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TI NOTICE

This is a Proposed Resource Management Plan and
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Phoenix
Resource Area, Phoenix District, Arizona. The Pro-
posed RMP /FEIS was prepared by an interdisciplin-
ary planning team and approved by the BLM’s Phoenix
District Manager and Arizona State Director. Only
those portions of the draft RMP/EIS necessary for text
continuity and/or required by regulations are reprinted
here. A limited number of copies of the draft Phoenix
RMP /EIS and this proposed RMP/FEIS are available
from the

Phoenix Resource Area
2015West Deer Valley Road

Phoenix, AZ 85027.

/ TMephone requests

%

will be accepted at
(602) 863-4464
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Dear Reader:

The document accompanying
Management Plan and Final
FEIS analyzes the impacts

this letter is the Proposed Phoenix Resource
Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/FEIS). This
expected from implementing the Proposed Phoenix

RMP. The plan, if approved, will guide the BLM in its management of the
Phoenix Resource Area, covering all or parts of eight Arizona counties.

The Proposed Phoenix RMP is a modified version of the preferred alternative
analyzed in the Draft Phoenix RMP/EIS published in December 1987.

Any participant in this planning effort who has an interest which is or may be
adversely affected by the approval of the Proposed Phoenix RMP, or any part of
it, may protest such approval. The protest may raise only those issues which
were submitted for the record during the planning process.

Protests must be in writing and filed with the Director (760), Bureau of Land
Management, Room 909, Premier Building, 18th and C Streets NW, Washington D.C.
20240, by the date stamped on the title page following this letter.

Protests must include the following information: 1) The name, mailing
address, telephone number and interest of the person filing the protest;
2) A statement of the issue or issues being protested; 3) A statement of the
part or parts of the plan being protested; 4) A copy of all documents
addressing the issue or issues that were submitted during the planning process
by the protesting party or an indication of the date the issue or issues were
discussed for the record; 5) A concise statement explaining why the State
Director’s decision is believed to be wrong.

Except for any portions under protest, the Proposed RMP will become final
after thirty (30) days. A Record of Decision (ROD) will be prepared
documenting the final decision of the State Director. The ROD will be made
available to the public through a Federal Register notice.

I wish to thank all of you who have
to encourage you to take part again

participated in this planning effort and
at the next opportunity.

Sincerely,

m-c/ZZZfZ

Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix Resource Area Manager
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This Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmen-
tal impact Statement (RMPIEIS) is being developed to guide
the BLM in its management of the Phoenix Resource Area—
about 911,000 acres of public land within two distinct geographic
regions of Arizona.

The northern region, Apache and Navajo counties, encom-
passes about 229,000 acres of scattered public land lying north
of the Sitgreaves National Forest and south of the Navajo
Indian Reservation. The southern portion of the RMP area in-
cludes about 682,000 acres of scattered public land in central
and south central Arizona. This southern portion has about 75
percent of the state’s 2.7 million people and includes the major
metropolitan areas of Phoenix and Tucson. The planning area
covers all or parts of eight Arizona counties.

This RMP/EIS will update land use planning decisions in three
existing Management Framework Plans (MFPs)—Silver Bell,
Middle Gila and Black Canyon — as amended, and a Phoenix
District Planning Analysis. Decisions from these documents that
still have merit are incorporated into this RMP.

This RMP/EIS focuses on resolving six key planning issues
associated with the management of the RMP area’s public land.
These six planning issues were identified by the public and the
BLM during the RMP scoping period, which began on January
17, 1986. Resolution of the six identified issues would provide
a long-term approach to managing public land in the Phoenix
Resource area.

Management direction for two additional issues identified dur-
ing scoping—rangeland management and wilderness
management—has been addressed in previous EISS (i.e., the
1986 Eastern Arizona Grazing EIS and the 1987 Phoenix
Wldemess EM). The Record of Decision on the Eastern Arizona
Grazing EIS and the Proposed Action Alternative in the Phoenix
Wilderness EIS have been carried forward in this RMP/EIS.

The six issues identified for resolution in this RMP/EIS are:

Issue 1: Land Tenure Adjustment

Issue 2: Utility Corridors and Communication Sites

Issue 3: Areas of Critical Environmental Concern and Other
Areas Requiring Special Management

Issue 4: Off-Road Vehicle Restrictions

Issue 5: Recreation Management

Issue 6: Land Classifications

The Proposed Resource Management
Plan (RMP)

In response to requirements in the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and following regulations developed by the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), alternative plans were

developed by an interdisciplinary planning team to compare the
environmental consequences of addressing the planning issues
in dissimilar ways. Refer to the draft Phoenix RMP/EIS docu-
ment for a description of the four alternatives chosen for initial
study and for a comparison of the impacts of each in resolving
the identified issues.

After reviewing public and governmental agencies’ comments
on the draft RMP/EIS, the planning team adopted a revised ver-
sion of the draft plan’s preferred alternative (alternative B) as
the BLM’s proposed action alternative. This proposed action
alternative will be referred to henceforth as the Proposed RMP.

Under the Proposed RMP, the BLM would designate and in-
tensively manage public land in the Phoenix Resource Area
within seven Resource Conservation Areas (RCAS). Whhin these
RCAS, the BLM would attempt to “block up” ownership by re-
taining about 437,400 acres of public land it now manages and
by acquiring about 330,800 acres of state land in exchange for
other public land. The BLM would also consider acquiring
private land within the RCAS through exchange, but only if the
land owners initiate the action. Through exchanges, the BLM
would also attempt to acquire all the non-federally owned sub-
surface (mineral estate) within the RCAS. Outside the RCAS,
about 439,600 acres of scattered public land would be available
for disposal, primarily through exchange.

Seven utility corridors that identify priority routes for major
utility systems would be designated under the Proposed RMP.
The utility corridors would follow existing rights-of-way and are
routed to avoid areas with high resource values. Five areas that
could be developed as communication sites are also identified.



The Proposed RMP would designate six areas totaling about
10,121acres of public land as Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern (ACECS). These are areas containing highly signifi-
cant historic, cultural, scenic or other natural values, Another
6,280 acres of state and private land would be added to these
ACECS upon acquisition by the BLM. ACECS recommended
for designation are Tanner Wash, Larry Canyon, White Canyon,
Waterman Mountains, Baboquivari Peak and the public land por-
tion of the Appleton-Whittell Research Ranch. Additionally,
Perry Mesa, the site of important prehistoric cultural resources,
would be designated an ACEC upon acquisition of about 8,480
acres of state land adjoining the 960 acres of public land.

Nineteen Special Management Areas (SMAS), land that would
benefit from enhanced resource management, would also be
created under the Proposed RMP. Seven of these are grazing
allotments which show a need for improved multiple resource
management of grazing, watershed, ripm-ian, protected plant or
wildlife habitat. On these allotments, cooperative resource
management plans (CRMPS) would be developed upon the ap-
proval of the RMP.

Off-road vehicle travel would be limited to existing roads and
trails on the majority of the public land within the RMP area. In

In addition. some closed areas and designated roads w-c iden-
tified within ACECS and SMAS,

If the Coyote Mountains and Hells Canyon Wilderness Study
Areas are not designated as wilderness, the BLM would
designate them as Recreation Management Areas under the Pro
posed RMF? Also, five Cooperative Recreation Management
Areas (CRMAS) totalling about 33,900 acres (23,600 acres out-
side the RCAS) would be established in which the public would
retain ownership but management and development for recrea-
tion would be worked out cooperatively between the BLM and
state or local governments. The BLM would use its land exchange
authority to acquire nonfederal or noncounty land within the
CRM,% as necessary. CRMAS that would be designated are Lake
Pleasant. Black Canyon Trails. San ‘l%n Mountains, Tortolita
Mountains and Sawtooth Mountains.

The Proposed RMP would also provide for trmsferring several
public land parcels totalling about 2,800 acres to state and local
governments through the Recreation and Public Purposes Act
(R&PPA) and five BLM land classifications affecting about
12,200 acres in the RMP area would be terminated.
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PURPOSE AND NEED

This Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmen-
tal Impact Statement (RMPIEIS) is being prepared to guide the
BLM in its management of approximately 911,000 acres of public
land in Arizona within the Phoenix Resource Area. It is prepared
under the authority of Sections 102 and 202 of the FederalLund
Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) and in conformance with
the BLM planning regulations, 43 CFR 1600.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires all
federal agencies to prepare EISS on major federal actions. An
RMP is considered a major federal action, therefore, it is ac-
companied by an EIS. The final EIS (FEIS) in this document
analyzes the impacts of implementing the BLM’s proposed ac-
tion alternative (the Proposed RMP) for the Phoenix Resource
Area and, together with the alternative analysis in the draft
RMP/EIS, conforms to the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA.

