
Memorandum 
 
Date: December 12, 2019 
To: Administrative Record of Deepwater Horizon NRDA 
From: USDA Gulf Coast Ecosystem Restoration Team 
Subject: Site-specific environmental compliance documents completed to date for the Mississippi Trustee 
Implementation Group’s (TIG) Upper Pascagoula Water Quality Enhancement (UPWQE) project  
 
The programmatic environmental compliance review for this project can be found in the Mississippi Trustee 
Implementation Group 2016-2017 Restoration Plan/Environmental Assessment (RP/EA). Conservation 
practices to be implemented for this project fall within USDA categorical exclusions and therefore would 
not normally require an environmental assessment or impact statement if implemented under USDA  
authority. However, because this project is funded under the DWH NRDA consent decree and not all 
trustees have such categorical exclusions, the Mississippi TIG created an environmental assessment tool--
the Environmental Evaluation Worksheet (EEW)--to aid in site-specific component planning, decision-
making, and environmental compliance. A separate site-specific EEW is completed for each project 
component. The first seven EEWs for the UPWQE are included below. 
 
USDA has determined and documented therein that the planned actions will not exceed the 
maximum adverse impacts described in the RP/EA. There are no actions being proposed that 
would result in any significant adverse impacts on the environment. The landowner outreach 
program, conservation planning activities, and creation and implementation of conservation plans 
do not require further environmental review. Excerpts from the RP/EA relative to the NEPA approach 
for the UPWQE project are included at the end of this document.  
 
Relative to the projects listed in the table below, site-specific Clean Water Act permits are not required 
because there are no conservation practices planned for implementation on the banks of or within waters of 
the United States. 
 
Relative to the projects listed in the table below, site-specific consultation for the National Historic 
Preservation Act is not required because there are no known or high-probability cultural resources sites 
located on the treatment acres. 
 
Table of Site-Specific Environmental Evaluation Worksheet 

ID  HUC-12 Watershed County Acres 
1 Upper Sowashee Creek Lauderdale County 143.7 
2 Upper Sowashee Creek Lauderdale County 28.4 
3 Upper Sowashee Creek Lauderdale County 60.5 
4 Dunnagin Creek Newton 301.8 
5 Dunnagin Creek Newton 219.4 
6 Upper Sowashee Creek Lauderdale County 106 
7 Dunnagin Creek Newton 193 

 
 
 

https://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/MSTIG%20RP%20EA%202016-2017%20FINAL%20Combined%20508.pdf
https://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/MSTIG%20RP%20EA%202016-2017%20FINAL%20Combined%20508.pdf
https://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/MSTIG%20RP%20EA%202016-2017%20FINAL%20Combined%20508.pdf
https://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/MSTIG%20RP%20EA%202016-2017%20FINAL%20Combined%20508.pdf


U.S. o.partment of Agtleulture NRCS.CPA-52 
A. Client Name:  

Natural Resources Conaervatlon Servi« 4/2013 

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORKSHEET 
B. Conservation Plan ID # {as applicable):  

Program Authority {optional):  
D. Client's Objective(s) (purpose):

Client wants to ensure sustainability of pasturelands by protecting soil health, 
C. Identification# {farm. tract, field #, etc as required):
 

preventing the transport of excess nutrients and animal waste, and improving 
he productivity of adaptable forages. 

E. Need for Action: H. Alternatives
Pastureland is overgrazed. No Action -.J if RMS I I Alternative 1 -.JifRMS I I Alternative 2 -.JifRMS I f 
Forage quality and quantity is Leave site as is and with no change in Implement the follOwing practices to 
·nadequate for production goals management. Forage quality and quantity improve health/productivity of pasture: 590 
of livestock (beef cattle). �ill continue to decline. Animal condition / Nutrient Management. 382 Fence, 578 

productivity will remain poor. Stream Crossing. 315 Herbaceous Weed 
Control. 342 Critical Area Stabilization. 390 
Riparian Cover, 576 Shade Structure. and 
561 Heavy Use Area. 

Resource Concerns 

In Sectio� "F" below, analyze, record: and address concerns Identified through the Resources Inventory process. 
KSee FOTG Section Ill -Resource Planning Criteria for guidance). 
F. Resource Concerns I. Effects of Alternatives

�nd E xisting/ Benchmark No Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

K:onditlons Amount, Status, 
.Jlf 

Amount, Status, 
.Jlf 

Amount, Status, 
.Jlf 

(An alyze and record the Description does Description does Description does 

existing/benchmark NOT NOT NOT 

conditions for each (Document both short and meet (Document both short and meet (Document both short and meet 

identified concern) long tenn impacts) 
PC 

long tenn impacts) 
PC 

long tenn impacts) 
PC 

SOIL: EROSION _ 1L 
�o resource eoncem identified 

h1 Q_ Q_ 
No resource eoncem ,denllfied 

J:L D D 
.,�. MnT 

SOIL: SOIL QUALITY DEGRADATION 
vompacffon Continuous grazing and high 

D 
Implementation of conservation 

D D stocking rates will continue to practices results in grazing and 
Continuous grazing and high result in soil compaction that livestock activities being managed 
stocking rates has resulted in soil makes it hard to push soil probe to meet Client's production goals 

ompaction that makes it hard to past compacted layers. Livestock and objectives. Grazing 
push soil probe past compacted trails will still be common management will encourage more 
layers. Livestoek trails are throughout the pasture. Infiltration uniform use of paddoeks. manage 
common throughout the pasture. capacity will remain lowered and stocking rates to appropriate levels 
Infiltration capacity is lowered surface runoff increased due to NOT over time, and/or adjust the timing NOT NOT and surface runoff inCl'eased due plant cover loss and soil meet or season of grazing as meet meet o plant cover loss and soil compaction by livestock hooves. PC recommended. Soil compaction PC PC compaction by livestock hooves. Decreased rooting depth will will no longer be a problem and 
This results in deCl'eased rooting continue to reduce plant growth, activities will not cause soil 
depth that reduces plant growth, animal habitat and soil biological compaction problems. 
animal habitat and soil biological activity, especially on existing 
!activity. especially on existing trails. Overgrazed lands will not 

rails. heal naturally. Pasture will 
continue to deteriorate. 

�o resource concern identified 
D D !;J .. �. �onT 

WATER: EXCESS/ INSUFFICIENT WATER
,-io resource concern ideotified, 

D D D 
··�- U�T U�T 

WATER: WATER QUALITY DEGRADATION 
'=xcess nutrients In SUfface and Overgrazing will continue. Surface 

D 
Proper grazing management 

D D �round waters runoff will continue to carry animal restricts the transport of soil, 
overgrazing has resulted in the waste and nutrients to receiving animal wastes. and nutrients in 
�he reduction or loss of waters. Overgrazed lands will not surface runoff by maintaining good 
�egetative cover. Soil has been heal naturally. Water quality will vegetative soil coverage. Water 

NOT �xposed increasing surface continue to deteriorate. NOT quality will improve. NOT 
�unoff that carries animal waste meet meet meet 
land nutrient losses from pastures PC PC PC 
�o nearby surface waters and 
!deteriorating the water quality. 

No resource concern identified 
D D D 
MnT Nf'IT Mf'IT 
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Special Environmental Concerns: Environmental Laws, Executive Orders, policies, etc. 

In Section "G" complete and attach Environmental Procedures Guide Sheets for documentation as applicable. Items with a "•" may 
require a federal permit or consultation/coordination between the lead agency and another government agency. In these cases, 
effects may need to be determined In consultation with another agency. Planning and practice implementation may proceed for 
practices not involved in consultation. 

G. Special Environmental :J. Impacts to Special Environmental Concerns
!Concerns No Action 

(Document existing/ Document all impacts 
benchmark conditions) (Attach Guide Sheets as 

applicable) 

•Clean Air Act
Guide Sheet FS1 FS-2 NIA 

No non-attainment areas in the 
·-·---
•Clean Water Act I Waters of the No Effect
U.S. No changes in management 

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet practices. 
lo.75 miles Waters of the US 
present in grazing area. 

•Coastal Zone Management 
Guide Sheet Fact Sheet NIA 

Nnt •��toA in f'7U 
Coral Reefs 

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet NIA 
Mn {'n,�I Doofo n,ooont 
•Cultural Resources I Historic No Effect 
Properties Exempt Practice 

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet 

No CR present. 
•Endangered and Threatened 
Species NIA 

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet 

No T&E species present. 
Environmental Justice 

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet NIA 
No adverse social and economic 
Pffects to COMider. 
•Essential Fish Habitat 

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet NIA 
No EFH present. 
Floodplain Management 

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet NIA 
Not in 1 oo yr. floodplain. 
Invasive Species 

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet NIA 
No invasive species present. 

•Migratory Birds/Bald and No Effect 
!Golden Eagle Protection Act Continuing same practices will 

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet result in same habitat. 
143.7 ac. of existing migratory 
bird habitat: no eagles or nests 

!Observed. 

Natural Areas 
Guide Sheet Fact Sheet NIA 

IMn n�tn,�I "ro�• n,ooont. 
Prime and Unique Farmlands No Effect 

Gwde Sheet Fact Sheet No changes in land use. 
45 ac prime, unique or other 

important farmland (See soil 
lm!>n\ 
Riparian Area No Effect 

G111de Sheet Fact Sheet No changes in management 
2 ac of functional riparian area. practices. 

