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Action 
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and the Marina Field Office of the U.S. Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM) propose to identify and characterize high value habitat for the northern 

giant kangaroo rat (Dipodomys ingens) (GKR) in the Ciervo-Panoche Natural Area (CPNA) of 

western Fresno and eastern San Benito Counties, California.  Reclamation would provide 

$355,931 from the Central Valley Project Improvement Act Habitat Restoration Program to 

BLM through Interagency Agreement R15PG00093. Through this agreement, BLM will task 

researchers from Humboldt State University and UC Davis to conduct the GKR trapping, DNA 

sequencing, lab analysis, and habitat modeling components of the project.  

Permits 

The principle investigator Dr. W. Tim Bean has obtained a valid permit under Section 

10(a)(1)(a) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 16 U.S.C. §1531 et seq., from the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service (permit number TE-37418-A) to conduct trapping and collect hair samples 

of GKR.   

Project Location 

The project is focused on the northern GKR in the CPNA in Fresno and San Benito Counties 

(Figure 1).  Trapping will occur in and around the areas of previous trapping, with additional 

efforts to be conducted in areas where surveys collected few or no genetic samples. Next 

Generation Sequencing would be conducted at the UC Davis Mammalian Ecology and 

Conservation Laboratory.  

Exclusion Category 
516 DM 14.5 A.3: Research activities, such as nondestructive data collection and analysis, 

monitoring, modeling, laboratory testing, calibration, and testing of instruments or procedures 

and non-manipulative field studies. 
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Extraordinary Circumstances 

Below is an evaluation of the extraordinary circumstances as required in 43 CFR 46.215. 

1. This action would have a significant effect on the quality of 

the human environment (40 CFR 1502.3). 

No ☒ Uncertain ☐ Yes ☐

2. This action would have highly controversial environmental

effects or involve unresolved conflicts concerning

alternative uses of available resources (NEPA Section

102(2)(E) and 43 CFR 46.215(c)).

No ☒ Uncertain ☐ Yes ☐

3. This action would have significant impacts on public health

or safety (43 CFR 46.215(a)).

No ☒ Uncertain ☐ Yes ☐

4. This action would have significant impacts on such natural

resources and unique geographical characteristics as historic

or cultural resources; parks, recreation, and refuge lands;

wilderness areas; wild or scenic rivers; national natural

landmarks; sole or principal drinking water aquifers; prime

farmlands; wetlands (EO 11990); flood plains (EO 11988);

national monuments; migratory birds; and other

ecologically significant or critical areas (43 CFR 46.215

(b)).

No ☒ Uncertain ☐ Yes ☐

5. This action would have highly uncertain and potentially

significant environmental effects or involve unique or

unknown environmental risks (43 CFR 46.215(d)).

No ☒ Uncertain ☐ Yes ☐

6. This action would establish a precedent for future action or

represent a decision in principle about future actions with

potentially significant environmental effects (43 CFR

46.215 (e)).

No ☒ Uncertain ☐ Yes ☐

7. This action would have a direct relationship to other actions

with individually insignificant but cumulatively significant

environmental effects (43 CFR 46.215 (f)).

No ☒ Uncertain ☐ Yes ☐
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8. This action would have significant impacts on properties

listed, or eligible for listing, on the National Register of

Historic Places as determined by Reclamation (LND 02-01)

(43 CFR 46.215 (g)).

No ☒ 

 

Uncertain ☐ Yes ☐
See

9. This action would 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 (43 CFR 46.215

(h)).

No ☒ Uncertain ☐ Yes ☐

10. This action would violate a Federal, tribal, State, or local

law or requirement imposed for protection of the

environment (43 CFR 46.215 (i)).

No ☒ Uncertain ☐ Yes ☐

11. This action would affect ITAs (512 DM 2, Policy

Memorandum dated December 15, 1993).

No ☒ Uncertain ☐ Yes ☐

12. This action would have a disproportionately high and

adverse effect on low income or minority populations (EO

12898) (43 CFR 46.215 (j)).

No ☒ Uncertain ☐ Yes ☐

13. This action would limit access to, and ceremonial use of,

Indian sacred sites on Federal lands by Indian religious

practitioners or significantly adversely affect the physical

integrity of such sacred sites (EO 13007, 43 CFR 46.215

(k), and 512 DM 3)).

No ☒ Uncertain ☐ Yes ☐

14. This action would contribute to the introduction, continued

existence, or spread of noxious weeds or non-native

invasive species known to occur in the area or actions that

may promote the introduction, growth, or expansion of the

range of such species (Federal Noxious Weed Control Act,

EO 13112, and 43 CFR 46.215 (l)).

No ☒ Uncertain ☐ Yes ☐

NEPA Action Recommended 

☒ CEC – This action is covered by the exclusion category and no extraordinary circumstances

exist. The action is excluded from further documentation in an EA or EIS.

☐ Further environmental review is required, and the following document should be prepared.

☐ EA

☐ EIS
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Figure 1. Historical distribution of GKR, and the two largest extant GKR populations, at the Ciervo-Panoche 

Natural Area and Carrizo Plain. The inset map shows intended trapping sites within the CPNA. Colonies with 

GKR mapped by D.F. Williams in 1992 are shown as gray polygons. Small circles indicate all GKR colonies 

mapped by W.T. Bean and M. Westphal in 2013-2014. 
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Attachment A 
Cultural Resources Concurrence Memo 
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Attachment B  
Endangered Species Compliance Documentation 
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MP-152 

ENV-7.00 

MEMORANDUM 

To: CVPIA Habitat Restoration Program Manager 

Attn: MP-152 (DStrait) 

From: Jamie LeFevre 

Natural Resources Specialist 

Subject:  Endangered Species Act Section 7 Coverage for integrating adaptation and phenotypic 

plasticity into models of habitat connectivity for the Ciervo-Panoche giant kangaroo rat to 

manage for persistence in the face of climate change 

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

propose to identify and characterize high value habitat for the northern giant kangaroo rat 

(Dipodomys ingens) (GKR) in the Ciervo-Panoche Natural Area (CPNA) of western Fresno and 

eastern San Benito Counties, California.  Reclamation would provide funding from the Central 

Valley Project Improvement Act Habitat Restoration Program to BLM through an interagency 

agreement. Through this agreement, BLM will task researchers from Humboldt State University 

(HSU) and UC Davis to conduct GKR trapping, DNA sequencing, lab analysis, and habitat 

modeling components of the project.   

To document GKR presence, HSU researchers will collect hair samples for genetic testing and to 

classify habitat.  Intensive trapping would occur at the CPNA in Fresno and San Benito counties, 

California. Next generation sequencing would be conducted at the UC Davis Mammalian 

Ecology and Conservation Laboratory.   

HSU researchers have obtained a valid Federal permit (see attached) for the proposed activities 

funded through this action under Section 10(a)(1)(a) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 16 

U.S.C. §1531 et seq., from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Reclamation has determined that 

providing grant funding to conduct trapping and collecting hair samples of GKR would have no 

additional adverse effects or exceed take from what was previously authorized via HSU’s 

10(a)(1)(a) permit TE37418A-2 . Since take, as prohibited under Section 9 of the ESA, has been 

exempted through the Section 10 permit, and no additional take would occur, this concludes 

Reclamation’s responsibility under Section 7 of the ESA. However, if new information is made 

available, the project description changes, and/or HSU researchers do not fully comply with the 

terms and conditions prescribed in their 10(a)(1)(a) permit, then Reclamation may need to revisit 

its ESA responsibility.  Please retain a copy of this memo as part of the administrative record. 
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Attachment C 
Indian Trust Assets Concurrence Memo 
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