Worksheet
Determination of NEPA Adequacy (DNA)
U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management


	OFFICE:
	Carlsbad Field Office

	TRACKING NUMBER:
	DOI-BLM-NM-P020-2016-1426

	CASEFILE/PROJECT NUMBER:
	Allotment #77033

	PROPOSED ACTION TITLE/TYPE:
	Grazing Permit Renewal

	LOCATION/LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
	T23S; R30E, various sections 
See the attached allotment map.

	APPLICANT (if any):
	W.L. Mobley, Jr.



A. Description of the Proposed Action and any applicable mitigation measures
The Proposed Action is to renew a term grazing permit for the above applicant.  The kind of livestock, period of use, percent public land and Animal Unit Months (AUMS) will remain the same as the previous permit.  The permit will be issued for a 10-year term.  The proposed action is in accordance with 43 CFR 4130.2.  The tables below summarize the level of grazing use and licensed use for the permit.

Grazing Use:

	Permittee
	Allotment Name & No.
	Livestock Kind & No.
	Period of use
	%PL
	AUMs

	W.L. Mobley, Jr.
	Nash Draw                                                        #77033
	  150 Cattle
	3/1 – 2/28

	79

	  1,422
     




Permitted Use (AUMS):

	Allotment Name & No.
	Total
	Suspended
	Active

	       Nash Draw
           #77033
	1,953
   
	531

	1,422
   




The terms and conditions that existed on the previous permit will be carried forward on the renewed permit:


B. Land Use Plan (LUP) Conformance


	LUP Name* 

	Carlsbad Resource Management Plan (RMP)
	Date Approved 

	September of 1988

	Other document 

	Carlsbad Approved Resource Management Plan Amendment (RMPA) and Record of Decision
	Date Approved 

	October 1997


* List applicable LUPs (for example, resource management plans; activity, project, management, or program plans; or applicable amendments thereto)

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

September 1988, amended in October 1997- Oil and Gas Leasing and Development  New Mexico Standards and Guidelines; Resource Management Plan Amendment/ Environmental Impact Statement February 1999; ROD - April 2000.  (RMP tiered to the East Roswell Grazing EIS – 1980).

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


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

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

1. EA# NM-520-2007-1174 – Grazing Permit Renewal for Nash Draw allotment #77033.   
      Date Approved:  February 28, 2008 


List by name and date other documentation relevant to the proposed action (e.g., biological assessment, biological opinion, watershed assessment, allotment evaluation, and monitoring report).


D. NEPA Adequacy Criteria

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

Documentation of answer and explanation:  
Yes.  The current Proposed Action was analyzed in the above mentioned Environmental Assessment (EA).  The proposed action is the same action analyzed in the existing EA document.

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

Documentation of answer and explanation:
Yes.  The existing NEPA documents analyzed the proposed action as well as a reasonable range of alternatives.  The EA was reviewed by identified public interests and no conflicts or concerns were identified.  The same applies to the current proposed action given current concerns, interests, and resource values.

3. Is the existing analysis valid in light of any new information or circumstances (such as, rangeland health standard assessment, recent endangered species listings, updated lists of BLM-sensitive species)? Can you reasonably conclude that new information and new circumstances would not substantially change the analysis of the new proposed action?

Documentation of answer and explanation:
Yes.  The proposed action is exactly the same as the proposed action as analyzed in the EA.  There are five permanent range monitoring studies within the allotment, which were established in 1980.  Quantitative data is collected from the studies on forage production, percent cover and composition, ecological condition and utilization.  A total analysis of the monitoring data from the vegetation studies within this allotment has not been completed.  These studies have had data collected for five different monitoring years.   The study results are summarized below: 

	Nash Draw #77033            1980        1983      1984       1990      1994      2005      2016		

	Condition Rating                  36          19           37          53          45             48         49          
	% Bare Ground                     37          53          30          43          45              39	 32
	% Litter                                 53          41          55          49          46              52	 55
	% Basal Cover                        7            3          12	    6            5                8	 10
	Forage Production (lbs/ac)  154          26          65       182          49            155	 185
	% Utilization                         63          40         28          10          36              24	     8

	Excellent condition  76-100%	Fair condition		26-50%
	Good condition	    51-75%	Poor condition	 	0-25%









Analysis of the monitoring data from 1980 to 2016 shows that range trend appears static to slightly upward on this allotment.  The changes in monitoring data are all in a positive direction from 1980 to the present.  In particular, the decline in bare ground and increase in condition rating, litter, and basal cover, plus the reduction in utilization indicate an upward trend. 

Rangeland Health Evaluations were conducted in 2015 for the primary ecological sites on this allotment, Sandy and Gravelly SD-3.   

Evaluation of the sandy site showed that all nine of the Soil/Site Stability indicators and all eleven Hydrologic Function indicators were ranked none to slight departure.  Eleven of the thirteen Biotic Integrity indicators were ranked none to slight departure and the remaining two were ranked slight to moderate.  The slight to moderate rankings were due to no reported lesser prairie chicken populations in historic habitat.    

Evaluation of the gravelly site showed that eight of the nine Soil/Site Stability indicators and nine of the eleven Hydrologic Function indicators were ranked none to slight departure, with the remaining indicators falling into the slight to moderate category.    Seven of the thirteen Biotic Integrity indicators were ranked none to slight departure, five were ranked slight to moderate, and the remaining one was ranked moderate departure.  The slight to moderate rankings and above were due to slightly higher shrub numbers, slightly lower grass diversity, and slightly lower forage production.  Most of this was due to drought effects and slow recovery.  Brush control was noted as a potential treatment method to improve Rangeland Health.
 
Based on the attributes discussed above, both range sites were rated as “Meets the Standard” and none of the indicators that were ranked higher than none to slight were due to current livestock management practices. 

4. Are 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 current Proposed Action is the same as what was analyzed in the existing NEPA document.  The direct /indirect impacts would be the same as those identified in the existing NEPA documents.  The environmental assessment reviewed the many specific environmental impacts including vegetation, soils, wildlife, cultural, cave resources, special management areas, threatened and endangered species, floodplains and visual resources.  The cumulative impact remains the same as those analyzed in the existing NEPA document.  There have been no new relevant activities that have been implemented or projected that would alter cumulative impacts identified in the existing NEPA document.


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

Documentation of answer and explanation:
Yes.  For the existing NEPA document, the EA was reviewed by identified public interests and no conflicts or concerns were identified.  No protests or appeals were filed on the original Decision Record.  




E. Persons/Agencies /BLM Staff Consulted
Susan Britt		  Rangeland Management Specialist (EA)

Steve Daly		Soil Conservationist (DNA)
Martin Stein		Archeologist (EA)
Bruce Boeke		Archeologist (DNA)
Steve Bird		Wildlife Biologist (EA)
Steve Bird		Wildlife Biologist (DNA)
Jessica Zakrie		Outdoor Recreation Planner (EA)			 
Deanna Younger		 Outdoor Recreation Planner	  (DNA)
Jim Goodbar	 Cave /Karst Specialist (EA)
XXXX	 Cave /Karst Specialist (EA)	
Don Peterson	  	   Asst. Field Manager – Renewable Resources  (EA)
Jim Stovall		   Field Manager (DNA)	


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






















Boundary Map – Nash Draw Allotment #77033







Conclusion (If you found that one or more of these criteria is not met, you will not be able to check this box.)

Based on the review documented above, I conclude that this proposal conforms to the applicable land use plan and that the NEPA documentation fully covers the proposed action and constitutes BLM’s compliance with the requirements of the NEPA.

	
	

	Signature of Project 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-specific regulations.
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