Scenic Beauty 
Guide Sheet Fact Sheet NIA 

No significant aesthetic qualities 
identified 

-/if 
needs 

further 

action 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Alternative 1 

Document all impacts 
(Attach Guide Sheets as 

applicable) 

N/A 

May Effect • Beneficial 
Proper grazing management 
restricts the transport of soil, 
animal wastes. and nutrients in 
surface runoff by maintaining good 

ro .... a --··---- , .. ,_,, __ 

NIA 

NIA 

No Effect 
Exempt Practice 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

Noxious/invasive species must be 
monitored and controlled if 
... _, __ ._ .. 

May Effect • Beneficial 
Mgt. practices allow for rest 
periods that provide sufficient time 
for young of migratory birds to 
fledge from nests and/or adjust the 
timing or season of grazing as 
recommended. 143.7 ac. of 
migratory bird habitat will be 

NIA 

No Effect 
No changes in land use. 

May Effect • Beneficial 
Grazing mgt. will encourage more 
uniform use of pastures. manage 
stocking rates to appropriate 
levels. &/or adjust the 
timing/season of grazing as 
recommended. 2 ac. of riparian 

•�M�, .. a, N> 

NIA 
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--- ------

Alternative 2 

�if Document all impacts -/if 
needs (Attach Guide Sheets as needs 

further 

action applicable) action 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D D 
-

D D 

D D 

D D 



•WeUands 
Guide Sheet Fae/Sheet 

•Wild and Scenic Rivers
Guide Sheet Fae/Sheet 

K. otlier7Agenc1,s1fnij! 
iro�_:Pul>llc Co)lcems
tasements,Pfilm�,Publ!Q 
��. or Permlti Required and 
�m;Jes Consulted. 

- -

!,,!J _mulallve Effects Narrative 
'Deiailbe the cumulallve Impacts 
t.sldered, Including �131,

sent and laiown future actions 
r,.eg,artlless of Who performed the 
"cttonsl ~· 
L. 1Mltlgation

KRecord acllons,lo avoid, 
1111Inlmize, and !,!>f)'lpensate) 

·-

r,t. Pi'iferred � P,'!191t.l""' 

�temathle alternative 

Supporting 
I reason 

I . 

NIA 

NIA 

I 
No Action-

□ 

111. t;_oritext"(Recoro contextIof1altematl\les analysis)

□ 

□ 

:1-

NIA □ 

N/A □ 

Altematlve 1 

A�e!!J!!!!!51C-Ota:.��ADdlcatlonm!!!!J2.D !!ll e1!!1!! !iS!d!I!!!! ls5!!! !WWIWl'II !!I� r!!l!,l!!ISI �!I !!!!m!!!I � !i!�'!!!!!!!!il �IUl:f:!Bgj! :!£!!2!!!i!!!!il:§� 
---

E!5!1!!!6'i:!lil�b!•l!!ii!!!mni2!!!i!• l!!!!!l!i!!ll!!!!!!lt 
�•"91!!!!!!!!:llf-dwat.bcldMmdNdtJcn!l!!!:!!!of 
� P!!)ts., nagrby ppilUN 

� 215!5!!B:!l!f!.!!l?S!!iml'!!IB2!!!a�!!!!!!!:!I e:S!!!!l!�lt!:�!i!!E!!IZ!!!s!l&i!!5t•_,!!!!21B!5!!!:!ll!!!._ 

I 
�

-

l!!!e!:m:!!!!!!l!!!!!i:!! e:22.IS:!vlb: 1!!51 b!!!!! S!! !i!M!lll l:!!lst! 
1morcwns:!i1!1!M!5!1l!i!!s!!i!!!!!!:i!!l!!!!:!!•!!!!!!:ts�l!i!!!l!sim 

1-

Alternative 2 

□ 

1-
The significance of an actlon must be analyze1.I in several contexts such as society as a whole (human, national), the affected region, the 
aff�cted Interests, !:!nd ttihlOC!ii�. -
g: Ditimilnation of Significance of'Eiffiiorcllnar:y'Circumstances 
Intensity; Refers to the severity of lmgact. lf'l'!R§!ct& may be both beneficial and adverse. A,sfgnlflcant effect may exist even if the Federal 

□ 

□ 

�gency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial. Significance cannot Be avoided by terming an action temporary or by breaking It 
Ktown into srnall.compqnent parts. 
�f you answer ANY of the below questions "yes" ffien contact the State Environmental Ligison as there may be extraordinary 
�lrcumstances and significance issues to consider ancf a site specific NEPA analysis may be requlrecf. 

¥es No 

□ [] • Is the preferred alternative expected to cause significant effects on public health or safety? 
• Is the preferred alternative expected to significantly affect unique characteristics of the geographic area such as 

□ � proximity to historic or cultural resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically 
critical areas? 

□ D • Are the effects of the preferred alternative on the quality of the human environment likely to be highly controversial?

□ Ii] 
• Does the preferred alternative have highly uncertain effects or involve unique or unknown risks on the human 

environment? 

□ �
• Does the preferred alternative establish a precedent for future actions with significant impacts or represent a decision in 

principle about a future consideration?

□ � • Is the preferred alternative known or reasonably expected to have potentially significant environment impacts to the 
quality of the human environment either individually or cumulatively over time? 

• Will the preferred alternative likely have a significant adverse effect on ANY of the special environmental concerns? Use
□ D the Evaluation Procedure Guide Sheets to assist in this determination. This includes, but is not limited to, concerns such

rJ 
as cultural or historical resources, endangered and threatened species, environmental justice, wetlands, floodplains, 

- coastal zones, coral reefs, essential fish habitat, wild and scenic rivers, clean air, riparian areas, natural areas, and
invasive species .. 

□ � • Will the preferred alternative threaten a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements for the protection of the 
environment? 

P, To-the best of'mir.!glowll{dge, me cfatii shown on 111unomi'ls accurate and complete: - -- ~ 

In tfie case where a non-NRCS person (e.g. snottier. MS 1IG Trustee) asslsts1�tfi planning they are to sign the first signature block and then 
�.RCS Is to sign the second block to ve!!fy the Information's accura�. 

- ' 

1 l I I I 
Signature (TSP lf'iei>llcatile) - ·�-

I 
ii!51!!:!fi Q!m:l! 

I
1£1. 

- Sh:anature11NRCSt1 

Title -

Title 

"" -� -- Date 

l I Jllillllli! 

Date 
if.jprefen'icl alternative lis not'�Niaenil action where NRCS\hu controll or respons16lllty and this NRcs;;cPA.&2·ts,stii�wltti 
iomeone other than the client then lncflcati to wtic,m this 1ls belng_P.rovlded. 

NRCS-CPA-52, April 2013 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture NRCS-CPA-52 A. Client Name:  Natural RHOUrc.s Conservation Sarvlce 4/2013 

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORKSHEET 
B. Conservation Plan ID# (as applicable):  

Program Authority (optional): UPWE 
D. Client's Objective(s) (purpose): C. Identification# (farm, tract. field#, etc as required):
Client wants to ensure sustainability of pasturelands by protecting soil 
health, preventing the transport of excess nutrients and animal waste, and 
improving he productivity of adaptable forages. 

E. Need for Action: H. Alternatives
Pastureland is overgrazed. No Action "ifRMS I I Alternative 1 "ifRMS I I Alternative 2 v if RMS I I 
Forage quality and quantity is Leave site as is and with no change in Implement the following practices to 
inadequate for production goals 
pf beef cattle. 

management. Forage quality and quantity improve health/productivity or pasture: 382, 
will continue to decline. Animal condition I 390,516,561,614,533,642,590, 315 
productivity will remain poor. 

Resource Concerns I 

In Section "F" below, analyze, record, and address concerns Identified through the Resources Inventory process. 
�See FOTG Section Ill -Resource Planning Criteria for guidance). 
F. Resource Concerns I. Effects of Alternatives

�nd Existing/ Benchmark No Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

k:onditions Amount, Status, 
.J If 

Amount, Status, .Jlf Amount, Status, .Jlf (Analyze and record the Description doe• Description dOH Description doe• 

�xisting/benchmark NOT NOT NOT 
conditions for each (Document both short and meet (Document both short and !Tifft (Document both short and meet 

identified concern) long term impacts) 
PC 

long term impacts) 
PC 

long term impacts) 
PC 

SOIL: EROSION JIC 
�o resource concern identified 

Q� C1 o_ .I 
�o resource concem identified 

RT 
D !;;l IJnT 

SOIL: SOIL QUALITY DEGRADATION
!Compaction Continuous grazing and high 

D 
Implementation of conservation 

D D stocking rates will continue to practices results in grazing and 
!Continuous grazing and high result in soil compaction that livestock activities being managed 
stocking rates has resulted in soil makes it hard to push soil probe to meet Clienrs production goals 
!compaction that makes it hard to past compacted layers. Livestock and objectives. Grazing 
push soil probe past compacted trails will still be common management will encourage more 
layers. Livestock trails are throughout the pasture. Infiltration uniform use of paddocks. manage 

!common throughout the pasture. capacity will remain lowered and stocking rates to appropriate levels 
Infiltration capacity is lowered surface runoff increased due to NOT over time, and/or adjust the timing NOT NOT and surface runoff increased due plant cover loss and soil meet or season of grazing as meet meet o plant cover loss and soil compaction by livestock hooves. PC recommended. Soil compaction PC PC compaction by livestock hooves. Decreased rooting depth will will no longer be a problem and 
This results in decreased rooting continue to reduce plant growth, activities will not cause soil 

depth that reduces plant growth, animal habitat and soil biological compaction problems. 
animal habitat and soil biological activity, especially on existing 
activity. especially on existing trails. Overgrazed lands will not 
rails. heal naturally. Pasture will 

continue to deteriorate. 
No resource concern identified 

RT 
D gT IJnT 

WATER: EXCESS I INSUFFICIENT WATER
No resource concern identified 

D D Q_ 
.. �� ·��

WATER: WATER QUALITY DEGRADATION 
Excess nutrients In surface and Overgrazing will continue. Surface D Proper grazing management D D :iround waters runoff will continue to carry animal restricts the transport of soil, 
Overgrazing has resulted in the waste and nutrients to receiving animal wastes, and nutrients in 
he reduc'tion or loss of waters. Overgrazed lands will not surface runoff by maintaining good 

r.iegetative cover. Soil has been heal naturally. Water quality will vegetative soil coverage. Water 
NOT exposed increasing surface continue to deteriorate. NOT quality will improve. NOT 

runoff that carries animal waste meet meet meet 
and nutrient losses from pastures PC PC PC 

o nearby surface waters and 
kleteriorating the water quality. 