This RMP/EIS focuses on resolving six key planning issues
associated with the management of the RMP area’s public land.
These six planning issues were identified during BLM’s scop-
ing process. The scoping process was designed to identify the
issues and was begun on January 17, 1986 when the BLM
published in the Federal Register a Notice of Intent (NOI) to
prepare an RMP/EIS. Following the issuance of the NOI, the
BLM held several public meetings and sent mailouts asking the
public to identify issues that should be addressed in the
RMP/EIS. See Chapter 5 for a description of the public input
opportunities available for this RMP/EIS. This RMP/EIS does
not address two key issues identified during the scoping pro-
cess. These two issues—rangeland management and
wilderness—have been covered by the BLM in separate EISS:
rangeland management in the Eastern Arizona Grazing EIS
(1986) and wilderness management in the Phoenix Wilderness
EIS (1987), The Record of Decision on the Ehstem Arizona Graz-
ing EIS and the Proposed Action Alternative in the Phoenix
Wilderness EIS have been carried forward in this RMP/EIS.

This RMP/EIS would replace land use planning decisions in
three existing Management Framework Plans (MFPs)—Silver
Bell, Middle Gila and Black Canyon— as amended; and a
Phoenix District Planning Analysis which have guided the BLM’s
management of public land in the RMP area for the past 12 years.
The current planning decisions that still have merit are incor-
porated into this RMP. Until decisions resulting from this RMP
are documented in the Arizona State Director’s Record of Deci-
sion, however, the existing planning decisions remain valid.

Description of the Planning Area

The Phoenix RMP area is divided into two distinct geographic
regions (see Map l-l). The northern region, Apache and Navajo
counties, encompasses about 228,700 acres of scattered public
land lying north of the Sitgreaves National Forest and south of
the Navajo Indian Reservation.

The southern portion of the RMP area includes 682,640 acres
of scattered public land in central and south central Arizona.
The land is among private and state holdings and Indian reser-
vations. The southern portion of the planning area has about
75 percent of the state’s 2.7 million people and includes the major
me~ropolitan areas of Phoenix and Tucson,

I
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PLANNING ISSUES

The planning area covers all or parts of eight Arizona coun-
ties. Table 1-1shows a county-by-county breakdown of the sur-
face and minerals acres administered by the BLM in the Phoenix
Resource Area.

The public land pattern in the RMP area includes 20 percent
blocked land, 40 percent checkerboard and 40 percent scattered.
Population pressures exerted by the major metropolitan areas
of Phoenix and Tucson have greatly increased the demands on
public land in the RMP area, From an economic standpoint,
much of the planning area’s public land is high value, ap-
proaching one dollar per square foot in some areas.

The RMP area’s public land provides valuable public recrea-
tion opportunities and exhibits important wildlife, archaeological,
wilderness, scenic and recreational values. Often the protection
of these important resource values conflicts with development
pressures, requiring that difficult choices be made. It is the
BLM’s goal to provide through this RMP/EIS, a long-term
approach to resolving these conflicts.

addressed in the RMP/EIS. The planning team then analyzed
the public’s comments and identified six major planning issues
to be resolved.

The six issues are:

Issue 1: Land Tenure Adjustment

Land Tenure Adjustment is the major RMP issue. The BLM
in Arizona is currently involved in a large-scale state and private
exchange program designed to block up land ownerships for
more efficient management. To resolve this issue, the BLM
would need to design a long-term land tenure adjustment pro-
gram for the RMP area,

Issue 2: Utility Corridors and Communication
Sites
The resolution of this issue would require the identification of
routings and sites for major utility and communication site
rights-of-way.

TABLE 1-1

Public Land Acres by County (Surface and Mineral Ownership)
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Fed.Surface Fed.Surface
COUNTY Fed.Minerals State Minerals

Fed.Surface State Surface Priv.Surface
Priv.MineraIs Fed.Minerals Fed.Minerals

Apache
Gila
Maricopa
Navajo
Pima
Pinal
Santa Cruz
Yavapai

129,670
6,115

76,088
93,050

160,975
263,725

2,841
170.294

TOTAL 902,758

0
0

1,237
1,760

240
720

0
111

4,068

Source: Phoenix District files.

Planning Process Overview

The BLM resource management planning process consists of
nine steps, graphically illustrated in Figure 1-1.

Planning Issues

Planning issues are those major concerns, problems or
opportunities associated with the management of the public land
in the RMP area. The issues drive the RMP in that the Pro-
posed RMP and the other alternatives studied are primarily
designed to resolve the identified planning issues.

The ELM interdisciplinary planning team used the scoping
process to identify issues. Through communication media such
as public meetings, newsletters and directed mailings, the public
was given the opportunity to identify issues that needed to be

—

7

4,227
0
0
0

240
0

5:

32,326
120

55,967
16,699
55,923

188,213
1,800

78.644

4,517 429,692

59,245
3,040

113,439
45,081

345,389
142,916
29,895
70,601

809,606

Issue 3: Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern and Other Areas Requiring Special
Management

Scoping identified areas and resources which might benefit from
or require special management. Consequently, a resolution of
this issue would require consideration for designating areas of
critical environmental concern (ACECS) or other special
management areas (SMAS).

Issue 4: Off-Road Vehicle Restrictions

ORV restrictions are an issue because of public concern about
vehicle use on public land and because current BLM policy re-
quires all public land to be designated as open, closed or limited
for ORV use.
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STEPS IN THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANNING PROCESS

Figure 1-1
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Issue 5: Recreation Management

This issue was identified by the public and local governments
during scoping. The concern focused on the need for the BLM
to provide open space recreation opportunities near Phoenix and
Tucson and also for the BLM to provide public land for local
park development. A resolution of this issue would require a
identification of land in the RMP Area suited for these purposes.

Environmental

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Issues

Information received from the public during the issue iden-
tification phase of this planning effort was also utilized by the
BLM planning team to identify significant “environmental
issues” that would be addressed. An environmental issue is a
value that is expected to be significantly impacted by one or more
of the alternatives chosen for study. Consistent with CEQ regula-
tions, this FEIS discusses effects on only those environmental
issues that would be significantly impacted by the Proposed
RMP. The environmental issue identification process eliminates
from detailed study the environmental issues which would not
affected by the Proposed RMP. The environmental issues im-
pacted by the Proposed RMP are the same as those identified
in the draft RMP/EIS as being significantly affected by one or
more of the other alternatives chosen for study.

The environmental issues in this Proposed RMP/FEIS are:

Issue 6: Land Classifications

The Federal Lund Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) calls
for a review of all existing classifications in the land use plan-
ning process. Consistent with FLPMA, classifications no longer
useful for their intended purpose would, through this RMP/EIS,
be recommended for termination.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

Effects on Land Uses -
Land ownership
Land available for recreation and other public purposes
Right-of-way development
Payments in lieu of taxes (PILT)

Effects on locatable mineral development

Effects on watershed condition

Effects on rangeland management -
Ranch operations
Ranch values

Effects on areas of cultural significance

Effects on vegetation

Effects on riparian habitat

Effects on special status plants -
3 federally listed species
3 federal candidate species

Effects on wildlife -
3 federally listed species (also state listed)
1 federal candidate species (also state listed)
1 state listed species
3 game species

Effects on wild, free-roaming burros

11. Effects on recreation use
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CHAPTER 2

PROPOSED RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

Public Land Not Included In This
RMP/EIS

In June 1988 the BLM in Arizona made a decision to acquire,
by exchange, 41,000 acres of private land within the Empire and
Cienega ranches southeast of Tucson within the Phoenix
Resource Area. The acquisition was made at the urging of
members of Arizona’s congressional delegation representing the
area. The ranches contain numerous important natural resources
which would benefit from being protected and managed in public
ownership, Although the acquisition was accomplished too late
for the land to be included in this RMP/EIS, it is anticipated
that development of a land use plan for the area will begin in
1989. The resulting plan will become an amendment to the
Phoenix RMP. See Appendix 2 in this document for a descrip-
tion of the ranches and for the interim management guidance
which will be in force until the land use plan for the ranches
is completed.

Introduction

The Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) described
in this chapter was developed by the BLM’s interdisciplinary
planning team. Based on the preferred alternative of the draft
RMP (alternative B), this Proposed RMP represents a complete
plan to guide future management of the public land in the
Phoenix Resource Area.

Differences between the Proposed RMP and the preferred
alternative of the draft RMP/EIS represent changes resulting
from public and governmental agencies’ comments, new resource
information and the draft EIS analysis. For the reader’s conven-
ience in making comparisons, differences between the Proposed
RMP and the preferred alternative of the draft RMP/EIS are
highlighted in this chapter and in chapter four in bold print.

Wilderness recommendations and grazing management
decisions for the RMP area have been made independently
of this plan. These are found in the 1987 Final Phoenix
Wilderness EIS and the 1987 Range Program Summary -
Record of Decision for the Phoenix and Safford Districts. This
guidance is incorporated into this RMP/FEIS by reference.

