Documentation of Land Use Plan Conformance and NEPA Adequacy (DNA)
U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

Note: This worksheet is to be completed consistent with the policies stated in the Instruction Memorandum entitled
“Documentation of Land Use Plan Conformance and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Adequacy”
transmitting this worksheet and the “Guidelines for Using the DNA Worksheet” located at the end of the worksheet.
(Note: The signed CONCLUSION at the end of this worksheet is part of an interim step in the BLM’s internal
analysis process and does not constitute an appealable decision.)
A. BLM Office: Klamath Falls Resource Area

Lease/Serial/Case File No. DNA-03-09

Proposed Action Title/Type: Stukel Mountain Prescribed Fire Units 98-2 East and Stukel 98-9
Location of Proposed Action:
T 40S, R 10E, Sec. 12, 13
T 40S, R 11E, Sec. 7, 18
T 40S, R 11E, Sec. 5, 6
Description of the Proposed Action:
The prescribed fire unit 98-2 is approximately 724 acres on the east side of Stukel Mountain. It contains an active
bald eagle territory that contains 2 known nests. The other unit (98-9) is also on Stukel Mountain and is
approximately 468 acres. It contains one bald eagle nest, an alternate eagle nest, and is adjacent to a golden eagle
nest site. These units were randomly selected for fuels treatment under the KFRA Fire Management EA #OR-01494-09. The units originally contracted for prescribed fire treatment in 1998, but due to the presence of the bald
eagles the units were postponed. In 2001and 2002, pretreatments were conducted on the bald and golden eagle nest
stands to reduce potential impacts to the nest stands during prescribed fire activities. Streamlining processes for
consultation were initiated with FWS in Spring of 2001 and formal consultation will be completed prior to
implementation. Ignition for the unit may be a combination of aerial, mechanical and manual operations (see Stukel
Mountain 98-2 East burn plan for detailed information).
B. Conformance with one or more of the following Land Use Plans (LUPs) and/or Related Subordinate
Implementation Plans:
KFRA RMP/ROD

Date Approved: 1995

KFRA Fire Management EA #OR-014-94-09

Date Approved: 1994

Stukel Mountain 98-2 East Burn Plan

Date Approved: 2003

National Fire Plan

Date Approved: 2000

Biological Assessment for Prescribed Fire and Fuels Reduction on Stukel Mountain
Date Approved: 2003
Biological Opinion for Prescribed Fire and Fuels Reduction on Stukel Mountain
Date Approved: In Progress
The proposed action is in conformance with the applicable LUPs because it is specifically provided for in
the following LUP decisions:
The Resource Management Plan/EIS incorporates by reference the analyses and decisions made by the 1994
Klamath Falls Resource Area Fire Management Environmental Assessment. The KFRA RMP/ROD also states in
the Wildlife Section, under Bald Eagle (pp 38) “Conduct fuels reduction management actions to help reduce
potential loss of (bald eagle) habitat to catastrophic wildfire occurrences.” and “ Protect known and potential habitat
sites identified in the Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery Plan.”