No resource concern identified 
D D D 
IJnT IJnT IJnT 
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U.SJ l>tlP._artmilll of Agrlculliinl NRC5-CPA.Q 

NaturalResoun:ea�� <4/201� 

ENVIRONMENiTAL EVAh.l!JATION WORKSHEET 
- > 

D. Client's Objective(s) (purpose):
Client wants to ensure sustainability of pasturelands by protecting soil health, 
preventing the transport of excess nutrients and animal waste, and Improving 
he productivity of adaptable forages. 

E. Need for Action: H. �ernatlves . 

A. Client Name:  

B. Conservation Plan ID# (as applicable):  
Program Authority (optional): UPWE 

C. Identification# (farm, tract, field#, etc as required): 

- - -
- -

- - - -
Pastureland is overgrazed. No Action .,i,lfRMS I 1: Affliinat/VfH -l_lfe8MS I r Alternative 2 "If RMS I f. 
Forage quality and quantity is _eave site as Is and with no change In Implement the following practices to 
nadequate for production goals management. Forage quality and quantity improve health/productivity of pasture: 315 

pf livestock beef cattle. will continue to decline. Animal condition / (Herbaceous Weed Control), 512 (Pasture 
productivity will remain poor. and Hayland Planting), 590 (Nutrient 

Management). 

Resource Concerns 

1n1 Section "F" below; anJIIYD, record, a�� a,U<lress concerns Identified/through the Resour�s liiventor9,"'pro;cess . 
. � FOT(t_S_ectlon 1111.· Re&.9Y.l'CJ! PlclnnJng1CnterlaJfor gulclanc,.e). 

-

�. lResource Concerns I. l:ll8CUl�<>f'Alteroauves
ilnd Existing/ Benchmark fioAct/on Ir_ All,matlve 1 �ljernatlve 2 
Conditions Amount, Status, - J(mount, Status, Amourit] Status, 

� ../If ./If 
Analyze and record the I Description doils Description doiis DescrlP..tJon 

exlstlng/bef'ia.lmark NOn NOT 

conditions for each (Document both short and meet (Document both short e'tif;! mliilt (Document both sh6tt and 
t,entlfled concern) long term lmR_acts) 

PC 
_ longJe!1JI lm�s) 

PC 
long term �mpacts) 

SOIL: EROSION

No resource concern Identified 
.Q_ bl 

No resource concern identified 
D D 
�lnT ,,nT 

SOIL: SOIL QUALITY DEGRADATION

�action Continuous grazing and high 
D 

Implementation of conservation 
D stocking rates will continue to practices results in grazing and 

�ontinuous grazing and high result In soil compaction that livestock activities being managed 
�tocking rates has resulted In soil makes it hard to push soil probe to meet Client's production goals 
�ompaction that makes it hard to past compacted layers. Livestock and objectives. Grazing 
push soil probe past compacted trails will still be common management will encourage more 
ayers. Livestock trails are throughout the pasture. Infiltration uniform use of paddocks, manage 
ommon throughout the pasture. capacity will remain lowered and stocking rates to appropriate levels 

Infiltration capacity is lowered surface runoff increased due to NOT over time, and/or adjust the timing NOT and surface runoff Increased due plant cover loss and soil meet or season of grazing as meet o plant cover loss and soil compaction by livestock hooves. PC recommended. Soll compaction PC ompaction by livestock hooves. Decreased rooting depth will will no longer be a problem and 
irhis results In decreased rooting continue to reduce plant growth, activities will not cause soil 
�epth that reduces plant growth, animal habitat and soil biological compaction problems. 
animal habitat and soil biological activity, especially on existing 
activity, especially on existing trails. Overgrazed lands will not 
rails. heal naturally. Pasture will 

continue to deteriorate. 
No resource concern identified 

D D 
.,,..T �lnT 

�A1iER: EXCESS I INSUFFICIENT WATER II 
r«> reaoun:e concern klentlliecl 

D D 
.. ,.._ .. �T 

WA'FER: WATl=R QWALITY DEGRADATION I
I 

EXCeU nulnents In surface and Overgrazing will continue. Surface 
D 

Proper grazing management 
D ,round waters runoff will continue to carry animal restricts the transport of soil, 

::>vergrazing has resulted In the waste and nutrients to receiving animal wastes, and nutrients in 
the reduction or loss of waters. Overgrazed lands will not surface runoff by maintaining good 
vegetative cover. Soil has been heal naturally. Water quality will vegetative soil coverage. Water 
exposed Increasing surface continue to deteriorate. NOT quality will improve. NOT 
runoff that carries animal waste meet meet 
and nutrient losses from pastures PC PC 
o nearby surface waters and 

deteriorating the water quality. 

NO resource concern ldintifiad 
D D 
NnT NnT 
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·
- -

· - -

• 
lf1 

NOT 

meet 

PC 

_Q_ 

D 
.. ,..T 

D 

NOT 
meet 
PC 

D 
dr.T 

D 
··�-

D 

NOT 
meet 
PC 

D 
NnT 











√ if RMS √ if RMS √ if RMS

No resource concern identified

Compaction

No resource concern identified

No resource concern identified

NOT 

meet 

PC

Excess nutrients in surface and 

ground waters

Livestock concentration will 

continue.  Surface runoff will 

continue to carry animal waste and 

nutrients to receiving waters. 

Lands will not heal naturally. Water 

quality will continue to deteriorate.
NOT 

meet 

PC

Adequate watering facilities 

encourage livestock to disperse. 

Proper grazing management 

restricts the transport of soil, 

animal wastes, and nutrients in 

surface runoff by maintaining good 

vegetative soil coverage.  Water 

quality will improve.

SOIL: SOIL QUALITY DEGRADATION

Due to continued limited/lack of 

watering facilities, livestock will still 

travel between feeding areas & 

watering sites resulting in 

overused livestock trails / 

concentrated heavy use areas. Soil 

compaction will continue to be a 

problem. Infiltration capacity will 

remain lowered and surface runoff 

increased due to plant cover loss 

and soil compaction by livestock 

hooves. Decreased rooting depth 

will continue to reduce plant growth 

and soil biological activity, 

especially on existing trails.

NOT 

meet 

PC

Implementation of conservation 

practices results in grazing and 

livestock activities being 

dispersed. Grazing management 

combined with adequate water 

sources will encourage more 

uniform use of paddocks. Soil 

compaction will no longer be a 

problem and future activities will 

not cause soil compaction 

problems. 

NOT 

meet 

PC

Lack of watering facilities causes 

livestock to concentrate in the 

same areas, resulting in the 

reduction or loss of vegetative 

cover. Soil has been exposed 

increasing surface runoff that 

carries animal waste and nutrient 

losses from pastures to nearby 

surface waters, deteriorating 

water quality.

WATER: WATER QUALITY DEGRADATION

WATER: EXCESS / INSUFFICIENT WATER

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

Limited/lack of watering facilities 

forces livestock to travel between 

feeding areas & watering sites 

resulting in overused livestock 

trails & concentrated heavy use 

areas around water sources. 

These areas are characterized 

by soil compaction that makes it 

hard to push soil probe past 

compacted layers. Infiltration 

capacity is lowered & surface 

runoff increased due to plant 

cover loss & soil compaction by 

livestock hooves. This results in 

decreased rooting depth that 

reduces plant growth & soil 

biological activity.

No resource concern identified

 U.S. Department of Agriculture

4/2013

NRCS-CPA-52 

F. Resource Concerns

and Existing/ Benchmark

Conditions

(Analyze and record the

existing/benchmark

conditions for each

identified concern)

E. Need for Action:

Quantity, quality and/or 

distribution of drinking water is 

insufficient to maintain health or 

client's production goals for 

livestock. improve the health of 

livestock, reduce waste in 

streams, and improve water 

quality.

D. Client's Objective(s) (purpose):

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

√ if 

does

NOT 

meet

PC

No Action

H. Alternatives

Leave site as is and with no change in 

management. Watering places will 

continue to be lacking. Forage quality and 

quantity will continue to decline.  Animal 

condition / productivity will remain poor.

Improve health/productivity of pasture by 

providing fencing to keep livestock out of 

streams in a planned grazing system:  382 

Fence; 614 Watering Facility; 578 Stream 

Crossing; 460 Land Clearing; Nutrient 

managenment; 315 Herbaceous Weed 

Treatment

√ if 

does

NOT 

meet

PC

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

No Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2

 Natural Resources Conservation Service
A. Client Name:

B. Conservation Plan ID # (as applicable):

 UPWE

Client wants to ensure sustainability of pasturelands by improving pastures 

by protect vegetative cover through proper distribution of grazing & better 

grassland management.   Major objectives: reduce / eliminate need for 

livestock to be in streams, and improve water quality.