General Management Guidance

In addition to the management actions cited in an approved
RMP, management of public land in the RMP area would be
guided by various laws, regulations and policies. Those which

apply significantly to programs receiving substantial public in-
terest are summarized in the following section. Additional
general management guidance can be found in the Phoenix
Management Situation Analysis (MSA) prepared during the early
stages of this planning effort. The MSA also contains the RMP
area’s inventory results and a capability analysis section. The
MSA is available for review at the Phoenix District Office and
is incorporated here by reference.

Land Use Management

Land Tenure Adjustment. All land identified as suitable for
disposal by sale in this Proposed RMP meets the criteria set forth
in Sec. 203 (a)(1) of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act (FLPMA) of 1976 which states that “.. such tract because
of its location or other characteristics is difficult and
uneconomical to manage as part of the public land and is not
suitable for management by another federal department or agen-
cy.”

All land would be disposed of at fair market value, excluding
land disposed of to local governments under the Recreation and
Public Purpose Act (R&PPA). All disposals would be subject to
valid existing rights.

The BLM’s ability to dispose of land identified for sale or
exchange in this Proposed RMP/FEIS may be constrained by
the existence of withdrawals. Not all withdrawals preclude the
disposal of the withdrawn land, but in most cases, the ELM
would not dispose of withdrawn land until the withdrawal
designation has been lifted. FLPMA Sec. 204 (k)(1) requires
that all withdrawals affecting public land be administratively
reviewed by 1991. Land that becomes unencumbered through
the withdrawal review process will then come under the guidance
of recommendations made in an approved RMP/FEIS.

Currently, it is BLM policy not to dispose of public land en-
cumbered with properly recorded unpatented mining claims.
However, disposal actions under sections 203 and 206 of FLMPA
and the Act of June 14, 1926, as amended, may occur if 1) the
mining claims are found to be void due to failure by the claim-
ant to comply with Sec. 314 of FLMPA, 43 USC 1744 (1982)
and 43 CFR 3833.2-1, 2) the mining claimant relinquishes the
mining claims to the United States, 3) the mining claim is con-
tested and found to be invalid or 4) a change in current policy
allows for the disposal of public land encumbered with mining
claims.
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Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978.These acts provide authori-
ty for issuing grazing leases/permits, supervising grazing use,
managing grazing use, installing range improvement facilities
and treatments, acting to detect and abate unauthorized use and
taking other range management actions.

Management of rangeland resources is guided by the Range
Program Summary - Record of Decision (RPS/ROD) which
selected the Preferred Alternative analyzed in the 1987
Eastern Arizona Grazing FEIS.

The Grazing RPS/ROD complies with requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and FLPMA and
covers all land within the RMP area. This RPS/ROD pro-
vides guidance for the RMP area’s grazing management pro-
gram with the following objectives: 1) to restore and improve
rangeland condition and productivity, 2) to provide for use
and development of rangeland, 3) to maintain and improve
habitat and viable wildlife populations, 4) to control future
management actions and 5) to promote sustained yield and
multiple use.

All grazing allotments in the district have been assigned to
one of three management categories on the basis of present
resource condition and management needs, range potential, con-
flicts with other resource values and economic potential for im-
provement. See Appendix 2 of the draft RMP/EIS for allotment
categorizations.

Categorization establishes priorities for the distribution of
rangeland management funds in order to achieve cost-effective
improvement of rangeland conditions and production on each
allotment. The three categories are: “M’~Maintain, “1’~
Improve and “C’~Custodial. The “M” category allotments are
managed to maintain satisfactory conditions, “I” allotments are
managed to improve unsatisfactory conditions and “C”
allotments receive custodial management to prevent resource
deterioration. Efforts are concentrated in allotments where
monitoring and evaluation indicate that grazing management ac-
tions are needed to improve the basic resource or to resolve
serious resource-use conflicts. The BLM recategorizes
allotments as management needs or objectives shift or potential
for improvement changes.

The Ehstern Arizona Grazing Final FEIS provides informa-
tion about ecological condition and apparent trend for all RMP
area allotments. The EIS also identifies the current carrying
capacity, in animal unit months (AUMS), and the expected AUM
capabilities of each allotment as the EIS range program is im-
plemented. This information is shown in Appendix 3 of the draft
RMP/EIS.

Wilderness Management

I%e Phoenix Wilderness Final EIS (BLM, Phoenix District,
1987) recommendations are incorporated by reference in this Pro-
posed RMP/FEIS (see Appendix 5 of the draft RMP/EIS). Two
wilderness study areas, the Baboquivari Peak WSA and the
Coyote Mountains WSA, are recommended for wilderness
designation. Hells Canyon WSA, White Canyon WSA and
Picacho Mountains WSA are not recommended as suitable. The

South Bradshaws and Ragged Top WSAS have been evaluated
and recommended not suitable for wilderness in the Arizona-
Mohave Wilderness FEIS (BLM, Phoenix and Safford Districts,
1988). All WSAS in the RMP area would continue to be managed
under the BLM’s Interim Management Policy until Congress
either releases them from review or designates them as
wilderness. Those released would be managed according to deci-
sions in the approved Phoenix RMP. Those added to the
wilderness system would be managed under provisions of the
designating legislation.

Wildlife and Special Status Plant
Resource Management

Wddlife and wildlife habitat on public land in Arizona are
managed under a memorandum of understanding with the
Arizona Game and Fish Department. State-protected plants are
managed in cooperation with the Arizona Commission of
Agriculture and Horticulture. Wildlife and plants which are
federally listed or proposed for listing as either threatened or
endangered are protected under provisions of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended. Any actions authorized, funded
or carried out by a federal agency which may affect listed or
proposed species are reviewed in cooperation with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service. It is BLM policy to avoid jeopardizing the
continued existence of any listed or proposed species and to ac-
tively promote species recovery. It is also BLM policy to manage
federal candidate species and their habitat to prevent the need
for listing as threatened or endangered.

Potential impacts to wildlife and special status plants are
analyzed in an environmental assessment for each project and
protection measures may be stipulated in the decision record.

Wild, Free-Roaming Burros

Public Law 92-195, December 15, 1971(16 USC 1331-1340, as
amended) made the BLM responsible for the welfare and pro-
tection of unbranded and unclaimed burros found on public land
at the time of the Act’s passage. The management of burros on
public land requires their removal from adjacent private or state
land when requested, the development of a herd management
area plan, the maintenance of a herd inventory and the removal
and disposal of excess animals to the public by adoption, if possi-
ble. The management of burros on public land is-accomplished
at the minimum level necessary to assure the herd’s free-roaming
character, health and self-sustaining ability.

Cultural Resource Management

Cultural resources on public land are protected under an array
of laws and regulations. Two of the most important laws are the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 and the
Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979. Under
NHPA, potential impacts to National Register and National
Register-eligible properties are identified and measures to
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mitigate those impacts are developed in consultation with the
Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Ad-
visory Council on Historic Preservation. ARPA prohibits the
excavation, removal or damage of archaeological resources from
public land by unauthorized persons. Since 1985, the BLM in
Arizona also has operated under terms of a general compliance
Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement with the state which
guides inventory and data recovery procedures for cultural
resources affected by BLM actions which qualify under
criterion “d” of the National Register, and a specific Memoran-
dum of Agreement addressing the protection of cultural resources
in BLM-State land exchanges (memoranda on tile in the Phoenix
District Office).

The objective of cultural resource management in the RMP
area would continue to protect the information potential or the
public use values of properties or to manage them. when
applicable, for conservation. The guidelines for continued
management under each objective are found in Appendix 6 of
the draft RMP/EIS.

Soil, Water and Air Resources

Soil Resources. The maintenance and improvement of soil cover
and productivity would continue to be accomplished through
preventive measures and land treatments. Preventive measures
would be brought forward in project planning and NEPA review.
Preventive measures typically include the avoidance of erosion-
prone areas, restrictions on type and season of use and closure
to certain uses. Land treatments would be identified where ex-
cessively eroded rangeland could be stabilized.

Salinity control measures would be incorporated into these
erosion prevention strategies and rehabilitation treatments. Land
treatments include implementing proper grazing systems,
reseeding grasses and forbs to reestablish ground cover, con-
tour furrowing, imprinting, prescribed burning and the construc-
tion of water control structures.

Water Resources. Legal availability of water is provided by
assertion of public water reserve doctrine and compliance with
state water law. Maintenance or enhancement of streamflow
would be achieved pursuant to activity plans developed for
special management areas.

Floodplain Management. E.wcuriy’e Order 11988 directs
federal agencies to “avoid to the extent possible the long- and
short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and
modification of floodplains and to avoid direct and indirect sup-
port of floodplain development whenever there is a practicable
alternative” (Floodplain Management Guidelines, 43 CFR 6030.
1978). It is Bureau policy to retain base (100-year) floodplains
except:

Where federal, state, public and private institutions and par-
ties have demonstrated the ability to maintain. restore and pro-
tect the floodplain on a continuous basis.

