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DETERMINATION OF NEPA ADEQUACY WORKSHEET
DOI-BLM- CA-N060-20XX-XXXX-DNA

Proposed Action Title/Type: Insert name of the project/action
Lease/Serial/Case File No (if any): Insert
Location of Proposed Action: Insert 
Applicant: Insert name of the applicant (if applicable)

A.  DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
Briefly describe the who, what, when, where, and how of the proposed project. This proposed action should be substantially similar to the proposed action or to one of the alternatives analyzed in the EA or EIS to which the DNA is referencing. (If the proposed action is similar to one of the alternatives analyzed in the referenced EA, the FONSI for the EA will have had to address the alternative or a new FONSI will need to be issued in association with this DNA). A map or detailed information such as design specification or design features that describe the project may be attached at the end of the worksheet. 

B.  LAND USE PLAN CONFORMANCE
List the relevant land use plans (LUP) that would cover the proposed project. If only one or two LUPs apply, remove the extra line(s) below.

LUP Name: Northwest California Integrated Resource Management Plan (NCIP) and Record of Decision (ROD)	
Date Approved: November 2024
The proposed action is in conformance with the applicable LUP because… Select one of the options below that best applies to the proposed action.
Option 1: … it is specifically provided for in the following LUP decision(s):
List and cite (using the decision number, if available, quoted text and page number) the applicable land use plan decisions.
Option 2: … it is clearly consistent with the following LUP decision(s) (objectives, terms, and conditions) even though it is not specifically provided for:
List and cite (using quoted text and a page number) the management goals and/or objectives for which the proposed action is consistent and explain how the action is consistent with the plan objectives, terms and conditions.
The proposed action would be consistent with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy Compliance (ACS) objectives listed in the NCIP:

[Include any of the following ACS objectives that the proposed action is in line with. Delete the non-applicable ones]
· Maintain and restore the distribution, diversity, and complexity of watershed and landscape-scale features to ensure protection of the aquatic systems to which species, populations, and communities are uniquely adapted. 
· Maintain and restore spatial and temporal connectivity within and between watersheds. Lateral, longitudinal, and drainage network connections include floodplains, wetlands, upslope areas, headwater tributaries, and intact refugia. These network connections must provide chemically and physically unobstructed routes to areas critical for fulfilling life history requirements of aquatic and riparian-dependent species.
· Maintain and restore the physical integrity of the aquatic system, including shorelines, banks, and bottom configurations.
· Maintain and restore water quality necessary to support healthy riparian, aquatic, and wetland ecosystems. Where the BLM has the ability to influence water quality, water quality must remain within the range that maintains the biological, physical, and chemical integrity of the system and benefits survival, growth, reproduction, and migration of individuals composing aquatic and riparian communities.
· Maintain and restore the sediment regime under which this aquatic ecosystem evolved. Elements of the sediment regime include the timing, volume, rate, and character of sediment input, storage, and transport.
· Maintain and restore in-stream flows sufficient to create and sustain riparian, aquatic, and wetland habitats and to retain patterns of sediment, nutrient, and wood routing. The timing, magnitude, duration, and spatial distribution of peak, high, and low flows must be protected.
· Maintain restore the timing, variability, and duration of floodplain inundation and water table elevation in meadows and wetlands. 
· Maintain and restore the species composition and structural diversity of plant communities in riparian areas and wetlands to provide adequate summer and winter thermal regulation, nutrient filtering, appropriate rates of surface erosion, bank erosion, and channel migration and to supply amounts and distributions of coarse woody debris sufficient to sustain physical complexity and stability.
· Maintain and restore habitat to support well-distributed populations of native plant, invertebrate, and vertebrate riparian-dependent species.