In Section "F" below, analyze, record, and address concerns identified through the Resources Inventory process. 

(See FOTG Section III - Resource Planning Criteria for guidance).  

SOIL: EROSION

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

Resource Concerns

No resource concern identified

√ if 

does

NOT 

meet

PC

C. Identification #  (farm, tract, field #, etc as required):

Alternative 2Alternative 1

 Program Authority (optional):

I. Effects of Alternatives

NRCS-CPA-52, April 2013



Undesirable weedy and woody 

species will continue to flourish. 

Low plant species diversity. Quality 

and palatability of available forages 

will remain low.

Increased costs due to construction of 

watering facilities and heavy use areas. 

Participation in USDA programs will 

reduce actual cost burden. Livestock 

performance and body condition will 

improve and boost farm income.

Quantity, quality and/or distribution 

of drinking water will remain 

insufficient to maintain livestock 

health & client's production goals. 

Livestock will continue to be forced 

to travel between feeding areas & 

watering sites. 

Proper grazing management and 

adequate watering facilities will 

improve livestock distribution and 

reduce grazing pressure on 

desirable species. Healthier plants 

will out compete undesirable 

invading species.  Quality and 

palatability of desirable forages will 

improve. Pasture Condition Score 

> 30.

Existing water facilities such as 

troughs and tanks will continue to 

lack wildlife escape structures & 

pose a danger to wildlife that 

attempt to share livestock watering 

facilities.

ANIMALS: INADEQUATE HABITAT FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE

Existing water facilities such as 

troughs and tanks are lacking 

wildlife escape structures & pose 

a danger to wildlife that attempt 

to share livestock watering 

facilities.

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

AIR: AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

√ if 

does 

NOT 

meet 

PC

Limited/lack of watering facilities 

caused uneven grazing 

distribution resulting in 

overgrazing of certain areas. 

Plant productivity, vigor &/or 

quality does not meet yield 

potential due to improper fertility, 

management:  Yields are at least 

10-30% below site potential. 

PCS < 30 & PCS plant vigor 

factor < 4.

Excessive plant pest pressure

Fields with uneven grazing 

distribution contain < 60% 

desirable species. Undesirable 

broadleaf weeds & annual weedy 

grasses invading.  Some woody 

species invading. Competetion 

from undesired plants causes 

low quality & palatability of 

available forages. PCS < 30. 

NOT 

meet 

PC

No resource concern identified

F.  Resource Concerns 

and Existing/ Benchmark 

Conditions

(Analyze and record the 

existing/benchmark 

conditions for each 

identified concern)

No resource concern identified

I.   (continued)

√ if 

does 

NOT 

meet 

PC

√ if 

does 

NOT 

meet 

PC

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

Alternative 2No Action Alternative 1

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

No change in management effort.

No resource concern identified

NOT 

meet 

PC

Decreasing livestock 

performance / productivity, farm 

income limited.

Profitability

Inadequate livestock water   

NOT 

meet 

PC

ENERGY: INEFFICIENT ENERGY USE
No resource concern identified

Quantity, quality &/or distribution 

of drinking water is insufficient to 

maintain livestock health & 

client's production goals. 

Livestock forced to travel 

between feeding areas & 

watering sites. Long distance to 

water causes livestock to travel 

as a group. Spend more time 

congregating around water. Less 

time to feed & drink. Result: poor 

performance & body condition. 

Increased management to establish 

livestock water sources. Result: increasing 

productivity; livestock performance and 

body condition will improve; and health and 

vigor of the herd will increase. 

Profitability will continue to decrease.

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

Quantity, quality and/or distribution 

of drinking water is sufficient to 

maintain livestock health and 

client's production goals. Closer 

water sources will encourage 

livestock to visit water in smaller 

numbers; spend less time 

socializing; return to grazing 

sooner. Result: increasing 

productivity; livestock performance 

and body condition will improve; 

and health and vigor of the herd 

will increase. 

Fields will remain overgrazed. 

Plant productivity, vigor and/or 

quality will continue to not meet 

yield potential due to improper 

fertility, management:   Yields will 

regularly be at least 10-30% below 

site potential. PCS will remain < 30 

and PCS plant vigor factor remain 

< 4.

Proper grazing management and 

adequate watering facilities will 

improve livestock distribution and 

reduce grazing pressure improving 

productivity and vigor of desirable 

forage species. Yields are near the 

potential for the species. Pasture 

Condition Score > 30. 
NOT 

meet 

PC

HUMAN: ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Minimal effort to establish water 

sources needed for grazing 

management such as location 

and quantity & quality of livestock 

drinking water.  

Management Level

ANIMALS: LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION LIMITATION

PLANTS: DEGRADED PLANT CONDITION
Undesirable plant productivity and 

health

Habitat degradation Retrofit watering facilities with 

wildlife escape structures & ensure 

new watering facilities are fitted 

with escape structures to decrease 

danger to wildlife that attempt to 

share livestock watering facilities. 

NRCS-CPA-52, April 2013



FS1 FS-2

No significant aesthetic qualities 

identified.

Floodplain Management

Riparian Area

Special Environmental Concerns: Environmental Laws, Executive Orders, policies, etc.

No Action

N/A

N/A

Alternative 1

J.   Impacts to Special Environmental Concerns

N/A

Alternative 2

N/A

N/A

May Effect - Beneficial

Implementation of fencing, ponds 

and/or troughs restrict the transport 

of soil, animal wastes, and 

nutrients into streams and improve 

water quality.

N/A

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

No changes in land use.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

Not in 100 yr. floodplain.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

Natural Areas

No T&E species present.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No adverse social and economic 

effects to consider.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No EFH present.

N/A

N/A

No changes in management 

practices.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet N/A

Grazing mgt. will encourage more 

uniform use of pastures, manage 

stocking rates to appropriate 

levels, &/or adjust the 

timing/season of grazing as 

recommended.  __4_ ac. of 

riparian area will be enhanced.

N/A

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No CR present.

●Essential Fish Habitat

Environmental Justice

Fact Sheet

_0__ ac. of functional riparian 

area.

N/A

N/A

No invasive species present.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No Effect

No Effect

Review Required: 378 Pond; 516 

Pipeline; and 561 Heavy Use Area 

Protection: see MS-CR-1

May Effect - BeneficialNo Effect

Invasive Species

No Effect

No EffectPrime and Unique Farmlands

No changes in land use.

N/A

●Migratory Birds/Bald and 

Golden Eagle Protection Act 

May Effect - Beneficial

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No natural areas present.

N/A

Scenic Beauty

Guide Sheet

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No Coral Reefs present.

Coral Reefs

●Cultural Resources / Historic 

Properties

●Endangered and Threatened 

Species

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

●Clean Water Act / Waters of the 

U.S.

In Section "G" complete and attach Environmental Procedures Guide Sheets for documentation as applicable.  Items with a "●" may 

require a federal permit or consultation/coordination between the lead agency and another government agency.  In these cases, 

effects may need to be determined in consultation with another agency.  Planning and practice implementation may proceed for 

practices not involved in consultation.

√ if 

needs 

further 

action

May Effect

N/A

Document all impacts

(Attach Guide Sheets as 

applicable)

G.  Special Environmental 

Concerns

(Document existing/ 

benchmark conditions)

Document all impacts

(Attach Guide Sheets as 

applicable)

●Clean Air Act

Surface runoff and livestock loafing 

in streams will continue to carry 

animal waste,nutrients and soil to 

nearby surface waters continuing 

to deteriorate water quality.

Guide Sheet

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

_.3__ miles of waters of the U.S. 

in the grazing area. Non-point 

source pollution from nutrients.

√ if 

needs 

further 

action

N/A

N/A

√ if 

needs 

further 

action

Document all impacts

(Attach Guide Sheets as 

applicable)

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No non-attainment areas in the 

state.

●Coastal Zone Management

Not located in CZM.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet
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U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Natural Resoun:n Co11Hl"Vlltlon Service 

-- - - - NRCS-CPA-62 

4/2013 

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORKSHEET 
n - - -

A. Client Name:
B. Conservation Plan ID# (as applicable):

Program Authority (optional): UPWE 
D. Client's Objective(s) (purpose): C. Identification# 
Client wants to ensure sustainability of pasturelands by improving pastures by protecting vegetative 
cover through proper distribution of grazing & better grassland management. Major objectives: 
reduce / eliminate need for livestock to be in streams, and improve water quality. 