Where transfer of land, minerals or subsurface estates is man-
dated by legislation or Presidential Order.

Existing district procedures meet the requirements of this
policy. District procedures may also require additional mitiga-
tion identified in environmental assessments prepared for specific
projects or actions.

Water Quality. The BLM objective for water quality is to
ensure that all waters on public land meet or exceed federal and
state water quality standards. Generally, the BLM deals with
nonpoint sources of pollution, which are addressed in Section
208 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of
1972 (PL-92-500) as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987
(PL 100-4). The EPA has designated various agencies within
the state as having the responsibility for Section 208 planning.
These agencies assess nonpoint sources of pollution and prepare
water quality management plans. The Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality reports water quality status to the EPA
annually.

Impacts to water quality are prevented or reduced through the
application of specific mitigative measures identified in project
planning and NEPA review. Where feasible, watershed improve-
ment projects would be implemented to increase ground cover
and ultimately reduce erosion, sediment yield and salinity con-
tributions from public land.

Air Quality. Impacts to air quality resulting from activities on
public land would be prevented or reduced through mitigations
brought forward in NEPA compliance of proposed projects.
Typically. activities on public land which might affect ai( quality
are addressed by Article 4 (R9-3) of the Arizona Rules and
Regulations. Prescribed burning, road construction, permitting
the construction of mineral tailings piles and allowing dust emis-
sions from passing vehicles in vacant lots are all specifically
addressed in the regulations. The BLM permit and NEPA review
processes are designed to ensure compliance with these regula-
tions. For identification and coordination purposes, the BLM
refers to the State Implementation Plan goals for air quality
nonattainment areas.
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Hazardous Materials (HAZMAT) Management

The three laws most commonly associated with HAZMAT in-
clude the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, or RCRA
(PL 94-580), the ComprehensiveEnvironmentalResponse, Com-
pensation and Liability Act, or CERCLA (PL 96-510), other-
wise known as the Superfund Act, and the Superjimd Amend-
ment Reauthorization Act (E.O. 12580, 1986). BLM respon-
sibilities under these acts include conformance with state RCRA
enforcement regulations pertaining to the storage, handling and
disposal of hazardous materials and reporting unpermitted
HAZMAT discharges under the provisions of CERCLA.

Fire Management

Current fire management policy for the RMP area is to main-
tain full suppression in all areas. Full suppression is defined as
taking sustained and appropriate action necessary to promptly
suppress wildfires. A fire overhead team, hand crews, aerial fire
retardant, crawler tractors, fire engines and other specialized
equipment may be utilized in the control effort. Preference is
given to suppression methods that are cost-effective, efficient
and are least damaging to resources and the environment.

If fires escape initial attack, an Escaped Fire Situation Analysis
(EFSA) will be prepared to determine the most appropriate sup-
pression strategy based on safety, cost efficiency and effectiveness
of fire suppression resources.

A close coordination with other fire organizations with
suppression responsibilities would continue for areas adjacent
to public land in the RMP area. Following the approval of this
RMP, special management area activity plans developed would
identify any areas where prescribed burning would benefit
wildlife, watershed and rangeland resources,

d

Recreation Management

Management prescriptions required to manage cooperative
recreation management areas (CRMAS) would be jointly
developed in master plans between the BLM and the cooperating
agency. Management prescriptions that would be addressed in
the master plan include ORV travel, signing requirements,
recreation facilities, fee collections and visitor use allocations.
Until such time as the master plans are developed for each
CRMA, the BLM would manage the areas under the guidance
provided in this section,

Environmental Management

The BLM would prepare a site-specific environmental analysis
before actions in the approved RMP are implemented. The en-
vironmental analysis would provide a site-specific assessment
of the impacts of implementing the actions. In addition, the BLM
would conduct wildlife, protected plant and cultural resource
clearances as a part of the environmental analysis process, The
analysis would also identify mitigation necessary to reduce the
impacts of implementing an ap~roved action. -

Actions that are not specifically identified in the approved
RMP/FEIS would be analyzed through an environmental assess-
ment or an EIS in accordance with NEPA and the RMP amend-
ment (1610.5-5) portion of the planning regulations (43 CFR
1600).

The Proposed RMP
This section of the RMP/FEIS describes in detail the proposed

action alternative chosen for study. This alternative is the BLM-
proposed RMP which describes the BLM’s preferred course of
action for managing the public land in the Phoenix RMP area.

The Proposed RMP differs somewhat from the preferred
alternative described in the draft RMP/EIS due to the con-
sideration of impacts identified in the draft EIS, new infor-
mation and comments received from the public.

Most of the land use actions identified in this Proposed RMP
would become implemented upon the BLM State Director’s sign-
ing of the RMP/FEIS Record of Decision (ROD). These actions
include the designation of utility corridors, communication sites,
areas of critical environmental concern, special management
areas, recreation management areas and off-road vehicle (ORV)
designations.

Other actions identified in the Proposed RMP cannot be im-
plemented solely upon the approval of the ROD by the BLM
State Director. For example, mineral withdrawals on fewer than
5,000 acres must be approved by the Secretary of the Interior
while mineral withdrawals on greater than 5,000 acres require
congressional review (FLPMA Sec. 204 (c)(1). Thus, actions
such as these may be recommended in the approved RMP but
do not become valid until approved by the appropriate body.
However, all actions recommended in the approved RMP will
be pursued.
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This Proposed RMP centers on resolving the land tenure ad-
justment issue by establishing Resource Conservation Areas
(RCAS), Within these RCAS, the ELM would retain and inten-
sively manage all public land and would work toward acquiring
state and private parcels with resource values that would benefit
from public ownership, Acquisition of state and private parcels
to consolidate public ownership within the RCAS would take
place only with the consent of the Arizona State Land Depart-
ment or the affected private landowner. Land exchanges would
be the primary form of land acquisition. No land purchases to
block up ownership in the RCAS are anticipated.

On land identified for disposal, no further planning decisions
are necessary because disposal is the desired land use. Interim
management on disposal land would be as described under the
General Management Guidance section of this chapter. Note
that identification of land for disposal is not an irrevocable deci-
sion. The Proposed RMP identifies large amounts of land for
disposal; however, until an exchange occurs this land remains
in federal ownership.

Once land is identified in an exchange package, a series of
steps are taken before an actual exchange takes place. The ex-
change process is generally described in Figure 2-1. Note that
all exchanges include a site-specific environmental assessment,
complying with NEPA and CEQ regulations, which identifies
impacts to resources on the land. If a particular exchange would
negatively impact critical resource values, the BLM may opt to
retain the land. Identifying public land for disposal (as required
by FLPMA) is only the first step in the exchange process,

The following is a detailed description of the Proposed RMP
chosen for study in this RMP/FEIS.

Description of the Proposed Resource
Management Plan

This alternative is the BLM’s Proposed Resource Management
Plan (RMP). The Proposed RMP is designed to resolve the six
identified planning issues and alleviate the significant manage-
ment problems associated with managing the RMP area’s scat-
tered land ownership pattern. This Proposed RMP is a revised
version of the preferred alternative described in the draft
RMP/EIS. The revision is based on the consideration of
public and governmental agencies’ comments on the draft
RMP/EIS, the results of the draft EIS analysis and new
information.

Issue 1 - Land Tenure Adjustment

Under the Proposed RMP, the ELM would consolidate owner-
ship and intensively manage land in seven Resource Conser-w~-
tion Areas (RCAS). Maps 2-1 through 2-3 provide an overview
of the RCAS being proposed. More detailed drawings of the RCAS
are shown in the map section at the end of this chapter (see Maps
2-4 through 2-10). Altogether the seven RCAS contain 49 per-
cent (437,476 acres) public land (surface estate), 38 percent

(330,814 acres) state land and 13 percent (121.194 acres) private
land (Table 2-1), The ELM would retain all public land (surface
and subsurface estate) within the seven RCAS and pursue the
acquisition of all state land through the BLM-State of Arizona
exchange program. Private land within the RCAS is not
specifically identified for acquisition; however, exchange pro-
posals initiated by the private owners within these RCAS would
receive consideration by the BLM.

Outside the RCAS, 6,880 acres adjacent to Petrified Forest
National Park and 615 acres adjacent to the Tucson Moun-
tain District of Saguaro National Monument would be re-
tained pending Congressional action to include any of these
parcels in the U.S. Park System. A total of 23,600 acres out-
side the RCAS would also be retained to be included in the
Cooperative Recreation Management Areas proposed under
Issue 5- Recreation Management.

Also outside the RCAS. 391,803 acres of public land (surface
estate) have been identified as suitable for disposal through the
state indemnity selection program or state or private exchange.
An additional 45,000 acres have been identified as suipdb]e for
disposal through state indemnity selection, state or private ex-
change or sale.