C.  NEPA AND OTHER RELATED DOCUMENTS
List by name and date the EA or EIS that covers the proposed action, such as activity, project, management, or program plans. List the NEPA Number (if applicable), and date approved. If applicable, provide the ePlanning link to enable quick public review. In those instances where more than one NEPA document covers the proposed actions, you must specifically cross-walk which EA or EIS covers which components of the action throughout the responses to the NEPA adequacy criteria questions below. (A DNA to multiple NEPA documents will only work if the effects analysis for at least one of the documents appropriately anticipated the effects of the other suite of actions proposed by the other NEPA document. Otherwise, it will be very difficult to adequately address NEPA adequacy criteria question #4.)  
Also list by name and date other documentation relevant to the proposed action (e.g. habitat management plans, biological assessment, biological opinion, watershed assessment, rapid ecological assessments, or monitoring reports). 

D.  NEPA ADEQUACY CRITERIA
Document, in detail, how the existing NEPA analysis adequately addresses the newly proposed action.  Cite the specific provisions in the NEPA document (or documents) that support of the answers provided to the following adequacy criteria questions. See the BLM NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1) Section 5.1.3 for more information on documenting the NEPA review.
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?
Answer “yes” or “no” to the question and provide the appropriate explanation.
Is the new proposed action exactly what was proposed in the previous analysis (EA, EIS, or LUP) for which it is referring, this information is typically found in Chapter 2 of EAs and EISs.? A feature of a previously analyzed action? Or is it similar to it?
· Explain how the new proposed action is similar and/or different from the previous analysis (e.g., project design, timing of the action). If the design features of the new proposed project differ from the action analyzed in the original analysis, specify those differences.
· Is the new proposed action in the same or similar area as the previous analysis area? Explain how the new proposed action area is different from the area that was previously analyzed, and how it is sufficiently similar. If there are differences between the actions and/or analysis area covered in existing documents and the new proposed action, explain why they are or are not considered to be substantial.
· Cite the document name, NEPA Number, page, or section number of the previous analysis or analyses that corresponds to the proposed action and analysis area.

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?
Answer “yes” or “no” to the question and provide the appropriate explanation.
Explain whether the alternatives that were analyzed in the existing NEPA documents and associated records constitute appropriate alternatives with respect to the current proposed action. Identify if, and how current issues and concerns were addressed within the range of alternatives in existing NEPA documents. If new alternatives are being raised by the public to address current issues and concerns, explain why they should or should not be further analyzed.

3.  Is existing analysis valid in light of any new information or circumstances (such as, rangeland health standards assessment, recent endangered species listings, updated list 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?
Answer “yes” or “no” to the question and provide the appropriate explanation.
· If new information or new circumstances (including current issues and concerns) relevant to the new proposed action were not previously considered, you need to demonstrate whether they are pertinent and worthy of further analysis; or irrelevant and inconsequential  as applied to the existing analysis of the proposed action.
· Do not assume that new information is automatically substantial. New information and circumstances are substantial if the information conveys a majorly different picture of the affected environment and environmental impacts than those addressed in existing NEPA documents. Explain why the new information or circumstances would or would not substantially change the analysis of the new proposed action.

4.  Are the environmental effects that would result from implementation of the new proposed action similar (both quantitatively and qualitatively) to those analyzed in the existing NEPA document?
Answer “yes” or “no” to the question and provide the appropriate explanation.
Review the impact analysis in the existing NEPA document(s) to determine if the impacts associated with the new proposed action are adequately analyzed in the existing analysis. 
· Consider the effect new information or circumstances may have on the environmental impacts predicted in the existing NEPA document(s).
· Consider whether the impacts related to the current proposed action are analyzed in sufficient site-specific detail for the proposed action. For instance, an RMP-level decision may be analyzed at a more general level than a site-specific project or implementation level decision and therefore may not be appropriate for the purposes of the newly proposed action. 
· Would the new proposed action, if implemented, change the impact analysis? Consider the impact analysis in the existing analysis, the effects of relevant activities that have been implemented or projected since the existing analysis was completed, and the effects of the new proposed action.
· Explain how the impacts of the new proposed action are or are not analyzed in the existing NEPA document(s). Explain how these impacts would or would not differ from those identified in the existing NEPA document(s).