E. Need for Action: H.-Altemauves .. 0 

Quantity, quality and/or No Action _,J lfRMS LJ Alternative 1 -,; if RMS W Alternative 2 1 if RMS LJ 
distribution of drinking water is eave site as is and with no change in Improve health/productivity of pasture by 
nsufficient to maintain health or management. Watering places will providing fencing to keep livestock out of 
llent's production goals for ontinue to be lacking. Forage quality and streams in a planned grazing system: 382 

livestock. improve the health of quantity will continue to decline. Animal Fence; 578 Stream Crossing; Nutrient 
livestock, reduce waste in ondition / productivity will remain poor. managenment; 315 Herbaceous Weed 
streams, and improve water Treatment; Riparian Herbaceous Cover 
quality. 390; Livestock Pipeline 516; Heavy Use 

Area 561; Water Facility 614 

Resource Concerns 

lh �action "F" below, analyze, record, and address concerns ldenuned through the Resources Inventory process. 
r!la ... FGTGlctft .... A""',111- - "" .�rih>rl,.fnr 

F. Resource Concerns ,. crrecus QT Alternatives 
and Existing/ Benchmark No Action 

tondltlons Amount, Status, Description KAnal�e and record the
�xlsting/benchmark

(Document both short and R)ndltions for each
idE!otl.fled concern)11 long term impacts) 

SOIL: EROSION
No resource concern identified 
�o resource concern identified 
SOIL: SOIL QUALITY DEG RADA T/ON 
Compaction 

Limited/lack of watering facilities 
'orces livestock to travel between 
"eeding areas & watering sites 
resulting in overused livestock 
rails & concentrated heavy use 

�reas around water sources. 
!These areas are characterized 
by soil compaction that makes it
�ard to push soil probe past
,-ompacted layers. Infiltration 
�apacity is lowered & surface 
nJnoff increased due to plant 
�over Joss & soil compaction by 
ivestock hooves. This results in 

�ecreased rooting depth that 
reduces plant growth & soil 

. ' 

No resource concern identified 

Due to continued limited/lack of 
watering facilities, livestock will still 
travel between feeding areas & 

watering sites resulting in overused 
livestock trails / concentrated 
heavy use areas. Soil compaction 
will continue to be a problem. 
Infiltration capacity will remain 
lowered and surface runoff 
increased due to plant cover loss 
and soil compaction by livestock 
hooves. Decreased rooting depth 
will continue to reduce plant growth 
and soil biological activity, 
especially on existing trails. 

vvA11t:R: ll:)(c;t;SS / INSl}FFICIENT WATER 
, ... --·-· conr- ld-""ed I 
IWA1iER: WATli:R QUALfTY [J)fEGRADATION
�s nutrients In surfacw andl Livestock concentration will 
mour:ia,waters continue. Surface runoff will 
Lack of watering facilities causes continue to carry animal waste and 
livestock to concentrate in the nutrients to receiving waters. 
same areas, resulting in the Lands will not heal naturally. Water 
•eduction or loss of vegetative quality will continue to deteriorate. 
�over. Soil has been exposed 
�ncreasing surface runoff that 
�arries animal waste and nutrient 
losses from pastures to nearby 
surface waters, deteriorating 
water quality. 
u...-... .... - ......... .._.. ...... , __ 

../If 

don 

NOT 
rMel 

PC 
l.lLLIL-· 

n 
I I 

D 

NOT 
meet 
PC 

I I 

I I 

D 

NOT 
meet 
PC 

I I 

·• 

Alt@maffee 1-
- -

Amount, Status, Description 

(Document both snort and 
long term Impacts) 

.. -

Implementation of conservation 
practices results in grazing and 
livestock activities being dispersed. 
Grazing management combined 
with adequate water sources will 
encourage more uniform use of 
paddocks. Soil compaction will no 
longer be a problem and future 
activities will not cause soil 
compaction problems. 

Adequate watering facilities 
encourage livestock to disperse. 
Proper grazing management 
restricts the transport of soil, 
animal wastes, and nutrients in 
surface runoff by maintaining good 
vegetative soil coverage. Water 
quality will improve. 
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' 

n 
,, --

Alternative 2 
../If 

don 

Amount, Status, Description 
NOT 

(Document both short and ITlffl 
PC long term Impacts) 

n 
I l 

D 

NOT 
meet 
PC 

I I 

I I 

D 

NOT 
meet 
PC 

I I 

-
If 

don 

NOT 
IM8I 

PC 
--

I I 
I I 

D 

NOT 
meet 
PC 

I I 

I I 

D 

NOT 
meet 
PC 

I I 











√ if RMS √ if RMS √ if RMS

No resource concern identified

Compaction

No resource concern identified

No resource concern identified

NOT 

meet 

PC

Excess nutrients in surface and 

ground waters

Livestock concentration will 

continue.  Surface runoff will 

continue to carry animal waste and 

nutrients to receiving waters. 

Lands will not heal naturally. Water 

quality will continue to deteriorate.
NOT 

meet 

PC

Adequate watering facilities 

encourage livestock to disperse. 

Proper grazing management 

restricts the transport of soil, 

animal wastes, and nutrients in 

surface runoff by maintaining good 

vegetative soil coverage.  Water 

quality will improve.

SOIL: SOIL QUALITY DEGRADATION

Due to continued limited/lack of 

watering facilities, livestock will still 

travel between feeding areas & 

watering sites resulting in 

overused livestock trails / 

concentrated heavy use areas. Soil 

compaction will continue to be a 

problem. Infiltration capacity will 

remain lowered and surface runoff 

increased due to plant cover loss 

and soil compaction by livestock 

hooves. Decreased rooting depth 

will continue to reduce plant growth 

and soil biological activity, 

especially on existing trails.

NOT 

meet 

PC

Implementation of conservation 

practices results in grazing and 

livestock activities being 

dispersed. Grazing management 

combined with adequate water 

sources will encourage more 

uniform use of paddocks. Soil 

compaction will no longer be a 

problem and future activities will 

not cause soil compaction 

problems. 

NOT 

meet 

PC

Lack of watering facilities causes 

livestock to concentrate in the 

same areas, resulting in the 

reduction or loss of vegetative 

cover. Soil has been exposed 

increasing surface runoff that 

carries animal waste and nutrient 

losses from pastures to nearby 

surface waters, deteriorating 

water quality.

WATER: WATER QUALITY DEGRADATION

WATER: EXCESS / INSUFFICIENT WATER

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

Limited/lack of watering facilities 

forces livestock to travel between 

feeding areas & watering sites 

resulting in overused livestock 

trails & concentrated heavy use 

areas around water sources. 

These areas are characterized 

by soil compaction that makes it 

hard to push soil probe past 

compacted layers. Infiltration 

capacity is lowered & surface 

runoff increased due to plant 

cover loss & soil compaction by 

livestock hooves. This results in 

decreased rooting depth that 

reduces plant growth & soil 

biological activity.

No resource concern identified

 U.S. Department of Agriculture

4/2013

NRCS-CPA-52 

F. Resource Concerns

and Existing/ Benchmark

Conditions

(Analyze and record the

existing/benchmark

conditions for each

identified concern)

E. Need for Action:

Quantity, quality and/or 

distribution of drinking water is 

insufficient to maintain health or 

client's production goals for 

livestock. improve the health of 

livestock, reduce waste in 

streams, and improve water 

quality.

D. Client's Objective(s) (purpose):

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

√ if 

does

NOT 

meet

PC

No Action

H. Alternatives

Leave site as is and with no change in 

management. Watering places will 

continue to be lacking. Forage quality and 

quantity will continue to decline.  Animal 

condition / productivity will remain poor.

Improve health/productivity of pasture by 

providing fencing to keep livestock out of 

streams in a planned grazing system:  382 

Fence; 614 Watering Facility; 578 Stream 

Crossing; 460 Land Clearing; Nutrient 

managenment; 315 Herbaceous Weed 

Treatment

√ if 

does

NOT 

meet

PC

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

No Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2

 Natural Resources Conservation Service
A. Client Name:

B. Conservation Plan ID # (as applicable):

 UPWE

Client wants to ensure sustainability of pasturelands by improving pastures 

by protect vegetative cover through proper distribution of grazing & better 

grassland management.   Major objectives: reduce / eliminate need for 

livestock to be in streams, and improve water quality.

In Section "F" below, analyze, record, and address concerns identified through the Resources Inventory process. 

(See FOTG Section III - Resource Planning Criteria for guidance).  

SOIL: EROSION

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

Resource Concerns

No resource concern identified

√ if 

does

NOT 

meet

PC

Alternative 2Alternative 1

 Program Authority (optional):

I. Effects of Alternatives

NRCS-CPA-52, April 2013



Undesirable weedy and woody 

species will continue to flourish. 

Low plant species diversity. Quality 

and palatability of available forages 

will remain low.

Increased costs due to construction of 

watering facilities and heavy use areas. 

Participation in USDA programs will 

reduce actual cost burden. Livestock 

performance and body condition will 

improve and boost farm income.

Quantity, quality and/or distribution 

of drinking water will remain 

insufficient to maintain livestock 

health & client's production goals. 

Livestock will continue to be forced 

to travel between feeding areas & 

watering sites. 

Proper grazing management and 

adequate watering facilities will 

improve livestock distribution and 

reduce grazing pressure on 

desirable species. Healthier plants 

will out compete undesirable 

invading species.  Quality and 

palatability of desirable forages will 

improve. Pasture Condition Score 

> 30.

Existing water facilities such as 

troughs and tanks will continue to 

lack wildlife escape structures & 

pose a danger to wildlife that 

attempt to share livestock watering 

facilities.

ANIMALS: INADEQUATE HABITAT FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE

Existing water facilities such as 

troughs and tanks are lacking 

wildlife escape structures & pose 

a danger to wildlife that attempt 

to share livestock watering 

facilities.

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

AIR: AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

√ if 

does

NOT 

meet

PC

Limited/lack of watering facilities 

caused uneven grazing 

distribution resulting in 

overgrazing of certain areas. 

Plant productivity, vigor &/or 

quality does not meet yield 

potential due to improper fertility, 

management:  Yields are at least 

10-30% below site potential. 

PCS < 30 & PCS plant vigor 

factor < 4.

Excessive plant pest pressure

Fields with uneven grazing 

distribution contain < 60% 

desirable species. Undesirable 

broadleaf weeds & annual weedy 

grasses invading.  Some woody 

species invading. Competetion 

from undesired plants causes 

low quality & palatability of 

available forages. PCS < 30. 

