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Checklist for Dete rmina tion of Existin2 NEPA Adequacy 

Document Title: SRP for Arizona Pro Elk Hunts 

Document Ndmher: t?4'~-J.>~M-A:i. -6ot0-7.f'>l~-oe- 11' Case File Number: .A7. J. o~ifPt:t 
Preparer Name and T itle: Todd Murdock ORP • I 

Date Scop ing__lnitia ted: 1/29/2015 Da te Scoping CLOSED: 

/~ :z ~ - -
Tho~7 Schnell, AFM for Non-Renewable Resources Jeff Conn 

Biologist Assigned 
~~~%~ 

L•··~?a···7~oh ·C..- -
Scott C. Cooke, SFO Field Manager NE PA Coord. Assigned 

Critical Elements and Other 
Specialists 

Affected Comments ' Document Review 
Date 

Issues Yes No Yes No Signature 
Air Quality* Lann Moore 1-.. f-

...,,, ?"',,_.,. _ _,rvJZ- "J>/~l-5 
~ 

ACECs* Todd Murdock IX '/.. 1~11 .~,,~ -z,,-{ ult5 
Climate Change Lann Moore "' J.. _/_ - ~ 7 /::iv:;>-
Cultural Resources* Dan McG rew v v ] -:),, - A•• b/::JL// 

/ ,/ J-, I :i>bJr-> --Env. Jus. and Socioeconomics* Jason Martin 1•- --.... 
",IN J I 

Floodplains* Lann Moore ~ vt f -L.. 
~ -~1l1{>-./ 

Hazardous Materials* RJ Estes J... 
.... 

~ ~- - ? ). V1:> 
Lands/Realty Roberta Lopez ~ + ~i _n ;/? -2 la .. 1( 
NEPA Maps ' Sharisse Fisher " y_ \ 'l1f11 lltli\O ~ M·1it 2.- 2Jp I.tr 
Nonnative/invasive Plants* Doug Whitbeck x '( ~~AJ ~..............- ').-, ... \') 

I J 

Native American Rel.* Dan McGrew x. y lf:'r~ AiJ/J _,.r ~75711:. , 

Prime/Unique Farmlands* Appropriate RMS <./... "- < l) ~ ~c :> -2)::;'1\ 
Appropriate RMS \/ v l...ff?/ Ja _,,, I • 

Range ---.... 
Soils Appropriate RMS v \/"" I fA - ,. / 

~,,,~- . I 

Solid Waste• RJ Estes -I.. ./ I~ 0- - 12 ) W1< 
T&E Animal Species* Jeff Conn x- k · -~~ "4

1l ?hs -
~ 

T &E Fish/Fisheries Heid i Blasius x ..)< +\~17l£ W<1 J\ \ 1 ,, In TJJ,, I~ 
T &E Plant Species* Jeff Conn X' y ..., 4~..c..__ -z/.aZ ,, 1..--

VRM* ~ ,.. ... 0~u-:r~A .. "K "' \} 
/ N""h' 

. ,~ Ml~ -i-11~ 
Water Quality (Grnd. & Srfc.)* Lann Moore ~ I/' 

...,£ 
~ 3/;_//~ ~ 

~ 

Water Rights Lann Moore v-- / --2. ~ :;I/~/.-:;. -

Wetlands/Riparian* Lann Moore 7_/ / ~-L 
r/C.--~ "3/.7-~..>-

Wild & Scenic River* Todd Murdock "" V• ~~ ~~ 2.--hnlrs 
Wilderness* Todd Murdock ~ \{ ' k--\ ,,," -~"",., _ - z .k-6/tc; 
Wilderness Characteristics Todd Murdock v i..-- ~ _, - -z,kC/t5 ../. I'\ .... ~ ~ 

Wildlife Jeff Conn x l5 ~" ~ 1/-r./, '(' 
'7/ 
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Planning and Environmental Coordinator· f11,,U] Li/Yf.:f!W"L Date: ) 1 r /5""° 
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Worksheet 
Documentation of Land Use Plan Conformance and NEPA Adequacy (DNA) 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

NEPA#: DOI-BLM-AZ-GOI0-2015-0017 

A. BLM Office: Safford Field Office 
Lease/Serial/Case File No. AZA 036691 

Project Titleffype: Arizona Pro Elk Hunts SRP 

Location of Proposed Action: Safford Field Office (Navajo and Apache Counties) 

Description of the Proposed Action: Arizona Pro Elk Hunts is proposing to conduct guided elk and 
mountain lion hunting trips on BLM lands within the Safford Office. Hunts would take place in units 2a, 
2b, 2c, 3a, 3b, 4a and 4b. Group sizes would be 3-7 people including guides. Average trip length would 
be 5-7 days. Camping would occur on both State and Federal lands depending on the hunt location. 