All land identified as meeting the FLPMA criteria for disposal
by sale is identified by tract in Appendix I ofthe draft RMP/EIS.

All disposal land lies outside the RCAS. The land is mostly
scattered parcels exhibiting few or low natural resource values.
However, some of the identified land has a high economic value
and is being identified for exchange so that it may be used to
consolidate public ownership within the RCAS. The BLM may
use some of the disposal land to acquire land outside the RMP
area but within Arizona; however, the blocking up of the RCAS
within the RMP area would receive priority.

Under the Proposed RMP, the ELM would consolidate sur-
face and subsurface ownership through the acquisition by ex-
change of nonfederal mineral estate underlying federal surface
holdings. Within the RCAS, Cooperative Recreation Manage-
ment Areas (CRMAS) and Recreation and Public Purposes
(R&PP) leases, the BLM would retain all federal subsurface
mineral estate and acquire through exchange ail nonfederal sub-
surface estate underlying that land.

The Proposed RMP also identifies for disposal all subsurface
mineral estate that underlies federal surface estate identified for
disposal. Therefore. under this alternative, all subsurface mineral
estate outside the RCAS, CRMAS and R&PP land would be made
available for disposal.
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FIGURE 2-1

BLM LAND EXCHANGE PROCESS

IDENTIFY DISPOSAL LAND
IN AN RMP

DEVELOP EXCHANGE PACKAGE
IDENTIFYING ACQUISITION

AND DISPOSAL TRACTS
:ixi!imty.:![ I

ISSUE NOTICE OF REALTY
ACTION (NORA)

COMPLETE CULTURAL,
BOTANICAL AND WILDLIFE

CLEARANCES

COMPLETE MINERAL
AND APPRAISAL REPORTS

COMPLETE ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT

COMPLETE LAND REPORT

ISSUE DECISION RECORD

ISSUE FINAL NORA
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TABLE 2-1

Resource Conservation Areas
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Federal Surface State Surface Private Surface Total
(acres)

9,500
104,176

6,400
132,400
34,490

149,560
950

437,476

files.

(acres) (acres) (acres)

20,440 7,540 37,480
2,054 13,884 150,114
7,980 0 14,380

97,980 32,420 262,800

73,440 15,050 122,980
97,640 49,880 297,080

1,280 2,420 4,650

330,814 121,194 889,484

RCA

Baboquivari
Silver Bell
Picacho Mountains
White Canyon
Black Canyon
Lake Pleasant
Tanner Wash

Issue 2- Utility Corridors and Communication
Sites

Under the Proposed RMP, seven utility corridors would be
designated. Maps 2-11 through 2-13 at the end of this chapter
show the routes of each corridor. These corridors identify priori-
ty routes for major utility systems. All the corridors except for
the Black Canyon corridor would be one mile in width. The
Black Canyon corridor would be two miles wide to prevent
overcrowding.

Generally, the corridors are routed either along existing utili-
ty systems or are routed so as to avoid known high resource value
areas. Routes for the corridors are identified only within the
RCAS because public land outside the RCAS is so scattered that
designation of useful corridors is impractical.

The recommended utility corridors identifi the BLM’s prefer-
red utility systems routings. However, with the exception of those
areas identified in this RMP as closed to right-of-way develop-
ment, the RMP area is generally open to right-of-way develop-
ment on a case-by-case basis.

Under the Proposed RMP, five communication sites would
be designated, Two of these, Confidence Peak and the Kelvin
site, were identified in the 1974Silver Bell and 1976Middle Gila
Management Framework Plans (MFPs). These already
designated sites would continue to be managed for communica-
tion facilities under the Proposed RMP and Newman Peak (site
development dependent upon congressional determination of
wilderness suitability), Pan Quemado Peak and the White Tank
Mountains would be formally designated as communication sites.
Table 2-2 shows each,of the recommended communication sites.

TABLE 2-2

Communication Sites
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Name Location Acres

White Tanks T. 3 N.. R. 3 W.. 50
section 27. 28

Newman Peak T. 8 S., R. 9 E., 60
section 15. 22, 27

Confidcncc Peak T. 12 S., R. 8 E.. Z(J

scctinn 3
Kelvin Site T. 4S, R. 13 E,. 25

section 19
Pan Qucmado T, 13 S., R. 9 E.. 160

section 1. 2, 11, 12
T. 14 S.. R. 9 E..

section 35

Source: Phoenix Distric[ Files



ACECS

Under the Proposed RMP, communication facility placement
within the RCAS would be allowed only on the four designated
sites (the White Tanks site is outside an RCA). Land identified
for disposal would generally be left open for communication site
development on a case-by-case basis, Thus, the ELM would con-
sider site applications on this disposal land until such time as
disposal takes place.

Issue 3-
Concern
Areas

Under the

Areas of Critical Environmental
(ACECS) and Special Management

Proposed RMP, six ACECS encompassing 10,I21
acres of public l&d would be designated. An additional 2;600
acres of state and 3,680 acres of private land within these six
ACEC boundaries would be designated upon acquisition. Also
under the Proposed RMP, 9,440 acres of federal and state land
on Perry Mesa would be designated as an ACEC upon the
acquisition of the state land. Management prescriptions and
acreages for each ACEC are shown in Table 2-3. Maps 2-14
through 2-19 show the boundaries of each ACEC,

Each ACEC recommended under the Proposed RMP was
nominated for such a designation either by the public or by the
BLM planning team, The planning team determined that each
meets the relevance and importance criteria required by the ELM
planning regulations (CFR 1610,7-2 (a)),

Under the Proposed RMP, 19 special management areas
(SMAS) would be designated. Although these areas do not meet
the relevance and importance criteria established for designa-
tion as ACECS, they do contain important resource values that

would benefit from some type of enhanced management. All
SMAS are within the seven resource conservation areas iden-
tified under this Proposed RMP. Table 2-4 describes each SMA,
provides information on the management goals for each SMA
and describes actions that are planned to attain those goals. Maps
2-20 through 2-25 show the boundaries of each SMA under the
Proposed RMP. Two SMAS, the Middle Gila Cultural Resource
Management Area and the Gila River Riparian Management
Area, are on land currently under withdrawal. Actions in these
SMAS would only be implemented in cooperation with the agen-
cy that currently manages the withdrawn land.

Table 2-4 shows that seven of the 19 SMAS would be designated
as multiple resource management areas, These contain nine graz-
ing allotments for which the BLM would develop coordinated
resource management plans (CRMPS) to provide direction for
managing all the significant resources within the allotments. The
nine allotments were chosen by the ELM’s interdisciplinary plan-
ning team for CRMP development because all contain signifi-
cant resource values that would benefit from intensive manage-
ment, Appendix 4 of the draft RMP/EIS shows the relevant
resource values in each of the nine allotments.

Allotments receiving priority for special management are those
exhibiting significant potential for range and watershed improve-
ment. Some also have key riparian, protected plant or wildlife
habitat. While other allotments might benefit from a CRMP,
these nine are all the BLM can realistically include within this
planning cycle.
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Proposed Federal, State,
Name Private Acres

Baboquivari F 2,070
Peak ACEC s 240

P 720
.3,030

Waterman
Mountains
ACEC

White Canyon
ACEC

Larry Canyon
ACEC

F 1.960
S 600
P 540

3.100

F 1,920
S 480

? ,400

F 80

80

TABLE 2-3

Areas Proposed for ACEC Designation
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Current Designation
or Classification

Public land portion
(2.070 acres) a wil-
derness study area;
recommended for wil-
derness designation
in the Phoenix
Wilderness FEIS

[ ,960 public acres
identified in 1986
HMP as endangered
species habitat

1,920 public acres
within the White
Canymr Wilderness
Study Area; recorr-
mended not suitable
for wilderness in
Phoenix Wilder-
ness FEIS

Importance

outstanding
natural land-
mark with
significant
wildlife,
botanical and
cultural value

Relevance

Great rcligitmrs
sigrrificancc to
Tohmro O’Odhmzl
lndians

Habitat sup- One of two
ports a fedcr- Iocalities
ally listed in U. S.: major
endangered th rest from
plant mining activity

identified

Outstanding
scenic, w,ild-
Iifc and cul-
tural values

Rare pristine
riparian de-
ciduous forest
within desert
ecosystem

(continued on next pdge)

MinerA ex-
plnratimr
identified as
pntential
threat: public
and management
interest in
preserving
scenic and
ripariim values

Special
features of
considerable
value for
studies of a
desert riparian
iysrem

Planned*
Actions —.

Dcsigrrate an ACEC; close
to motorized vehicles:
prohibit land use acrthm-
izations; acquire 960
acres: obtain legal access;
initiate mineral with-
drawal** on all federal sub-
surface (2,900 at,): develop
activity plan; prohibit sur-
face occupancy for oil/gas
dcvelopmerrt.