NOT 

meet 

PC

No resource concern identified

F. Resource Concerns

and Existing/ Benchmark

Conditions

(Analyze and record the

existing/benchmark

conditions for each

identified concern)

No resource concern identified

I. (continued)

√ if 

does

NOT 

meet

PC

√ if 

does

NOT 

meet

PC

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

Alternative 2No Action Alternative 1

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

No change in management effort.

No resource concern identified

NOT 

meet 

PC

Decreasing livestock 

performance / productivity, farm 

income limited.

Profitability

Inadequate livestock water  

NOT 

meet 

PC

ENERGY: INEFFICIENT ENERGY USE
No resource concern identified

Quantity, quality &/or distribution 

of drinking water is insufficient to 

maintain livestock health & 

client's production goals. 

Livestock forced to travel 

between feeding areas & 

watering sites. Long distance to 

water causes livestock to travel 

as a group. Spend more time 

congregating around water. Less 

time to feed & drink. Result: poor 

performance & body condition. 

Increased management to establish 

livestock water sources. Result: increasing 

productivity; livestock performance and 

body condition will improve; and health and 

vigor of the herd will increase. 

Profitability will continue to decrease.

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

Quantity, quality and/or distribution 

of drinking water is sufficient to 

maintain livestock health and 

client's production goals. Closer 

water sources will encourage 

livestock to visit water in smaller 

numbers; spend less time 

socializing; return to grazing 

sooner. Result: increasing 

productivity; livestock performance 

and body condition will improve; 

and health and vigor of the herd 

will increase. 

Fields will remain overgrazed. 

Plant productivity, vigor and/or 

quality will continue to not meet 

yield potential due to improper 

fertility, management:   Yields will 

regularly be at least 10-30% below 

site potential. PCS will remain < 30 

and PCS plant vigor factor remain 

< 4.

Proper grazing management and 

adequate watering facilities will 

improve livestock distribution and 

reduce grazing pressure improving 

productivity and vigor of desirable 

forage species. Yields are near the 

potential for the species. Pasture 

Condition Score > 30. 
NOT 

meet 

PC

HUMAN: ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Minimal effort to establish water 

sources needed for grazing 

management such as location 

and quantity & quality of livestock 

drinking water.  

Management Level

ANIMALS: LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION LIMITATION

PLANTS: DEGRADED PLANT CONDITION
Undesirable plant productivity and 

health

Habitat degradation Retrofit watering facilities with 

wildlife escape structures & ensure 

new watering facilities are fitted 

with escape structures to decrease 

danger to wildlife that attempt to 

share livestock watering facilities. 

NRCS-CPA-52, April 2013



FS1 FS-2

No significant aesthetic qualities 

identified.

Floodplain Management

Riparian Area

Special Environmental Concerns: Environmental Laws, Executive Orders, policies, etc.

No Action

N/A

N/A

Alternative 1

J. Impacts to Special Environmental Concerns

N/A

Alternative 2

N/A

N/A

May Effect - Beneficial

Implementation of fencing, ponds 

and/or troughs restrict the transport 

of soil, animal wastes, and 

nutrients into streams and improve 

water quality.

N/A

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

No changes in land use.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

Not in 100 yr. floodplain.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

Natural Areas

No T&E species present.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No adverse social and economic 

effects to consider.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No EFH present.

N/A

N/A

No changes in management 

practices.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet N/A

Grazing mgt. will encourage more 

uniform use of pastures, manage 

stocking rates to appropriate 

levels, &/or adjust the 

timing/season of grazing as 

recommended.  __4_ ac. of 

riparian area will be enhanced.

N/A

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No CR present.

●Essential Fish Habitat

Environmental Justice

Fact Sheet

_0__ ac. of functional riparian 

area.

N/A

N/A

No invasive species present.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No Effect

No Effect

Review Required: 378 Pond; 516 

Pipeline; and 561 Heavy Use Area 

Protection: see MS-CR-1

May Effect - BeneficialNo Effect

Invasive Species

No Effect

No EffectPrime and Unique Farmlands

No changes in land use.

N/A

●Migratory Birds/Bald and 

Golden Eagle Protection Act 

May Effect - Beneficial

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No natural areas present.

N/A

Scenic Beauty

Guide Sheet

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No Coral Reefs present.

Coral Reefs

●Cultural Resources / Historic 

Properties

●Endangered and Threatened 

Species

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

●Clean Water Act / Waters of the 

U.S.

In Section "G" complete and attach Environmental Procedures Guide Sheets for documentation as applicable.  Items with a "●" may 

require a federal permit or consultation/coordination between the lead agency and another government agency.  In these cases, 

effects may need to be determined in consultation with another agency.  Planning and practice implementation may proceed for 

practices not involved in consultation.

√ if 

needs 

further

action

May Effect

N/A

Document all impacts

(Attach Guide Sheets as 

applicable)

G. Special Environmental

Concerns

(Document existing/

benchmark conditions)

Document all impacts

(Attach Guide Sheets as 

applicable)

●Clean Air Act

Surface runoff and livestock loafing 

in streams will continue to carry 

animal waste,nutrients and soil to 

nearby surface waters continuing 

to deteriorate water quality.

Guide Sheet

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

_.3__ miles of waters of the U.S. 

in the grazing area. Non-point 

source pollution from nutrients.

√ if 

needs 

further

action

N/A

N/A

√ if 

needs 

further

action

Document all impacts

(Attach Guide Sheets as 

applicable)

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No non-attainment areas in the 

state.

●Coastal Zone Management

Not located in CZM.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet
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√ if RMS √ if RMS √ if RMS

No resource concern identified

Compaction

No resource concern identified

No resource concern identified

NOT 

meet 

PC

Excess nutrients in surface and 

ground waters

Livestock concentration will 

continue.  Surface runoff will 

continue to carry animal waste and 

nutrients to receiving waters. 

Lands will not heal naturally. Water 

quality will continue to deteriorate.
NOT 

meet 

PC

Adequate watering facilities 

encourage livestock to disperse. 

Proper grazing management 

restricts the transport of soil, 

animal wastes, and nutrients in 

surface runoff by maintaining good 

vegetative soil coverage.  Water 

quality will improve.

SOIL: SOIL QUALITY DEGRADATION

Due to continued limited/lack of 

watering facilities, livestock will still 

travel between feeding areas & 

watering sites resulting in 

overused livestock trails / 

concentrated heavy use areas. Soil 

compaction will continue to be a 

problem. Infiltration capacity will 

remain lowered and surface runoff 

increased due to plant cover loss 

and soil compaction by livestock 

hooves. Decreased rooting depth 

will continue to reduce plant growth 

and soil biological activity, 

especially on existing trails.

NOT 

meet 

PC

Implementation of conservation 

practices results in grazing and 

livestock activities being 

dispersed. Grazing management 

combined with adequate water 

sources will encourage more 

uniform use of paddocks. Soil 

compaction will no longer be a 

problem and future activities will 

not cause soil compaction 

problems. 

NOT 

meet 

PC

Lack of watering facilities causes 

livestock to concentrate in the 

same areas, resulting in the 

reduction or loss of vegetative 

cover. Soil has been exposed 

increasing surface runoff that 

carries animal waste and nutrient 

losses from pastures to nearby 

surface waters, deteriorating 

water quality.

WATER: WATER QUALITY DEGRADATION

WATER: EXCESS / INSUFFICIENT WATER

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

Limited/lack of watering facilities 

forces livestock to travel between 

feeding areas & watering sites 

resulting in overused livestock 

trails & concentrated heavy use 

areas around water sources. 

These areas are characterized 

by soil compaction that makes it 

hard to push soil probe past 

compacted layers. Infiltration 

capacity is lowered & surface 

runoff increased due to plant 

cover loss & soil compaction by 

livestock hooves. This results in 

decreased rooting depth that 

reduces plant growth & soil 

biological activity.

No resource concern identified

 U.S. Department of Agriculture

4/2013

NRCS-CPA-52 

F. Resource Concerns

and Existing/ Benchmark

Conditions

(Analyze and record the

existing/benchmark

conditions for each

identified concern)

E. Need for Action:

Quantity, quality and/or 

distribution of drinking water is 

insufficient to maintain health or 

client's production goals for 

livestock. improve the health of 

livestock, reduce waste in 

streams, and improve water 

quality.

D. Client's Objective(s) (purpose):

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

√ if 

does

NOT 

meet

PC

No Action

H. Alternatives

Leave site as is and with no change in 

management. Watering places will 

continue to be lacking. Forage quality and 

quantity will continue to decline.  Animal 

condition / productivity will remain poor.

Improve health/productivity of pasture by 

providing fencing to keep livestock out of 

streams in a planned grazing system:  382 

Fence; 614 Watering Facility; 578 Stream 

Crossing; 460 Land Clearing; Nutrient 

managenment; 315 Herbaceous Weed 

Treatment

√ if 

does

NOT 

meet

PC

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

No Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2

 Natural Resources Conservation Service
A. Client Name:

B. Conservation Plan ID # (as applicable):

 UPWE

Client wants to ensure sustainability of pasturelands by improving pastures 

by protect vegetative cover through proper distribution of grazing & better 

grassland management.   Major objectives: reduce / eliminate need for 

livestock to be in streams, and improve water quality.

In Section "F" below, analyze, record, and address concerns identified through the Resources Inventory process. 

(See FOTG Section III - Resource Planning Criteria for guidance).  