5.  Are the public involvement and interagency review associated with existing NEPA document(s) adequate for the current proposed action?
Answer “yes” or “no” to the question and provide the appropriate explanation.
Explain how the nature of public involvement for the existing NEPA document(s) is or is not adequate for the new proposed action.
· Was the project posted to a website?
· Were interested publics and potential stakeholders notified of the previous analysis?
· Does it remain in compliance with NEPA public involvement requirements?
· Identify any postings or public notices that have been made for the new proposed action, and the level of public interest that has been expressed.
· Consider additional public involvement in light of new conditions, information, and issues. If additional efforts for public involvement are being considered for the new proposed action, include that description here. For instance, certain authorizations may require a comment period on a DNA (e.g., oil and gas leasing, per IM-2021-027).
· Be particularly cautious when considering whether the public involvement and interagency review is adequate for a new proposed action that is similar to (rather than specifically a feature of) an alternative analyzed in the existing NEPA document or when the project is in a different location.  Consider whether the public involvement and interagency review for the proposed action evaluated in the existing NEPA document would have reached the public and other agencies interested in the new proposed action in the new location.   

E.  PERSONS, AGENCIES, AND BLM STAFF CONSULTED
A list of team members who participated in the preparation of this DNA worksheet is provided below.
	Name
	Title
	Area(s) of Participation

	
	
	

	
	
	


 
In addition, identify the stakeholders, agencies, tribes, public, or other pertinent non-BLM staff and agencies that were consulted on this new proposed action and summarize their input. 
Note: Refer to the EA or EIS for a complete list of the team members that participated in the preparation of the original environmental analysis or planning documents.

F. CONCLUSION
(If you found that one or more of the above criteria were not met, then you cannot conclude that the NEPA documentation fully covers the proposed action).
Select the appropriate box in the following sections based on the contents of the DNA worksheet and your evaluation.
Determination of NEPA Adequacy:
☐	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 the NEPA documentation fully covers this proposal and constitutes BLM’s compliance with the requirements of the NEPA.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Executive Order 14154, Unleashing American Energy (Jan. 20, 2025), and a Presidential Memorandum, Ending Illegal Discrimination and Restoring Merit-Based Opportunity (Jan. 21, 2025), require the Department to strictly adhere to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 et seq. Further, such Order and Memorandum repeal Executive Orders 12898 (Feb. 11, 1994) and 14096 (Apr. 21, 2023). Because Executive Orders 12898 and 14096 have been repealed, complying with such Orders is a legal impossibility. The Bureau of Land Management verifies that it has complied with the requirements of NEPA, including the Department’s regulations and procedures implementing NEPA at 43 C.F.R. Part 46 and Part 516 of the Departmental Manual, consistent with the President’s January 2025 Order and Memorandum.] 

If the new proposed action is a feature of the selected alternative analyzed in an existing EA, you do not need to prepare a new FONSI because the existing FONSI already made the finding that the selected alternative would have no significant effects. A new FONSI is not necessary if the existing NEPA document for which the new proposed action covers is an EIS. However, you must prepare a new FONSI before reaching a decision if the new proposed action is: 
· essentially similar to, but not specifically a feature of, the selected alternative; or
· a feature of, or essentially similar to, an alternative that was analyzed in the EA but was not selected. 
Evaluate whether the new (unsigned) FONSI must be made available for public review before reaching a decision.
The DNA worksheet is not a decision document. For a new action for which a DNA has been prepared, you usually must prepare decision documentation consistent with program-specific guidance.

Responsible Official: ____________________________________	Date: _______________


[bookmark: _Hlk35425042]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, other authorization, or action based on this DNA may be subject to protest and/or appeal under 43 CFR Part 4 or program-specific regulations.



ATTACHMENTS:
If lengthy discussions or supplemental information are needed to support the explanations provided under Criteria 1 through 5, the information may be referenced on the DNA form and attached to the form under this heading. 