Standard stipulations apply to issues of sanitation and trash/garbage, Leave No Trace practices and 
notifying BLM of all future activity including location and dates. Outfitter/Guide must notify the BLM or 
proposed use/location at least two weeks prior to use of public lands. ORP will notify Resource staff of 
more detailed use/location year to year when notified by the SRP holder. Arizona Pro Elk Hunts has not 
held a pennit with Safford BLM in the past. 

Applicant (if any): 

B. Conformance with the Land Use Plan (LUP) and Consistency with Related Subordinate 
Implementation Plans 

LUP Name* Safford RMP Date Approved ROD Part I Sept, 1992 and 
ROD Part II July. 1994 

LUP Name* --------------- Date Approved ____ _ 
Other document"'* Date Approved ____ _ 

*List applicable LUPs (e.g., Resource Management Plans or applicable amendments). 
**List applicable activity, project, management, water quality restoration, or program plans. 

D The proposed action is in confonnance with the applicable LUPs because it is specifically provided 
for in the following LUP decisions: 

X The proposed action is in confonnance with the LUP, even though it is not specifically provided for, 
because it is clearly consistent with the following LUP decisions (objectives, tenns, and conditions): 

The Safford District will endeavor to provide a variety of recreational opportunities that meets public 
demand and are compatible with the Bureau's stewardship responsibilities. 
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C. Identify the applicable NEPA document(s) and other related documents that cover the proposed 
action. 

List by name and date all applicable NEPA documents that cover the proposed action. 

Special Recreation Permits for Commercial Recreation Activities on Public Lands in Arizona EA Number 
AZ-931-93-00 I. 

List by name and date other documentation relevant to the proposed action (e.g., source drinking water 
assessments, biological assessment, biological opinion, watershed assessment, allotment evaluation, 
rangeland health standard's assessment and determinations, and monitoring the report). 

D. NEPA Adequacy Criteria 

1. Is the current proposed action substantially the same action (or is a part of that action) as 
previously analyzed? 

Documentation of answer and explanation: Yes 

The proposed actions are provided for in the Safford RMP. Additionally the existing special recreation 
permit EA for commercial recreation activities on public lands in Arizona analyzes day use and multiple 
day trips for commercial recreation operators who propose activities that comply with the standard 
stipulations shown in Attachment A of the EA. Much of the EA analyzes overnight camping, multiple 
day activities, vehicle use, use of pack stock, use of campfires, and use of latrines. 

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

Documentation of answer and explanation: Yes 

The trips Arizona Pro Elk Hunts proposes are included in the types of activities analyzed in the 1993 SRP 
EA. The types of activities proposed are covered by the analysis of the existing EA. 

3. Is the existing analysis valid in light of any new information or circumstances (such as, riparian 
proper functioning condition [PFC] reports; rangeland health standards assessments; inventory 
and monitoring data; most recent lists of endangered species listing; updated BLM-sensitivc 
species)? Can you reasonably conclude that all new information and new circumstances would not 
substantially change the analysis of the new proposed action? 