Designate an ACEC; limit mo-
torized vehicles to designated
roads and trails; prohibit
land usc authorizations ex-
cept along existing roads;
acquire 1,140 acres; initi-
ate mineral withdrawal on
all 2,320 ac. federdl sub-
surface: implement approved
HMP: prohibit surface
occupancy for oil/gin de-
velopment.

Designate an ACEC; close
White Canyon to motorized
vehicles and limit
motorized travel elsewhere
to designated roads and
trails: prohibit land use
authorizations; acquire 480
acres: develop an uctivlty
plan; prohibit surtiacc nc-
ccrparrcy t’or cr]l/gas develop-
ment.

Designate an ACEC; close
entire area to motorized
vehicles; prohibit land use
authorizations: initiate
mineral withdrawal on 80
ac. federal subsurface; de-
velop an activity plan:
prohibit dnmestlc livestock
grazing: prohibit surface
occup~rrcy for oil/gas de.
velopment.
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PROPOSED ACECS

TABLE 2-3 (continued)

Proposed Federal, State,
Name Private Acres —

Tanner Wash F 950
ACEC s 1.280

P 2,420

4,650

Appleton-

Whittell
ACEC

Areas Proposed for ACEC Designation
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Current Designation
or Classification Importance Relevance —

420 public acres Habitat sup- Only locality
identified in 1985 ports a feder- known for the
HMP as endangered erally listed plant; collect-
species habitat endangered ing pressures,

plant urbanization
and grazing
identified
threats

F 3,141 Public land portion Unique labor-

3,141 of the Appleton- atory for
Whittell Biological studying
Research Sanctuary effects of non-
managed by National grazing on a
Audubon Society desert grass-

land

Management ob-
jective to co-
operate in re-
search objec-
jectives of the
Research Ranch

Perry Mesa F 960
ACEC S 8,480

9,440

960public acres Exhibits a Vandalism iden-
are a National unique blend of tified as
Register Archaeolog- three prehis- serious threat
ical District toric cultures

Source: Phoenix District files

‘Planned Actions: Planned actions will apply to current land and, upon acquisition, to private and state land.

Planned*
Actions

Designate an ACEC; close 30
acres to motorized vehicles;
limit motorized travel else-
where to designated roads and
trails; prohibit land use
authorizations; acquire
land; initiate mineral
withdrawal on all federal
subsurfidce (950 at.); conti-
nue to implement HMP;
prohibit surface occupancy
for oil/gas development.

Designate an AC EC; Iimit
motorized vehicles to
designated roads and trails;
prohibit land use actions
except as authorized by
Research Ranch: do not open
to mineral location, leasing
or sales; implement 1986
BLM/National Audubon Society
MO(J; prohibit surface
occupancy for oil/gas lease
development,

Designate ACEC upon acquisi-
tion of 8,480 state acres;
limit motorized vehicles to
designated roads/trails; de-
velop an activity plan; ac-
quire 8,484 acres.

** Mineral Subject to valid existing rights, the identified area would be closed to mining claim
Withdrawal location. mineral leasing and mineral sales. Unless stated otherwise, nonfederal lands acquired within tbe ACEC boundary will be

closed to operation of the mining laws. Expired leases may not be renewed. Mining claims within the ACEC may be examined for
validity and contested if appropriate, as determined by the BLM State Director.
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TABLE 2-4

Areas Proposed for Special Management
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Special
Management
Area (SMA) —.

Federal, State,
and Private Current

Acres Designation Management Goals Planned Actions

F 5.080
s 320
P 320

5,720

F 14,419
S&P 2,280

16,699

F 34,749
S&P13,227

acres BLM
WSA; recommend-
ed for wilderness
desiwration in

Coyote Mountains
Recreation
Management Area

Manage to enhance recre-
ation values; increase
public ownership of state
and private holdings

Obtain legal access; develop an
activity plan; prohibit land
use authorizations; limit ve-
hicular travel to designated
roads and trails; prohibit sur-
face occupancy for oil/gas
development; acquire land,

Develop an activity plan; limit
motorized vehicles to existing
roads and trails; acquire land,

1987 Final Phoe-
nix Wilderness
EIS

None Improve watershed condition
to satisfactory; increase
soil cover; reduce sediment
yield; improve ecological
site condition to good;
promote recovery of an endan-
gered plant

Agua Blanco
Ranch Multiple
Resource Manage-
ment Area

Cocoraque Butte-
Waterman Mtns
Multiple Resource
Management Area

None Improve watershed condition
to satisfactory; increase
soil cover; reduce sediment
yield; improve ecological
site condition to good;
promote recovery of endan-
gered plant

Develop an activity plan; limit
motorized vehicles to existing
roads and trails; acquire land.47,976

39,170
11,450
6,180

56,800

2,720

20

6,400
7,980

14,380

Develop an activity plan; pro-
hibit surface occupancy for oil/
gas development on 800 acres
of Ragged Top; limit motorized
vehicles to existing roads
and trails except close 800
acres on Ragged Top; acquire
land.

Silver Bell
Desert Bighorn
Sheep Management
Area

4.460 acres in-
cludes Ragged
Top WSA, recomm
ended not suita-
ble for wilder-
ness in the Ari-
zona-Mohave Wil-
derness FELS

Improve habitat condition
for desert bighorn sheep

Contains Cocora-
que Butte Na-
tional Register
Historic District

Avra Valley
Cultural Resource
Management Area

Manage 14 properties for
information potential
and I for conservation
values

Develop an activity plan; limit
motorized vehicles to existing
roads and trails.

Santa Ana del
Chiquiburitac

National Register
Historic Places

Manage for public educa-
tion~interpretative values

Develop an activity plan: close
to motorized vehicles. Prohibit
surface occupancy for oil/gas
development.

Picacho
Mountains
Desert Tortoise

Management Area

6.400 acres a WSA
recommended not

suitable for wil-

Maintain existing desert
tortoise populations:

obtain population data for
high and low elelation

Develop a management plan; acquire
land; prohibit surface occupancy

of oiUgas leases; close 6,400
ac. to motorized vehicles; limit
travel on 7,980 ac. to designated
roads.

derness in Phoe-
nix Wilderness
FEIS

24,045
~& P16,581

NoneGrayback
Mountain-Box O
Wash Multiple
Resource
Management Area

lmprcwc watershed corrditimr
to satisfactory: increase
soil ccwer: reduce sediment
yield and salinity dis-
charge: improve ecological
site condition to good; en-
hance stream flow and water
quality

Develop an activity plan;
acquire land; limit motorized
\,ehiclcs to existing roads and
tmils.

40,626

F Xl

F 21,940
s 7,~4r3
P 1,520

30,700

Reymert Towns]tc
Cultural Resource
Management Area

None

Under withdrawal
for federal
water projects

Manage for public educa
ti(ln/interpretat ive values

Develop fln act]lity plan: close
[o motorized vehicles.

Middle Gila
Cultural Resource
Management Area

Man}ge for information.
publlc and conservation
\,alucs

Develop an activity plan: I]mit
moturized vehicles to existing
roads and tr~ils; acquire land.

(continued on next page)
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PROPOSED SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS

TABLE 2-4 (continued)

Areas Proposed for Special Management
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Special Federal, State,
Management and Private Current
Area (SMA) Acres Designation Management Goals Planned Actions

Gila River F 15 miles Under withdrawal
Riparian for federal
Management Area water projects

Black Canyon F 160 None
Granite Sales
Management Area

Cordes Junction F 8,763 None
Multiple Resource S&P 5,846
Management Area 14,609

Sycamore Creek
Multiple Resource
Management Area

Bumble Bee
Multiple Resource
Management Area

F 2,423 None
S&P 1,396

3,819

F 12,832 None
s&P*3

52,265

Williams Mesa F 27,384 None
Multiple Resource S&P23,346
Management Area 593735

Hassayampa River F 12 miles
Riparian S 4 miles
Management Area 16 miles

Hells Canyon F 9,379
Recreation s 640
Management Area P 720

10,739

Lake Pleasant F 57,412
Burro Herd s 13,795
Management Area P 9,593

80.800

Part of Hassa-
yampa River WSA;
recommended not
suitable for wil-
derness designa-
tion in 1987
Final Phoenix
Wilderness EIS

9,379 acres WSA;
recommended not
suitable for wil-
derness designa-
tion in Phoenix
Wilderness FEIS

None

Improve condition of ripar
ian vegetation and aquatic
habitat for native fish;
enhance water quality;
limit salinity discharges

Manage as a granite
extraction area

Improve watershed condition
to satisfactory: improve
condition of rlparian veg-
etation; improve native
fish habitat; enhance water
quality and, stream flow;
mc~ease sod cover; reduce
sed]ment yield; improve eco-
Iogicial site condition to
good

Improve condition of ri-
parian vegetation; improve
native tish habitat; en-
hance stream flow and water
quality; increase soil cov-
er and reduce sediment
yield; improve pronghorn
habitat and facilitate
their movement

Improve watershed condition
to satisfactory; improve
condition of rlparian veg-
etation; improve native
fish habitat; enhance water
quality and stream flow;
increase soil cover; reduce
sediment yield; improve eco-
logical site condition to
good; reintroduce native
fish, if feasible

Improve watershed condition
to satisfactory; improve
riparian vegetation condi-
tion; improve native fish
habitat and reintroduce na-
twe fish, if feasible; en-
hance stream flow and water
quality; increase soil cov-
er; reduce sediment yield;
improve ecological site con-
dition to good

Improve condition of ripar-
ian habitat; improve condi-
tion of native fish habitat
and reintroduce native fish,
if feasible; enhance water
quality

Manage to maintain primi-
tive recreation values

Maintain habitat for burros;
maintain an 80-animal herd

Develop an activity plan; limit
motorized vehicles to existing
roads and trails; prohibit sur-
face occupancy for oil/gas
development in riparimr zone.