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.
KFRA Fire Management EA #OR-014-94-09, 1994
KFRA Resource Management Plan ROD and Rangeland Program Summary June 2, 1995
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).
Biological Assessment for the Prescribed Fire and Fuels Reduction Treatments on Stukel Mountain (March 2003)
Biological Opinion for the Prescribed Fire and Fuels Reduction Treatments on Stukel Mountain (In Progress)
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 prescribed fire treatment on Stukel Mountain is the same action as analyzed by the KFRA Fire Management
EA #OR-014-94-09. Fire effects to specific vegetation and plant associations were analyzed on pp 13-15 and fire
effects on wildlife, specifically birds and bald eagles “ If fires are initiated during periods when birds are nesting or
mammals are producing young, then impacts could be detrimental to local populations” (pp 18) and “ Prescribed
burning will not likely have any effect on large nest trees due to the resistance of large old trees to low intensity
fire”(pp20). The proposed fuels reduction is also discussed in the Klamath Falls RMP/ROD pp 38, “Conduct fuels
reduction management actions to help reduce potential loss of (bald eagle) habitat to catastrophic wildfire
occurrences.” and “ Protect known and potential habitat sites identified in the Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery Plan”.
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:
The range of alternatives in the KFRA Fuels Management Environmental Assessment (1994) is appropriate to the
current proposed action, given the latest environmental concerns and interest. Interest and concerns for the need to
continue fuels reduction are at an elevated level due to the wildfire seasons in the past few years. Since this EA was
signed other documents such as The President’s Health Forest Initiative (August 2002) and the National Fire Plan
(2000) have been introduced and have shown the need to continue fuels reduction to prevent the risk of a
catastrophic wildfire and resource loss.
3. Is the existing analysis adequate and are the conclusions adequate in light of any new information or
circumstances (including, for example, riparian proper functioning condition [PFC] reports; rangeland
health standards assessments; Unified Watershed Assessment categorizations; inventory and monitoring
data; most recent Fish and Wildlife Service lists of threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species;
most recent BLM lists of sensitive species)? Can you reasonably conclude that all new information and all
new circumstances are insignificant with regard to analysis of the proposed action?
Documentation of answer and explanation:

Yes, The analysis and conclusions in the KFRA Fuels Management Environmental Assessment are adequate and the
new information (Forest Health Initiative and National Fire Plan) that has come to light since this analysis
strengthens the need to continue to reduce fuels and improve the health our forested habitat.
Yes, Information acquired since this analysis is insignificant with regard to the proposed action.
4. Do the methodology and analytical approach used in the existing NEPA document(s) continue to be
appropriate for the current proposed action?
Documentation of answer and explanation:
Yes, the methodology and approach described in the KFRA Fuels Management Environmental Assessment (1994) is
appropriate for the current action. Under the Preferred Alternative (pp 7-8), ignition techniques, management
ignition prescribed fire and associated activities; unit selection by a random selection process, and treatments within
the Urban Interface are appropriate for the proposed action.
5. Are the direct and indirect impacts of the current proposed action substantially unchanged from those
identified in the existing NEPA document(s)? Does the existing NEPA document sufficiently analyze sitespecific impacts related to the current proposed action?
Documentation of answer and explanation:
Yes, The direct and indirect impacts are substantially unchanged from the effects analyzed in the KFRA Fuels
Management Environmental Assessment (1994). The Environmental Consequences Section (pp12-26) discusses
impacts to Resources.
Yes, This EA analyzes the specific vegetation type (pp 13-17) on Stukel Mountain as well as the impacts to wildlife
(pp 18-20) including bald eagles. “ If fires are initiated during periods when birds are nesting or mammals are
producing young, then impacts could be detrimental to local populations” and “ Prescribed burning will not likely
have any effect on large (bald eagle) nest trees due to the resistance of large old trees to low intensity fire”.
6. Can you conclude without additional analysis or information that the cumulative impacts that would
result from implementation of the current proposed action are substantially unchanged from those analyzed
in the existing NEPA document(s)?
Documentation of answer and explanation:
Yes, the cumulative impacts would not be greater than those analyzed under the KFRA Fuels Management
Environmental Assessment (1994) and the KFRA Resource Management Plan ROD and Rangeland Program
Summary. The impacts from this prescribed fire would not be greater than those already analyzed.
7. Are the public involvement and interagency review associated with existing NEPA document(s) adequately
for the current proposed action?
Documentation of answer and explanation:
The KFRA Fuels Management Environmental Assessment (1994) and KFRA Resource Management Plan ROD and
Rangeland Program Summary (1995) were open for public scooping and review and those comments considered
prior to the final decision being issued. Consultation by the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) was conducted on
both plans and formal consultation with the FWS is in progress on this project. Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife was also consulted of the proposed project.
E. Interdisciplinary Analysis: Identify those team members conducting or participating in the preparation of this
worksheet.
Name
Steve Hayner

Title
Wildlife Biologist

Resource
Represented
Wildlife