Documentation of answer and explanation: Yes 



The existing EA analyzes two alternatives, the Proposed Action Alternative (issues a commercial pennit 
with stipulations) and the No Action Alternative (no pennitting). That range of alternatives adequately 
covers Arizona Pro Elk Hunts proposed guided hunts. There has been no significant change in the 
circumstances or significant new infonnation germane to the Proposed Action. Additional wildlife 
species and critical habitat have been listed under the Endangered Species Act since preparation of the 
existing EA. The Safford Field Office reviewed the current Fish and Wildlife Service~ lPAC Species List 
in relation lo the actions specified in the pennit request in conjunction with the standard Special 
Recreation Pennit stipulations and concluded that there would be no effect from the proposed action on 
listed species. There are no issues regarding invasive species, water quality, and Environmental Justice 

4. Arc the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects that would result from implementation of the new 
proposed action similar (both quantitatively and qualitatively) to those analyzed in the existing 
NEPA document? 

Documentation of answer and explanation: Yes 

The direct and indirect impacts of the proposed guiding business are not significantly different than those 
identified in the existing SRP EA. The impacts of these activities would be less than many of the 
overnight activities analyzed in the existing EA. Further, additional beneficial economic impacts would 
result from the issuance of a pennit for the proposed guiding activity. 

The proposed hunting guiding business would not change the analysis of cumulative impacts in the 
existing EA because it is included in the types of commercial activities analyzed in that EA. Further, the 
existing environment has not changed substantially since 1993, necessitating further analysis of impacts 
from commercial recreation uses. 

5. Arc the public involvement and interagency review associated with existing NEPA document(s) 
adequate for the current proposed action? 

Documentation of answer and explanation: Yes 

Public involvement in the existing SRP was substantial. About 700 draft EAs were mailed for review and 
comment during preparation of the analysis. Many individuals, organizations, and agencies were asked lo 
review the draft EA. 



E. Persons/ Agencies/OLM Staff Consulted 

Name 

Todd Murdock 
Dan McGrew 
Jeff Conn 
Doug Whitbeck 
Lann Moore 
Roberta Lopez 
Jason Martin 
RJ Estes 
Sharissc Fisher 
Heidi Blasius 

Title Resource/Agency Represented 

Recreation 
Cultural Resources 
Wildlife, T &E Species, 
Nonnative/Invasive Plants 
Air Quality, Water Quality 
Lands/Realty 
Range, Environmental Justice 
1 lazardous Materials 
NEPA Maps 
Fisheries 

Note: Refer lo the EA/EIS for a complete list of the team members participating in the preparation of the 
original environmental analysis or planning documents. 
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CONCLUSION 

D Based on the review documented above, I conclude that this proposal conforms to the 
applicable land use plan and that the existing NEPA documentat ion fully covers the 
proposed action and constitute BLM's compliance with the requirements of NEPA. 

Note: If one or more of the criteria are not met, a conclusion of conformance and/or NEPA 
adequacy cannot be made and this box cannot be checked 

Signature of Proj ect Lead 

Signature of Responsible Official Date 

Note: The signed CONCLUSION on this Worksheet is part of an interim step in the BLM's internal 
decision process and does not constitute an appealable decision. However, the lease, permit, or 
other authorization based on this DNA is subject to protest or appeal under 43 CFR Part 4 and the 
program-speci fie regulations. 
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DECISION: 

I have reviewed this plan conformance and NEPA compliance record and have determined that the 
proposed action is either (a) in conformance with or (b) clearly consistent with terms~ conditions, 
and decisions of the approved land use plan and that no further environmental analysis is required. 
It js my Decision to implement the project, as described, with the mitigation measures identified 
below. 

