management activities would be performed using qualified personnel trained in the proper use of vegetation management equipment including appropriate safety precautions. Additionally, all activities would be conducted in a safe manner in accordance with the standards specified in OSHA regulations.

23. To minimize impacts to public services and infrastructure, the Village of Ruidoso would be required to notify and coordinate with the public works department regarding planned vegetation management activities prior to start. The applicant may be required to identify and mark utilities such as power lines, or underground pipe lines that have potential to be impacted by the proposed activities.

24. Adequate safety provisions (e.g., signage, traffic cones, flag personnel) shall be provided as needed to identify potential fire hazard, staging and/or work areas during fuel reduction activities. 

25. Traffic along adjacent roadways shall be temporarily re-routed as necessary during fuel reduction activities. Traffic lane closures shall be coordinated with appropriate fire and community officials. 

26. To the maximum extent feasible, project-related vehicles shall be prohibited from parking on residential streets.

27. Fuel reduction equipment and vehicle staging shall be located so as not to hinder the traffic flow of the project treatment areas.

28. Applicant will coordinate with local Department of Transportation to avoid implementing project activities during peak travel periods. 

29. In general, potential impacts to cultural resources would be mitigated by avoidance. The applicant must coordinate with OAS and the Historic Preservation Division to delineate the exact location of the sites to be flagged.

30. The Comanche Tribe would be notified should any archaeological materials be exposed during project activities.

31. As per the Kiowa Tribe’s request, site LA133947, which has the potential to be a Tipi ring of past camping, would be avoided.

32. Should any additional potentially significant historic or archaeological materials be discovered  during project activities or equipment staging, all activities on the site would be halted immediately and the village would consult with FEMA and the HPD or other appropriate agency for further guidance.
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Appendix C

E.O. 11988 Floodplain Management 

E.O. 11990 Wetland Protection

Eight-Step Planning Process

Executive Order 11988 Floodplain Management 
Executive Order 11990 Wetland Protection 
Eight-Step Planning Process Summary

Vegetation Management Project, Village of Ruidoso, New Mexico

	Step 1: Determine whether the Proposed Action is located in a wetland and/or the 100-year floodplain, or whether it has the potential to affect or be affected by a floodplain or wetland.


	Project Analysis: According to the FHBM for Lincoln County, a portion of the project area in Grindstone Creek downstream of Grindstone Lake is within the 100-year flood hazard Zone A (FIRM Map # 35033 0092c, 0050c, 0125c, 1994). Zone A designates a 100-year flood hazard but a base flood elevation has not been determined. Floodplain maps for the Eagle Creek project area are not in print.

Specific surveys for wetland areas in the vicinity of the project alternatives were not conducted as part of this analysis.  However, jurisdictional wetlands are known to occur within the areas proposed for vegetation management actions.  Grindstone Lake is not identified on the National Wetland Inventory Map due to the fact that the area was mapped in 1984, prior to the creation of the Lake.  Other wetlands are indicated on U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory Maps of the project area.

	Step 2: Notify public at earliest possible time of the intent to carry out an action in a floodplain or wetland, and involve the affected and interested public in the decision-making process.
	Project Analysis: Public notice will be provided by the project applicant.



	Step 3: Identify and evaluate practicable alternatives to locating the Proposed Action in a floodplain or wetland.
	Project Analysis: The following alternatives were evaluated:

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Proposed Action.  Manual Fuels Reduction.  Removal of excessive vegetation in the proposed project area using chainsaws and hand removal.

Alternative 3:  Mechanical Fuels Reduction.  Removal of excessive vegetation using a combination of mechanical and manual means.  Mechanical equipment includes include the use of wheeled forestry equipment, such as a low soil-compaction harvester with boom, or a feller-buncher and small equipment such as bobcats and 450H Crawler.

	Step 4: Identify the full range of potential direct or indirect impacts associated with the occupancy or modification of floodplains and wetlands and the potential direct and indirect support of floodplain and wetland development that could result from the Proposed Action.
	Project Analysis: 

The No Action Alternative would not affect the 100-year floodplain.  No fuels management or vegetation rehabilitation projects would be undertaken using FEMA-administered funds and, therefore, would not result in any direct or indirect impacts to wetlands or other jurisdictional waters in the project area.  No further coordination with the USACE in compliance with Section 404 of CWA would be required under this alternative.

Alternative 2, the Proposed Action, is likely to result in minor and temporary impacts associated with the occupancy or modification of the floodplain.  Removal of vegetation is not expected to affect the floodplain.  In accordance with 44 CFR Sec. 9.5, debris removed as part of a fuels management project would not be disposed of within a floodplain. Based on the January 8, 2001, letter from the USACE, Albuquerque District, the Fuel Reduction Alternative is exempt from Section 404 of the CWA because the proposed project activities do not include any discharges of dredged or fill material into the waters of the United States.  Therefore, a Department of the Army permit would not be required. There may be temporary impacts to some wetlands in the project area, as thinning understory vegetation does have the potential to free erodible soils to enter wetland areas, which would result in minor soil discharges.  Additionally, pedestrian crossings may occur at small wetland areas and intermittent water courses; however, no long-term impacts to wetlands are anticipated as a result of this alternative.