SOIL: EROSION

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

Resource Concerns

No resource concern identified

√ if 

does

NOT 

meet

PC

C. Identification #  (farm, tract, field #, etc as required):

Alternative 2Alternative 1

 Program Authority (optional):

I. Effects of Alternatives

NRCS-CPA-52, April 2013



Undesirable weedy and woody 

species will continue to flourish. 

Low plant species diversity. Quality 

and palatability of available forages 

will remain low.

Increased costs due to construction of 

watering facilities and heavy use areas. 

Participation in USDA programs will 

reduce actual cost burden. Livestock 

performance and body condition will 

improve and boost farm income.

Quantity, quality and/or distribution 

of drinking water will remain 

insufficient to maintain livestock 

health & client's production goals. 

Livestock will continue to be forced 

to travel between feeding areas & 

watering sites. 

Proper grazing management and 

adequate watering facilities will 

improve livestock distribution and 

reduce grazing pressure on 

desirable species. Healthier plants 

will out compete undesirable 

invading species.  Quality and 

palatability of desirable forages will 

improve. Pasture Condition Score 

> 30.

Existing water facilities such as 

troughs and tanks will continue to 

lack wildlife escape structures & 

pose a danger to wildlife that 

attempt to share livestock watering 

facilities.

ANIMALS: INADEQUATE HABITAT FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE

Existing water facilities such as 

troughs and tanks are lacking 

wildlife escape structures & pose 

a danger to wildlife that attempt 

to share livestock watering 

facilities.

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

AIR: AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

√ if 

does 

NOT 

meet 

PC

Limited/lack of watering facilities 

caused uneven grazing 

distribution resulting in 

overgrazing of certain areas. 

Plant productivity, vigor &/or 

quality does not meet yield 

potential due to improper fertility, 

management:  Yields are at least 

10-30% below site potential. 

PCS < 30 & PCS plant vigor 

factor < 4.

Excessive plant pest pressure

Fields with uneven grazing 

distribution contain < 60% 

desirable species. Undesirable 

broadleaf weeds & annual weedy 

grasses invading.  Some woody 

species invading. Competetion 

from undesired plants causes 

low quality & palatability of 

available forages. PCS < 30. 

NOT 

meet 

PC

No resource concern identified

F.  Resource Concerns 

and Existing/ Benchmark 

Conditions

(Analyze and record the 

existing/benchmark 

conditions for each 

identified concern)

No resource concern identified

I.   (continued)

√ if 

does 

NOT 

meet 

PC

√ if 

does 

NOT 

meet 

PC

Amount, Status, 

Description

(Document both short and 

long term impacts)

Alternative 2No Action Alternative 1

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

No change in management effort.

No resource concern identified

NOT 

meet 

PC

Decreasing livestock 

performance / productivity, farm 

income limited.

Profitability

Inadequate livestock water   

NOT 

meet 

PC

ENERGY: INEFFICIENT ENERGY USE
No resource concern identified

Quantity, quality &/or distribution 

of drinking water is insufficient to 

maintain livestock health & 

client's production goals. 

Livestock forced to travel 

between feeding areas & 

watering sites. Long distance to 

water causes livestock to travel 

as a group. Spend more time 

congregating around water. Less 

time to feed & drink. Result: poor 

performance & body condition. 

Increased management to establish 

livestock water sources. Result: increasing 

productivity; livestock performance and 

body condition will improve; and health and 

vigor of the herd will increase. 

Profitability will continue to decrease.

NOT 

meet 

PC

NOT 

meet 

PC

Quantity, quality and/or distribution 

of drinking water is sufficient to 

maintain livestock health and 

client's production goals. Closer 

water sources will encourage 

livestock to visit water in smaller 

numbers; spend less time 

socializing; return to grazing 

sooner. Result: increasing 

productivity; livestock performance 

and body condition will improve; 

and health and vigor of the herd 

will increase. 

Fields will remain overgrazed. 

Plant productivity, vigor and/or 

quality will continue to not meet 

yield potential due to improper 

fertility, management:   Yields will 

regularly be at least 10-30% below 

site potential. PCS will remain < 30 

and PCS plant vigor factor remain 

< 4.

Proper grazing management and 

adequate watering facilities will 

improve livestock distribution and 

reduce grazing pressure improving 

productivity and vigor of desirable 

forage species. Yields are near the 

potential for the species. Pasture 

Condition Score > 30. 
NOT 

meet 

PC

HUMAN: ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Minimal effort to establish water 

sources needed for grazing 

management such as location 

and quantity & quality of livestock 

drinking water.  

Management Level

ANIMALS: LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION LIMITATION

PLANTS: DEGRADED PLANT CONDITION
Undesirable plant productivity and 

health

Habitat degradation Retrofit watering facilities with 

wildlife escape structures & ensure 

new watering facilities are fitted 

with escape structures to decrease 

danger to wildlife that attempt to 

share livestock watering facilities. 

NRCS-CPA-52, April 2013



FS1 FS-2

No significant aesthetic qualities 

identified.

Floodplain Management

Riparian Area

Special Environmental Concerns: Environmental Laws, Executive Orders, policies, etc.

No Action

N/A

N/A

Alternative 1

J. Impacts to Special Environmental Concerns

N/A

Alternative 2

N/A

N/A

May Effect - Beneficial

Implementation of fencing, ponds 

and/or troughs restrict the transport 

of soil, animal wastes, and 

nutrients into streams and improve 

water quality.

N/A

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

No changes in land use.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

Not in 100 yr. floodplain.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

Natural Areas

No T&E species present.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No adverse social and economic 

effects to consider.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No EFH present.

N/A

N/A

No changes in management 

practices.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet N/A

Grazing mgt. will encourage more 

uniform use of pastures, manage 

stocking rates to appropriate 

levels, &/or adjust the 

timing/season of grazing as 

recommended.  __4_ ac. of 

riparian area will be enhanced.

N/A

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No CR present.

●Essential Fish Habitat

Environmental Justice

Fact Sheet

_0__ ac. of functional riparian 

area.

N/A

N/A

No invasive species present.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No Effect

No Effect

Review Required: 378 Pond; 516 

Pipeline; and 561 Heavy Use Area 

Protection: see MS-CR-1

May Effect - BeneficialNo Effect

Invasive Species

No Effect

No EffectPrime and Unique Farmlands

No changes in land use.

N/A

●Migratory Birds/Bald and 

Golden Eagle Protection Act 

May Effect - Beneficial

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No natural areas present.

N/A

Scenic Beauty

Guide Sheet

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No Coral Reefs present.

Coral Reefs

●Cultural Resources / Historic 

Properties

●Endangered and Threatened 

Species

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

●Clean Water Act / Waters of the 

U.S.

In Section "G" complete and attach Environmental Procedures Guide Sheets for documentation as applicable.  Items with a "●" may 

require a federal permit or consultation/coordination between the lead agency and another government agency.  In these cases, 

effects may need to be determined in consultation with another agency.  Planning and practice implementation may proceed for 

practices not involved in consultation.

√ if 

needs 

further

action

May Effect

N/A

Document all impacts

(Attach Guide Sheets as 

applicable)

G. Special Environmental

Concerns

(Document existing/

benchmark conditions)

Document all impacts

(Attach Guide Sheets as 

applicable)

●Clean Air Act

Surface runoff and livestock loafing 

in streams will continue to carry 

animal waste,nutrients and soil to 

nearby surface waters continuing 

to deteriorate water quality.

Guide Sheet

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

_.3__ miles of waters of the U.S. 

in the grazing area. Non-point 

source pollution from nutrients.

√ if 

needs 

further

action

N/A

N/A

√ if 

needs 

further

action

Document all impacts

(Attach Guide Sheets as 

applicable)

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

No non-attainment areas in the 

state.

●Coastal Zone Management

Not located in CZM.

Guide Sheet Fact Sheet

NRCS-CPA-52, April 2013
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Project Alternatives A and B would meet the evaluation criteria established by OPA because:  

• Cost estimates are based on comparable projects previously implemented and those costs 
were considered reasonable; 

• The project alternatives have a clear nexus to the NR injuries described in the 
PDARP/PEIS, and the MS TIG’s restoration goals and objectives that would be met include 
opportunities for leveraged funding, Trustee expertise from state and federal programs and 
partnering agency resource management expertise, and consistency with existing 
management plans and initiatives; 

• There is a high likelihood of success because these alternatives propose implementing 
proven conservation practices and tested restoration techniques used by the MS TIG 
Trustees and project partners on similar types of projects in the region; 

• These watershed-scale proposed alternatives improve the quality of coastal waters impacted 
by the DWH Oil Spill by reducing the runoff of nutrients, and sediment into coastal waters; 

• Future and collateral injury would be avoided by employing best practices during project 
implementation; 

• Both alternatives are likely to benefit more than one resource; and 
• There would be a long-term benefit to public safety from improved water quality. 

Proposed Alternatives A and B are also consistent with the MGCRP and other regional planning 
initiatives. The nexus between these alternatives and the injury and the programmatic restoration goal 
is clear because implementation of conservation practices on privately owned lands would reduce 
nutrient enrichment and sedimentation and restore water quality in Gulf of Mexico coastal 
watersheds. Future conservation planning and implementation of USDA-NRCS conservation 
practices would not require additional OPA evaluation. 