Mitigation measures or other remarks: 

Field Manager 

# IR//> 
Date 
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ATIACHMENT A 
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ARIZONA B~dl°lPUlATIONS 
COMMERCIAL SPECIAL ~CREATION Pf!RMITS 

dJ it. io.n tQ t:he eH!!1la..~· n, qn th~ applica1· µ .f~, t~e 1 ona. HLM has ~· iris ed the IOuowm_g a iti.pna shpwationa 

~
ed to pr~tept ~be~a i, or lJ?llO\JX:Ct!:f 111vo ed. uce ueer 

con ti, or~l%e ea th ad,satety bau . et-: 
stipu lions · e ma e part p the p~· • eaae m~ke sure 
that. eee a~ y: un era"lood . ecauee ure to cpmply may 
reeul~ in t~P. 1.~· of permit :gri . ee~: liJt er ,tip\llalipoa 
covenng specitic areas maybe estabhs ed y local offices. 

General Stiplllatione 

1. A.~st-u1e~eport mu,t be returned tQ..tb~ut4orized.p~· ~r 
wi ~ 30 )'II alter ~e1 use, &ef80D. F2r ntw' and I wg 
out ttett, ~~o.rt 111 aue by Jfnyary .jl i;.every yeai e 
f:q~~fi:; Xmlfnd must include a copy ot the report 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 . 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Th~ applicant/pennittee ii ~quiml to ,coDJact private . , 1 fa~ oymem who•e.,.pro.perty ~alfided hy th~ us-: aseoqatea 
wi the permiL J:Md"ence at peqp\9,son ha• been obtained 
to use pnvate properl)r mutt e available upon request. 

ADy chapges lo the,apermted-Qperating Plan muat be Eust 
appioved by the autbomecrofficer. 

Th~pennit shall not be consblJ.ed jn apy way so aa lo preyeot 
pH:ilihc µse qr aqc:e.1 on ~oy public land• except as expreasJy 
a owed under the pcmut. 

~~ permit will remain valid only if annual fee. have been 
paid. 

~
~ appl,ic::ant/permittee ~· .Q!qui.red to prov_ide the aut:hori%ecl 
•cerfwith a copy oi Cl v d ii~surai:wa pqljc.x, o.t,prooT 

ereo C9Veringtl?e periq so u1e. 1.lhe U.l::i. Uovemment must 
e named aa a co-UU1ured on e pollcy. 

All motor y~hicle Ul\l will comply ;yirith exipting BLM off-
1igbway vehlCie regulations on publiCland11. 

II a peJiIDittee~ nerlormance is,. found to he UJ18atisfactoi:y, 
tlie authorized otlieer can modtty or revoke the permit at aoy 
time. 

AQ ~igus on public land. must he authorized by BLM in 
wntmg. 

E
c;>llection of 11~iatoric or hiltoric ~rtifar:te ia. prohi:bited1 
lBtu~ba~ce, .ae ceme~t11 9r i;xcavatiuu ol prdiialonc: ana 

1Slonc 11le1 11 o prob101ted. 

tollect,iqn~ destruction 9£ archaeolpsi~al rce11 qn 
ederal la e ill p~otecutablst u~ndt the aeo ogica! . 
1;11ouroes roteetion Act. 1J ance_p uman &travee 11 

subjecl to e Native American raves .t'rotection Act. 

Harus11;1enl Qf liyestock,
4
wildllfe,. wild hones or bup-os, pr 

al: cha~ ot PP.v~te ~n ~ul>T>ic. unpr,ovem~ta su~~h tences 
an ates 111~ohib1led. e talnqg ot apy reate or, 
en oger~d p nt c:J{ anim is prpJ:itliited. ates ' e left 
open or clo , as they are ound. 
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Ovemi~ht Use 

12. The applicant/permitt.ee1will no~ ~ta~I·. ha ca~P.'ile fo~ 
ove~~gbt use on f\lbhc 1~nds w,th9ut rJt notatying and 
rece1vmg approva trom the authonz ol±ict:r. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

No structure, or im11rovemenb will be allow.J to reQla\n after 
the p~nni.llec;t us~.1 ::iqch s~ructu~ may incf~de 11uch things 48 
corrhla, p1cn1c tab ee, hanging poles, etc. 

