
 

 

ASDO NEPA DOCUMENT ROUTING SHEET 
 

NEPA Document Number:  DOI-BLM-AZ-A030-2016-0009-CX 

 

 

 

Project Title:  BioBlitz Research Permit (Application #87232) 

 

Project Lead:  Jennifer Fox 

 

Date that any scoping meeting was conducted:  N/A 

 

Date that concurrent, electronic distribution for review was initiated:  February 29, 2016 

 

Deadline for receipt of responses:  Monday, March 21, 2016 

 

ID Team/Required Reviewers will be determined at scoping meeting or as a default the following:   

 

 Gloria Benson, Tribal Liaison 

 Kevin Schoppmann, Range/Vegetation/Weeds/S&G 

 Lorraine Christian, acting Lands/Realty/Minerals 

 Diana Hawks, Recreation/Wilderness/VRM 

 David Van Alfen, Cultural Resources 

 Jace Lambeth, Special Status Plants 

 John Sims, Supervisory Law Enforcement 

 Richard Spotts, Environmental Coordinator 

 Jeff Young, Wildlife/T&E Animals 

 Mark Wimmer, Monument Manager 

 

Required Recipients of electronic distribution E-mails only (not reminders): 

 

 Luke Thompson (E-mail address: LThompson@azgfd.gov) 

 Daniel Bulletts (E-mail address: dbulletts@kaibabpaiute-nsn.gov) 

 Dawn Hubbs (E-mail address:  dawn.hubbs101@gmail.com) 

 
(Mr. Thompson is an Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) Field Supervisor.  Mr. Bulletts is acting Environmental Program Director for 

the Kaibab Paiute Tribe (KPT).  Ms. Hubbs is cultural staff for the Hualapai Tribe.  They may review and/or forward on ASDO NEPA documents 
to other employees.  If a Project Lead receives comments from any AGFD employee on their draft NEPA document, they should include them in 

the complete set/administrative record and share them with Jeff Young as the ASDO Wildlife Team Lead.  Mr. Young will then recommend how 

these comments should be addressed.  If a Project Lead receives comments from any KPT or Hualapai Tribe employee, they should include them 
in the complete set/administrative record and share them with Gloria Benson as the ASDO Tribal Liaison.  Ms. Benson will then recommend how 

these comments should be addressed.) 

 

Discretionary Reviewers: 

 

 Steve Daron, Archeologist, Lake Mead NRA 
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NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) 

COMPLIANCE RECORD FOR CATEGORICAL EXCLUSIONS (CX) 

U.S. Department of Interior 

Bureau of Land Management 

PART I. – PROPOSED ACTION 

BLM Office: Grand Canyon-Parashant 

National Monument (GCPNM) 

NEPA No.:  DOI-BLM-AZ-A030-2016-0009-CX 

Case File No.:   

Proposed Action Title/Type:  BioBlitz Research Permit (Application #87232) 

 

Applicant:  Jennifer Fox (GCPNM) 

 

Location of Proposed Action:   
The entirety of GCPNM including designated wilderness and proposed wilderness.  GCPNM is located in 

northern Mohave County, Arizona.   

Description of Proposed Action:   
To inventory, document and describe plants, animals and soils under the BioBlitz framework, GCPNM 

proposes to conduct 1) targeted and non-targeted surveys of plants (vascular and non-vascular including 

fungi and lichens) and soils (including rocks), 2) targeted surveys of areas of high arthropod biodiversity, 

most probably near riparian areas, and 3) passive surveys and incidental observations with no animal 

contact for vertebrates across the monument (Map 1).  Methods vary according to survey targets and 

include the following.   

 Plants: field work would include photography and collection of species not easily identified in the 

field for further lab analysis.   

 Animals (non-vertebrate):  target taxa include Crustacea (woodlice), Myriapoda (millipedes and 

centipedes), Arachnida (arachnids), and Insecta (insects).  Collections would employ a variety of 

techniques including but not limited to netting, aquatic scoops, light trapping, pitfall traps and 

malaise traps.  Non-vertebrate animals may be identified in the field and released or preserved for 

further identification.   