Develop an activity plan

Develop an activity plan; pro-
hibit surface occupancy of
oil/gas leases in riparian
zones; prohibit land use au-
thorizations in riparian areas;
!irnit motorized vehicles to ex.
]stmg roads and trails;
acquire land.

Develop an activity plan; pro-
hibit surface occupancy for oil/
gas development in riparian
zones; prohibit land use au-
thorizations in riparian areas;
limit motorized vehicles to ex-
isting roads and trails;
acquire land.

Develop an activity plan; pro-
hibit surface occupancy for oil/
gas development in riparian
areas; prohibit land use au-
thorizations in riparian areas;
limit motorized vehicles to
designated roads and trails;
acquire land.

Develop an activity plan; pro-
hibit surface occupancy for oil/

gas development in riparian
areas; prohibit land use au-
thorizations in riparian areas;
close 3.5 miles of Tule Creek
to motorized vehicles, else-
where limited to existing roads
and trails; acquire land.

Develop an activity plan; limit
motorized vehicles to existing

roads and trails; prohibit sur-
face occupancy for oil/gas
leases in riparian areas; pro-
hibit land use authorizations
in riparian areas; acquire
land.

Develop an activity plan; limit
motorized vehicles to designated
roads and trails; acquire land,

Develop a herd management plan;
acquire land.

Source: Phoenix District files.
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PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

issue 4-Off-Road Vehicle Designations

Under the Proposed RMP, vehicular travel would be limited
to existing roads and trails on all the RMP area’s public land
with the exception of those areas specifically identified as closed
or where travel would be limited to designated roads and
trails.

A total of 11,761acres and 6.5 miles of existing roads or trails
would be closed to vehicular traffic under this alternative. The
closed areas and areas where vehicular travel would be limited
to designated roads and trails are listed under the appropriate
ACEC or special management area recommendations in Tables
2-3 and 2-4.

Issue 5- Recreation Management

Under the Proposed RMP, the Coyote Mountains and Hells
Canyon would become BLM special recreation management
areas (see Maps 2-20 and 2-25). Table 2-4 describes the manage-
ment goals and planned actions the BLM would take to enhance
recreation opportunities in these two areas. The Coyote Moun-
tains and Hells Canyon are now wilderness study areas (WSAS).
Management of these two WSAS as recreation management areas
would occur only if the two areas are not designated wilderness
by Congress.

Table 2-5 identifies land slated for development as Cooperative
Recreation Management Areas (CRMAS). Five CRMAS would
be established under the Proposed RMP (see Maps 2-26 through
2-30 at the end of this chapter).

These CRMAS exhibit significant recreation values and have
been identified by county and state governments as important
areas for intensive recreation uses. For each of these CRMAS.
the BLM and the cooperating government agency would jointly
develop a cooperative management agreement detailing the role
of each in managing recreation activities in the CRMA.

The areas recommended for CRMA designation and acreages
are as follows:

1.

‘?-.

3.

4.

5.

Lake Pleasant – 6,760 acres BLM: 29,840 acres state; 3.260
acres private. The BLM, Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) and
Maricopa County would work to acquire up to 29,360 state
acres and 2.140 acres of private land.

San Tan Mountains — 6,880- BLM, 480- state, O - private.
The BLM would work to acquire 480 state acres.

Black Canyon Trails — 3,534- BLM, O - state, O - private.

Tortolita Mountains – 1,560- BLM, 9.480- state, 6,440
- private. The BLM would work to acquire up to 2,790 state
acres.

Sawtooth Mountains — 15,188 - BLM, 640 - state. O -
private. The BLM would work to acquire 640 acres of state
land.

Under the Proposed RMP, several parcels would be slated for
transfer to local governments or agencies under the R&PPA. This
land would initially be retained in federal ownership until such
time as the grantee files an R&PP Ieasc application and has an
approved plan of development for those parcels. Table 2-5 iden-
tifies the land scheduled for transfer under the R&PP Act. Land
recommended for R&PPA transfer was identified by local govern-
ment entities during the RMP scoping process. Land recom-
mended for R&PPA transfer under the Proposed RMP includes:
1) Goldfield, to the City of Apache Junction for park develop-
ment (1,140 acres), 2) Saginaw Hill (460 acres) and Tucson
Mountain Park Extension (600 acres), to Pima County for park
development and 3) Picacho Reservoir (350 acres) and Zion
Reservoir (280 acres), to the Arizona Game and Fish Depart-
ment for the protection of wildlife values (see maps 2-31 through
2-34 at the end of this chapter).

TABLE 2-5
CRMA and R&PP Land

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Parcel Proposed RMP

Black Canyon Trails CRMA*
Lake Pleasant CRMA
San Tan Mountains CRMA
Torto]ita Mountains CRMA
Picacho Reservoir R&ppAV,~

Goldfield R&PPA
Zion Reservoir R&PPA
Saginaw Hill R&PPA
Tucson Mountain Park Ext. R&PPA
Sawtooth Mountains CRMA

*CRMA - A Cooperative Recreation Management Area
where the BLM enters into a cooperative
management agreement with a local government
agency to manage recreation land,

**R&ppA . Recreation and Public Purpose Act under which

the BLM transfers title of a parcel to a manag-
ing agency. This land must be used for public
purposes by the grantee.

Source: Phoenix District files.
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Issue 6- Land Classifications

The RMP area is currently encumbered by five multiple use
classifications affecting 12,177 acres. Under the Proposed RMP,
the five classifications identified in Table 2-6 would be
terminated.

Land currently under these classifications would return to
multiple use management and would be managed under the
guidance of this RMP.

TABLE 2-6
Multiple Use Classifications Recommended for Revocation

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Serial Classification
Number Acres

A-662 2,974
(Oracle Junction)

A-9 18 5,083
(Coyote Mountains)

*A-922 437
(Fred J. Weiler Greenbelt)

A-1821 3,657
(Baboquivari Mountains)

**A_ ]029
(Lost Dutchman State Pa~~

* This area is and would remain
** This area has been transferred

Source: Phoenix District files.

Date Segregated From—
12-14-1967

11-18-1967

08-31-1967

12-12-1969

10-06-1967

under PLO 1015 withdrawal

to the state under the R&PPA

Agricultural Laws, Private Exchange, State
Selection, Mining, State Exchange, RS 2455 Sales

Agricultural Laws, Private Exchange, RS 2455
Sales, State Selection, Act: 09-19-1964 Sale

Agricultural Laws, RS 2455 Sales, Private
Exchange, State Exchange, State Selection, RS 2477,
Mining Laws

Agricultural Laws, RS 2455 Sales, Act:
09-19-1964 Sale

Agricultural Laws, RS 2455 Sales, Act:
09-19-1964 Sale, R&PP Act, Private
Exchange, State Exchange, State Selection, RS 2477,
Mining Laws

to benefit wildlife.
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Proposed FIMP And Draft Preferred
Alternative Compared

The Proposed RMP differs from the preferred alternative
described in the draft RMP/EIS primarily in the configura-
tion and size of several proposed RCAS, These differences
are shown in Table 2-7 and on Maps 2-6 through 2-10 at the
end of this chapter when compared with the same numbered
maps in the draft RMP/EIS.

TABLE 2-7
RCA Acres Compared

Bureau of Land Management Phoenix District, Arizona

RCA Draft Preferred Alternative Proposed RMP

Baboquivari 37,480 No change
Silver Bell 150,114 No change
Picacho Mountains 6,400 14,380
White Canyon 330,770 262,800
Black Canyon 117,780 122,980
Lake Pleasant 275,290 297,080
Tanner Wash 3,740 4,650

TOTAL ACRES 921,574 889,484

Source: Phoenix District files.