Alternative 3, similar to the Proposed Action, is likely to result in minor and temporary impacts associated with the occupation or modification of the floodplain.  Removal of vegetation is not expected to affect the floodplain.  In accordance with 44 CFR Sec. 9.5, debris removed as part of a fuels management project would not be disposed of within a floodplain.  Under this alternative, operation of machinery, such as low-soil compaction harvester, feller-buncher, front-end loader or other type of equipment may involve the use of temporary stream crossings.  Additionally, the ingress and egress of equipment, along with the clearing of staging areas and log decks has the potential to increase soil erosion into wetland areas, which would result in minor soil discharges.  Based on the January 8, 2001 letter from the USACE, Albuquerque District, the Mechanical Fuels Reduction Alternative is exempt from Section 404 of the CWA because the proposed project activities do not include any discharges of dredged or fill material into the waters of the United States.  Therefore, a Department of the Army permit would not be required.  There may be temporary impacts to some wetlands in the near term due to soil erosion and stream crossings, however, no long-term impacts are anticipated as a result of this alternative.

	Step 5: Minimize the potential adverse impacts to work within floodplains and wetlands to be identified under Step 4, restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by wetlands.
	Project Analysis: The use of erosion control measures would help reduce potential impacts from project activities on surrounding waterways. 

	Step 6: Re-evaluate the Proposed Action to determine 1) if it is still practicable in light of its exposure to flood hazards; 2) the extent to which it will aggravate the hazards to others; and 3) its potential to disrupt floodplain and wetland values.
	Project Analysis: The Proposed Action remains practicable based on the Fuel Reduction objective.

	Step 7: If the agency decides to take an action in a floodplain or wetland, prepare and provide the public with a finding and explanation of any final decision that the floodplain or wetland is the only practicable alternative. The explanation should include any relevant factors considered in the decision-making process.
	Project Analysis: A public notice will be made based on the decision to proceed with the Proposed Action.  At a minimum, this notice shall state a reason for locating the Proposed Action in the floodplain; a description of all significant facts considered in making determination; a list of the alternatives considered; a statement indicating whether the action conforms to state and local floodplain protection standards; and a statement indicating how the action affects the wetlands and how mitigation is achieved.

	Step 8: Review the implementation and post-implementation phases of the Proposed Action to ensure that the requirements of the EOs are fully implemented. Oversight responsibility shall be integrated into existing processes. 
	Project Analysis: This step is integrated into the NEPA process and FEMA project management and oversight functions.


Appendix D

Agency Correspondence

Mr. Jerry J. Lazzari

State Hazard Mitigation Officer

Department of Public Safety

P.O. Box 1628

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1628

Mr. Ted W. Stevenson

State of New Mexico

Department of Game and Fish

Village Building

P.O. Box 25112

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503

Ms. Vicky Komie

State of New Mexico Environmental Department

Air Quality Bureau

2048 Galisteo

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505

Dr. James H. Davis

State of New Mexico Environmental Department

Surface Water Quality Bureau

Harold S. Runnels Building

1190 St. Francis Drive

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502-0110

Mr. Edward L. Paulsgrove

United States Department of the Army

Albuquerque District, Corps of Engineers

4101 Jefferson Plaza N.E.

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87109-3435

Mr. Robert D. Lawrence

EPA Region 6

Compliance Assurance and Enforcement Division

Office of Planning and Coordination

1445 Ross Avenue

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Mr. Ed Singleton

New Mexico Bureau of Land Management

435 Montano Rd. N.E.

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87107-4935

Ms. Joy Nicholopoulos

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office

2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87113

Mr. Larry O. Cordova

United States Forest Service

Smokey Bear Ranger District

901 Mecham Drive

Ruidoso, New Mexico 88345

Ms. Marcy Leavitt

State of New Mexico Environmental Department

Ground Water Protection Bureau

Harold S. Runnels Building

1190 St. Francis Drive

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502-0110

Dr. Gedi Cibas

State of New Mexico Environmental Department

Office of the Secretary

P.O. Box 26110

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502-6110

Ms. Michelle M. Ensey

State of New Mexico Office of Cultural Affairs

Historic Preservation Division

La Villa Rivera Building

228 East Palace Avenue

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Mr. Ernesto Rodriguez

Office of Emergency Management

Emergency Management Center

13 Bataan Blvd.

P.O. Box 1628

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1628

Mr. Rosendo Trevino III

New Mexico Natural Resource Conservation Service

6200 Jefferson N.E.

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87109

Appendix E

Public Notice

PUBLIC NOTICE

Environmental Assessment for vegetation management, Village of Ruidoso, New Mexico  FEMA-1329-DR-NM

Interested persons are hereby notified that the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is proposing to assist in the funding of vegetation management, Village of Ruidoso, New Mexico. In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), the National Historic Preservation Act, and the implementing regulations of FEMA (44 CFR Part 9 and 10), an Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared to assess the potential impacts of the proposed action on the human and natural environment. 

The EA evaluates alternatives that provide for compliance with applicable environmental laws. The alternatives to be evaluated include (1) No Action; (2) Manual Fuels Reduction; and (3) Mechanical Fuels Reduction.

The draft EA is available for review between January 22 and February 20, 2003 at the following locations between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m.:
Village of Ruidoso Public Library

107 Kansas City Road

Ruidoso, NM  88345

Village of Ruidoso Public Hall

313 Cree Meadows Drive

Ruidoso, NM  88345

Written comments regarding this action should be directed no later than 5 p.m. on February 19, 2003 to Mr. Stephen Carruth, Region VI NEPA Coordinator, URS Group, Inc., 200 Orchard Ridge Drive, Suite 101, Gaithersburg, MD 20878.

The public may request a copy of the final environmental documents after the close of the public review period from Rick DeIaco, Urban Forester, Village of Ruidoso, 313 Cree Meadows Drive, Ruidoso, NM 88345.
Appendix F

Public Comments
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