A.ru.ona Revised Statue 17-3~8 tat~ that it is unlawful foz:,a 
perso~ ~ camp within one-!ou mile, off D!'~ wat~r ,hole 
contaiping vafer~r a~aD-!Y ~~watering ta.cility c::on~ing 
yater 1-11 such a p ce at wil· ite. ~r dO.DleftiC s tock will be 
denied access to e o y reasonable available water. 

All ot· r camps will be l9ca~ed at lrrit 200 feet from wate~ 
hOles, iv~ water soµ~ \sGp Jn ,lref1Ilf)1 01 IWLn-made 
water 1,cjliti~, pr larthei epecilie by the local ottice, 
up to 11'4-mile lrom such eatures. 

All baue anJ 1eserYJ e ~a~p.s ~ b~l!. ated •tJeast.200 feet: ttolJl 4DY arcbaeo ogaca ••~es, ':11 u . .g pre lBtonc campe, 
rocR sbellera, cavet, an h11tonc u Ulgl. 

CaJllp~ and .Ufe a11,~ will be maintained in a neat and clean 
condit1on with no 1tter. 
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17. All nqncombu•tible ~~e and all µ~umed oftuetihle reb.e 
must be1citrtled qut. ot t e ar~a and . isp~ecl o : . a ~ounty 
approvca diaposal 11te. urymg gar age 111 pm 1ted. 

18. 

19. 

~aseid reserveimps, J?Odabie toilet. wi)1 b~uaed 
u . qis o en;e~ au . om.ea i.n writing. The 1 cat-holelf method 

. be owed in sp e camp1. 

Cutting or .rem~g. a~y live vegetation or st:anding aead 
vegela.lion as prohibited. 

Liyeplocls Uae 

20
· f!:~~ ~:e ~~~ru:e, ~c~:ets ~!8::t:!~~~Cl~~r 

graxing und;; the regutation; {;;r range management. 

21. 

22. 

All auam~l~ be; un~er control eq.route apd in camp to 
protect ;rra UC, other fivestoclt, and range torage. 

Op ool lie, corral, or picket il;\imals w;.t'hin.200 feet of a,ny 
~~e, stream, spriµg, main1tr'!il 1o·i developed qamp~und. If 
it ,s necessary. to R~ stocR bea ior any fenglh of e, 
select a 11it~ where damage to vegetation is mi.Dimi:r.e . 



Arizona Pro Elk Hunts permit application 

Keith Williams on behalf of Arizona Pro Elk Hunts is applying for a 5 year permit to conduct guided elk 

and mountain lion hunting trips on BLM lands within the Safford Office. Hunts would take place in units 

2a, 2b, 2c, 3a, 3b, 4a and 4b. Group sizes would be 3-7 people including guides. Average trip length 

would be 5-7 days. Camping would occur on both State and Federal lands depending on the hunt 

location. Standard stipulations apply to issues of sanitation and trash/garbage, Leave No Trace practices 

and notifying BLM of all future activity including location and dates. Outfitter/Guide must notify the 

BLM of proposed use/location at least two weeks prior to use of public lands. ORP will notify Resource 

staff of more detailed use/location year to year when notified by the SRP holder. Arizona Pro Elk Hunts 

has not held a permit with Safford BLM in the past. 
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USFS 

CJ Private 

NPS 

Arizona Pro Elk Hunts 
DOl-BLM-AZ-GOl0-2015-0017 
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N 

A 
Indian Lands c:J Hunting Un,ts permitted 

State 

United States Department of the Interior Miles 
Bureau of land Management 
Gila District Office 
Safford Field Office 0 5 1 0 20 