 Animals (vertebrate): listening or recording vocalizations, observing animals in vegetation or on 

geologic formations.   

 Soils: field observations only.  This may include mapping and incidental observations.  No soils 

disturbance would be anticipated.   

Following BioBlitz general methods, surveys would be conducted in groups ranging from 2-15 people 

over usually 24-72 hour spans.  Surveys would be conducted anywhere on the Monument. 

Method of access to collection sites would be on foot, via established roads, with no off road vehicle use 

proposed.  Researchers would collect samples at any time of the year beginning on the date the permit is 

signed.  Researchers would comply with GCPNM Scientific Research Permit Stipulations and National 

Park Service General Conditions for Scientific Research and Collecting (see attached). 

PART II. – PLAN CONFORMANCE REVIEW 

This proposed action is subject to the following land use plan(s):  Grand Canyon-Parashant National 

Monument Resource Management Plan/General Management  (RMP/GMP) 

 

Decisions and page nos.:  MA-SR-01 and  MA-SR-02 pg 2-103 

“Permits will be required for approved scientific research to insure compatibility and 
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reporting of results.” 

 

“The collection of any objects in the Monument will not be authorized except by permit 

for scientific research or use.” 
 

Date plan approved/amended:  January 29, 2008 

 

This proposed action has been reviewed for conformance with this plan (43 CFR 1610.5-3, BLM Manual 

1601.04.C.2). 

PART III. – NEPA COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION REVIEW 

A.  The proposed action is categorically excluded from further documentation under the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in accordance with 43 CFR 46.210,(e); 

 

Nondestructive data collection, inventory (including field, aerial, and satellite surveying and 

mapping), study, research, and monitoring activities. 

 

And 

B.  Extraordinary Circumstances Review:  In accordance with 43 CFR 46.215, any action that is 

normally categorically excluded must be subjected to sufficient environmental review to determine if it 

meets any of the 12 Extraordinary Circumstances described.  If any circumstance applies to the action or 

project, and existing NEPA documentation does not adequately address it, then further NEPA analysis is 

required. 

 

IMPORTANT:  Appropriate staff should review the circumstances listed in Part IV, check the appropriate 

box (yes/no), comment and initial for concurrence.  Add any appropriate additional reviewers and 

applicable manager.  Rationale supporting the concurrence should be included in the appropriate block.  If 

no response is received from a mandatory reviewer, enter the comment due date along with the notation 

“No response received.” 

PART IV. – EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES DOCUMENTATION 

PREPARERS/REVIEWERS: DATE: 

Jennifer Fox, Project Lead March 22, 2016  

Gloria Benson, Tribal Liaison March 10, 2016  

Kevin Schoppmann, Range/Vegetation/Weeds/S&G March 18, 2016  

Diana Hawks, Recreation/Wilderness/VRM No response received 3/21/2016 

David van Alfen, Cultural Resources March 10, 2016  

Lorraine Christian, acting Lands/Realty/Minerals March 10, 2016  

Jace Lambeth, Special Status Plants March 1, 2016  

John Sims, Supervisory Law Enforcement March 1, 2016  

Richard Spotts, Environmental Coordinator March 3, 2016  

Jeff Young, Wildlife/T&E Animals March 21, 2016  
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Mark Wimmer, Monument Manager 
March 22, 2016 (verbal “ no 

comments”) 

Steve Daron, Archeologist, Lake Mead NRA No response received 3/21/2016 

The action has been reviewed to determine if any of the extraordinary circumstances 

(43 CFR 46.215(a)-(l)) apply.  The project would: 

(a)  Have significant impacts on public health or safety. 

Yes 

☐ 

No 

☒ 

Rationale:  No significant impacts on public safety would result from the proposed action 

because of the minimal impacting nature of the proposal.  The safety of the researchers 

would be addressed through the approval process of a required Backcountry Travel Plan 

and through the Parashant Research Permit stipulations (General #8, 12, 14, 15, 16, 

Backcountry camping and travel # 1).   