3.7.2 NEPA Analytical Approach for NR (Nonpoint Source) 
Restoration Type 

This section provides the NEPA analytical approach for the NR (Nonpoint Source) Restoration Type 
in the following order: 

1. USDA NEPA Analyses for conservation practices incorporated by reference; 
2. A description of the general NEPA analytical approach for the NR (Nonpoint Source) project 

alternatives; 
3. The MS TIG plan for site-specific NEPA review for the selected alternative; and 
4. The organization of the affected environment and environmental consequences for the 

proposed alternatives under the NR (Nonpoint Source) Restoration Type. 

1) USDA NEPA Analyses for Conservation Practices Incorporated by Reference: The USDA- 
NRCS has a long-standing structured, interdisciplinary, science-based, and public process for 
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developing conservation practice standards and analyzing the effects of those practices.57 
Implementing these conservation practices has been proven to successfully address natural resource 
concerns related to agricultural and forested lands, and many of these practices can be used to achieve 
a number of the Restoration Types identified in the DWH PDARP/PEIS. Because of this, both of the 
proposed action alternatives contemplate using USDA-NRCS conservation practices to achieve 
certain PDARP/PEIS restoration goals in Mississippi. This analysis hereby incorporates by reference 
the standards and specifications for the conservation practices in Appendix B found in the USDA-
NRCS National Handbook of Conservation Practices and the analysis of the effects of those practices 
contained in the USDA-NRCS Conservation Practice Physical Effects (CPPE) matrices, the Network 
Effects Diagrams,58 and in the USDA-NRCS Conservation Effects Assessment Project reports.59 
Each of those assessments is based on a review of the best available scientific studies and 
methodological approaches, as well as professional judgment.60 In addition, this document 
incorporates by reference the analyses from the USDA-NRCS EQIP Programmatic EA, March 2016, 
and in particular its discussions of the water quality impacts of NRCS conservation practices. 

2) The NEPA Analytical Approach for the Development of NR (Nonpoint Source) Project 
Alternatives: This RP/EA analyzes potential environmental impacts at a broad program scale, 
identifying the qualitative effects that are a reasonably foreseeable result of each alternative. Under 
both action alternatives there would be a landowner outreach and a conservation planning phase in 
which USDA-NRCS would work with private landowners to develop site-specific conservation plans 
outlining a combination of conservation practices.61 Conservation planning for proposed Alternative 
A (Preferred) would be conducted for the purpose of achieving nutrient and sediment reduction from 
agricultural and forested land, including riparian areas, whereas conservation planning for Alternative 
B would focus on establishing and maintaining riparian buffers that effectively filter nutrients and 
sediment from upland runoff, and would not address nutrient and sediment runoff at the source. 
Conservation practices would be planned and implemented on a site-specific basis, and would vary 
depending on the physical conditions, characteristics, and environmental constraints (e.g. endangered 
                                                 
 
57 See, for example, the Environmental Quality Incentives Program Programmatic EA, March 2016 at 
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/technical/ecosciences/ec/?cid=nrcseprd387616 and research 
associated with the NRCS Conservation Effects Assessment Project at 
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/national/technical/nra/ceap/ . See also the national NRCS conservation 
practice standards and associated CPPE and Network Effects Diagrams at 
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detailfull/national/technical/cp/ncps/ ?cid=nrcs143_026849. 
58 Both the CPPE matrices and network effects diagrams are available from the NRCS National Handbook of 
Conservation Practices web site at  
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detailfull/national/technical/cp/ncps/ 
59 https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/national/technical/nra/ceap/. 
60 The majority of conservation practices likely to be implemented under the proposed action have been determined to fall 
within established NRCS categorical exclusions and therefore would not normally require preparation of an EA or EIS if 
implemented under NRCS program authorities. However, because this action is proposed for funding under the DWH 
NRDA Consent Decree and not all DWH NRDA Trustees have such categorical exclusions, the MS TIG decided to 
prepare this EA to aid their planning, decision-making and compliance with NEPA. 
61 The landowner outreach program, conservation planning activities and creation of conservation plans would not require 
project-specific environmental compliance measures described in this section. 

https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/national/technical/nra/ceap/
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detailfull/national/technical/cp/ncps/
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detailfull/national/technical/cp/ncps/
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/national/technical/nra/ceap/
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species, cultural resources, etc.) associated with each site. Because the specific sites are not yet 
known, this analysis identifies the environmental impacts that normally occur from implementing 
USDA-NRCS conservation practices to achieve nutrient and sediment reductions. In addition to 
incorporating by reference the analysis USDA-NRCS has conducted on the effects of its conservation 
practices, the discussion in this RP/EA includes examples of the conservation practices the MS TIG 
expects would be implemented in the project area for the proposed alternatives and how those 
practices are expected to impact the environment. 

3) The MS TIG Approach to Site-Specific Environmental Review for the Selected Alternative: 
Subsequent environmental review would occur in addition to this NEPA analytical approach to 
determine whether a planned site-specific action is below the maximum adverse impacts described in 
this RP/EA. An example of the Environmental Evaluation Worksheet used to document this review is 
attached as Appendix A. If the site-specific action is below the maximum adverse impacts described 
in this RP/EA, the analysis of the effects would be documented on the Environmental Evaluation 
Worksheet and the action would proceed. The Environmental Evaluation Worksheet would be routed 
through the MS TIG to the administrative record, where it would be publicly available.62 If the 
evaluation of the planned site-specific action indicates effects are likely to exceed the maximum 
adverse impacts described in this EA, the MS TIG would undertake additional site-specific 
environmental review consistent with NEPA requirements and other requirements for protection of 
the environment. The MS TIG does not propose to take actions that would result in any significant 
adverse impacts on the environment. 

4) Organization of the Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences for NR 
(Nonpoint Source) Restoration Type: Guidelines for NEPA impact determinations for the 
PDARP/PEIS are described in Section 6.3.2 of the PDARP/PEIS and are hereby incorporated by 
reference. NR Alternatives A and B include development and implementation of conservation plans 
to reduce nutrient and sediment runoff, which would improve water quality in downstream coastal 
waters. Alternative A (Preferred) would include conservation practices on agricultural and forested 
land including riparian areas; Alternative B would include practices such as conservation buffers only 
in riparian areas associated with agricultural and forested land. Section 3.8 below addresses the 
environmental consequences of the No Action Alternative, which would allow natural recovery to 
proceed, followed by an overview of the proposed NR (Nonpoint Source) alternatives in Section 3.9. 
The NEPA affected environment and environmental consequences for the NR (Nonpoint Source) 
Restoration Type alternatives are structured as follows: 

• Section 3.9 NR (Nonpoint Source) Alternatives - Description of Common Features and 
Analytical Approach 

• Section 3.9.1 NR (Nonpoint Source) Alternatives A and B - Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences 

• Section 3.9.1.1 Overview of Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
                                                 
 
62 Information that cannot be released will be redacted in accordance with Privacy Act, Freedom of Information Act, and 
other applicable requirements. 
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• Section 3.9.1.2 Physical Environment 
• Section 3.9.1.3 Biological Environment 
• Section 3.9.1.4 Socioeconomic Environment 
• Section 3.10 Cumulative Impacts for NR (Nonpoint Source)  
• Section 3.11 Comparison of the Alternatives-NR (Nonpoint Source) Restoration Type 

3.8  No Action Alternative 
In addition to the proposed alternatives listed above for the NR (Nonpoint Source) Restoration Type, 
the MS TIG evaluated the No Action Alternative (No Action). CEQ Regulations Implementing 
NEPA (§1502.14(d)) requires consideration of a No Action Alternative as a basis for comparison 
with potential environmental consequences of the action alternatives. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MS TIG would not implement any projects for the NR 
(Nonpoint Source) Restoration Type at this time, and would instead allow natural recovery processes 
to occur, which could result in one of four outcomes for injured resources: 1) gradual recovery; 2) 
partial recovery; 3) no recovery; or 4) further deterioration. Although injured resources could 
presumably recover to or near baseline conditions under this scenario, recovery would take much 
longer compared to a scenario in which restoration actions were undertaken. 

The No Action Alternative would have no beneficial impacts to water quality through nutrient 
reduction because this alternative would largely result in a continuation of the conditions described in 
the PDARP/PEIS Chapters 3, Ecosystem Setting and Chapter 4, Injury to Natural Resources, and 
there would be no associated benefits to water quality by the reduction of sediments and nutrient 
loading. Under the No Action Alternative, some NR (Nonpoint Source) benefits could result from 
USDA-NRCS programs in the proposed project area, but not from the federal action being evaluated 
in this RP/EA. The full suite of restoration benefits would not be realized solely with natural 
processes and without the benefit of leveraged funding opportunities and opportunity for robust 
monitoring and adaptive management. The No Action Alternative does not meet the MS TIG’s goals 
and objectives and clearly does not provide the significant restoration benefit to water quality through 
nutrient reduction that would occur through the action alternatives. 

When analyzed in combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions, the 
No Action Alternative would provide no beneficial impacts, because existing conditions would not 
change in a predictable way. This alternative is not expected to contribute to short-term or long term, 
cumulative adverse impacts to physical resources, biological resources, or socioeconomics. 

3.9 NR (Nonpoint Source) Alternatives -Description 
of Common Features and Analytical Approach 

Both proposed NR (Nonpoint Source) alternatives would be implemented by USDA-NRCS in the 
Chunky-Okatibbee watershed in Mississippi for the purpose of improving water quality by 
implementing conservation practices to reduce nutrient and sediment runoff. USDA-NRCS and its 
conservation partners would help voluntarily participating landowners by developing conservation 
plans that identify natural resource concerns and conservation practices the landowner can implement 
to reduce nutrient and sediment runoff. The MS TIG proposes providing $4.0 M for either of these 
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