Preparer’s Initials  JEF  

(b)  Have significant impacts on such natural resources and unique geographic characteristics as 

historic or cultural resources; park, recreation or refuge lands; wilderness areas; wild or scenic rivers; 

national natural landmarks; sole or principal drinking water aquifers; prime farmlands; wetlands 

(Executive Order 11990); floodplains (Executive Order 11988); national monuments; migratory birds; 

and other ecologically significant or critical areas. 

Yes 

☐ 

No 

☒ 

Rationale:  The proposed action would not adversely affect migratory birds because any 

disturbance would be brief in nature and would not modify habitat. The proposed project to 

conduct BioBlitzes within the Monument would not have significant impacts on wilderness, 

areas managed for wilderness characteristics, Monument resources, or wild and scenic 

rivers.  In addition, BioBlitzes would not interfere with other recreation users in the area nor 

impact recreational settings because of the limited temporal and spatial nature of each 

survey. 

Preparer’s Initials  JNY/JEF  

(c)  Have highly controversial environmental effects or involve unresolved conflicts concerning 

alternative uses of available resources [NEPA section 102 (2) (E)]. 

Yes 

☐ 

No 

☒ 

Rationale:  There are no controversial environmental effects or unresolved conflicts 

concerning alternative use of available resources because of the minimal impacting nature of 

the proposed action. 

Preparer’s Initials  JEF  

(d)  Have highly uncertain and potentially significant environmental effects or involve unique or 

unknown environmental risks. 

Yes 

☐ 

No 

☒ 

Rationale:  No.  The proposed action is similar in design to other BioBlitz events held on 

federal and state lands and has no significant environmental effects.   The action is neither 

unique nor presents unknown environmental risks. 

Preparer’s Initials  JEF  
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(e)  Establish a precedent for future action or represent a decision in principal about future actions with 

potentially significant environmental effects. 

Yes 

☐ 

No 

☒ 

Rationale:  No.  Proposed action is similar to previous survey actions on the Monument and 

does not represent a decision in principle about future actions with potential significant 

environmental effects.  Each research permit is assessed individually.  

Preparer’s Initials  JEF  

(f)  Have a direct relationship to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively 

significant environmental effects. 

Yes 

☐ 

No 

☒ 

Rationale:  There would be no cumulative effect because all access is via designated and 

existing roads or on foot on trails/disturbed areas and the proposed action is at a level with 

minimal environmental impact.  

Preparer’s Initials  JEF  

(g)  Have significant impacts on properties listed, or eligible for listing, on the National Register of 

Historic Places as determined by the bureau. 

Yes 

☐ 

No 

☒ 

Rationale:  The proposed action, while possibly taking place on a listed or eligible site, is not 

expected to impact the site(s).  Staff and the public follow restrictions such as 1) walk from 

parking area, 2) stay out of structures, 3) do not camp in ranch core or next to buildings, and 

4) not alter landforms.   

Preparer’s Initials  JEF  

(h)  Have significant impacts on species listed, or proposed to be listed, on the List of Endangered or 

Threatened Species, or have significant impacts on designated Critical Habitat for these species. 

Yes 

☐ 

No 

☒ 

Rationale:  The project area includes Critical Habitat for the Mojave desert tortoise. 

However, the proposed action would not modify desert tortoise habitat or impact individual 

tortoises. Therefore, the proposed action would have no effect on the Mojave desert tortoise, 

including Critical Habitat, or any other listed or proposed wildlife species. 

Preparer’s Initials  JNY  

(i) Violate a Federal law, or a State, local or tribal law or requirement imposed for the protection of the 

environment. 

Yes 

☐ 

No 

☒ 

Rationale:  No environmental laws/requirements would be violated.   

Preparer’s Initials  JEF  

(j) Have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on low income or minority populations 

(Executive Order 12898). 

Yes 

☐ 

No 

☒ 

Rationale:  The proposed action is not near any population centers.  

Preparer’s Initials  JEF  
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