White Canyon RCA acreages are decreased under the Pro-
posed RMP while those of the other proposed RCAS remain
unchanged or are increased. The decrease under the White
Canyon proposal was made because the Arizona State Land
Department is unwilling to consider the exchange of its land
in the southwest corner of the RCA as proposed in the draft
plan’s preferred alternative. Without the possibility of
acquiring this state land, the public land in the same region
would be isolated from the rest of the proposed RCA. The
decision to identify this isolated block of public land for
disposal in the Proposed RMP was made when the state
declared its willingness to exchange additional land to sup-
port expanded boundaries for several of the other proposed
RCAS. The acquisition of additional desert tortoise habitat
(Picacho Mountains RCA) and riparian areas (Lake Plea-
sant and Black Canyon RCAS), for instance, would be possi-
ble only by identifying additional public land for disposal.

Monitoring And Evaluating The
Proposed FUVIP

The effect on the environmental issues of implementing
the Proposed RMP would be monitored and evaluated ac-
cording to the schedule and methods shown in Table 2-8.
Other environmental values, not now considered issues,
would be incorporated into the plan through the amendment
process and formally monitored if these values deteriorated
significantly during the life of the RMP.

Junegrass
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TABLE 2-8

Resource Monitoring and Evaluation Plan
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Freqoen$l
& Dumtmn

Anntrally

%me

.—
Information Wmwnting Review of

Decision or Activity Plan

Depletion of material from
pit area

Adverse impacts to protected
resources and Jalnes

Unit of
Nfeasure

Tons

Element

}Iinerds

Cukurd
Resources

Item Location

Black Canyon
Community pit

Technique

}Iaterial
sales

Standardized
appraisal methods,

}[inerdl explor-
ation and
de~elopment

W’SAs. ACECS
and S}1.%

Site inspection Acres of
disturbmw

Site vandalism
(including ORV
damage)

Perry hlesa .ACEC,
Santa Ana del -
Chlquiburitac,
Reymert, }liddle
Giia, Awa Valley

Same

Site inspection (air
and ground): photo
documentation

Number of sites
disturbed/major
disturbances on
given site

Trends indicating increased
disturbance (e.g., ground
disturbance, structural
damage)

SameXaturd
degradation

Site inspection
(ground): photo -
documentation of
sensitive portions of
selected properties

Number of
deteriomting
features

Significant site

Watershed Soil loss 9 allotments in
7 .WIAS

Same

Paired’ runoff
plots

Tons/ac./yr. Biannually;
Apr./Ott.

Same

Soil loss not reduced
in treated areas

CSLE’ transect Same Same

\Vater Quality Riparian areas
within ACECS and
SWA.S

Field and/or labora-
tory analysis

Constituent (pH,
parts/million,
etc.) compared to
quality standards

FIo\\ (cfs.)

Biennially Progressive decline in
water quality belo~t
AZ standards,

Quantity

Condition

Same Stream gauging Same Change in floN to ephemeral

Rangeland
Vegetation

9 allotments
in 7 SYIAS

.As outlined in SCS
Sational Range
Handbook,Sec. 3053

Pace frequency4

7, production to
climax allowance

5 J ear
intervals

Conditiun decline

Trend

Utilization

Same Species/frequent} End of each
grazing cycle

End of each
use period

20% decline in ke~ plant
species

Same Key forage plant
(shrubs); grazed class
(grasses and forbs)’

Percent forage
removed

Grass utilization greater
than 50%

Special
Status

Plants

Population
stability

Habitat areat} ide Field sur~ey Occurrence,
number of counts.

Annuall} Five-~ew dm$mfard trend in

population numbers, age/
class disparity shrinking
distribution, range
contraction

density, age/
class, distri-
bution

Site inspection of
habitat

Acres of occupied
habitat

Same Significant habitat
loss

Habitat Same
evaluation

Burros Population Herd area Helicopter mark
recount

No. of indivi-
duals

3-year
intervals

Anmyll}

207c change in population:
less than 10% jcs~eniles

Forage use Same Key forage plant
method

% forage removed Grass utili~ation greater
than 50%

(continued on next page)
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------ -, -.. ..
lAi5Lt z-6 [Uormnueaj

Resource Monitoring and Evaluation Plan
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Information Warranting Review of
Decision or Activity Plan

Observable decrease in fish
populations

Significmrt population decline

Change in habitat category

Change in habitat category

Significant poprdatiun decline

Same

Same

Decline in condition class

Data reveals significant
user conflicts

Data indicates visitor use
significantly higher than
expected

Repeated violations nnted

Failure to implement
cooperative management plan

Unit of
Measure

Frequency
& DurationElement Item Location Technique

Gila Top- Observation
minnow/ of breeding
Desert populations
Puptlsh

Mesquite Spring,
Tcde Creek,
introduction
sites

Direct observation Number per site Annually

Desert Population
Bighorn estimate
Sheep

Silver Bell
Mountains SMA

AG&FD population
survey information

Number/sq. mi.

Desert Relative
Tortoise densities

Category I & II
habitats

Square mile plots6 Same 5-year
intervals

5 to 7 year
intervals

Pace frequency4 Percent cover
composition

Habitat
condition

Category 1 & 11
habitats

Pronghorn Population
estimate

Sycamore Mesa SMA AG&FD population
survey information

Numbers/sq. mi. Annually

Mule
Deer Same Medium to high

density habitat
Same Same Same

Javelina Same Same Same Same

Miles

Same

14 drainages in
8 SAM4S

PDO riparian area
condition wahcation

5-year
intervals

Riparian Ecological
Areas condition

Recreation ERMAs Area-wide Patrol, area
inspections

Patrol. visitor
registration, traffic
counters

Visitor days

Same

Biennially

SMAS Coyote Mtns./
Hells Canyon

Weekly in
beayy use
per]ods then
monthly

BiannuallyORV
management

Closed and desig-
nated areas

Aerial reconnaissance
and ground patrol

Cooperative plan
review

N(). of
violations

CRMAS Five CRMAS Plans
completed

Annually

Source: Phoenix District files
WSD1. A Runoff and Suil-Loss Monitoring Technique using Pared Plots. Technical Note 368. Denver. Colorado. August 1985.
‘USDA. Universal Soil Lmss Eqoatimr. Conservtaticrn Planning Note No. II, Arizona. Phoenix, Arizona. September 1976.
3USDA. Soil Conservation Service. 1976. Ntuicrtxd Ranw Himdxmk. Washington, D.C.
4USDI. Bureau of Land Management. 1985. Rm~rc/(/ml A40)?iro/-i)/c hd .’Vudie} T.R. 4400-4. Denver, Colorado.
5USDI. Bureau O( Land Management. 1984. c7mw,/aw/ A40f)iforing Lki/i:(//im .Sfw/ic,.~.T. R. 4400-3. Denver, Colurado
6USD1. Bureau of Land Management. 19S8. Draft Desert Tortoise Implementation Strategy. Phoenix, Arizona.
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Alternatives Considered
But Not Analyzed

Several alternatives in addition to the four chosen for study
in the draft RMP/EIS and this Proposed RMP alternative were
considered, but each was dropped for various reasons. The alter-
natives that were considered but not chosen for study are
addressed below under the appropriate planning issue:

m
Land Tenure Adjustment

Several land tenure adjustment alternatives to the four chosen
for study were considered but were eliminated from further
analysis. Each of these alternatives centered on the acquisition
and retention of land in the RMP area.

In Apache and Navajo counties, alternatives were considered
to acquire and attempt to block-up pronghorn antelope habitat
and significant cultural areas. These alternatives would have re-
quired complex trades among the BLM, the Arizona State Land
Department and numerous private owners, Because of the com-
plexities involved in making these trades, the BLM determined
that consolidation of enough land to make contiguous blocks
would be impractical, Therefore, this alternative was not con-
sidered for further study.

Alternatives were also considered whereby the BLM would
block up ownership in the Sierrita and Las Guijas mountains
in the RMP area’s southern portion. While each of these areas
contains important resource values, the federal government is
a minority landowner in the two mountains. This, coupled with
the fact that the mountains have many different private owners,
makes the acquisition of large blocks impractical and precludes
these two areas from further consideration.

Utility Corridors and Communication Sites

A utility corridor alternative that would have followed all
routes recommended in the 1986 Western Utility Group Study
(Western Utility Group, 1986) was considered. Consideration
of all the identified corridors would have placed corridors across
highly scattered land with only small amounts of publicly owned
land. Such corridors would not be useful as the vast majority
of the land traversed in these corridors would be nonfederal and
the BLM would exert little control over utility system routings.
Therefore, this alternative was dropped from further
consideration.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
and Special Management Areas

The interdisciplinary planning team considered ACEC
designation for six areas that were not analyzed in any of the
alternatives chosen for study in this RMP/EIS. Each of these
six areas was considered for ACEC designation; however, the
planning team felt that the resource values present in each of
the areas did not meet the relevance and/or importance criteria
required for ACEC designation (CFR 1610.7-2).Nominations for
ACECS considered but rejected by the planning team include
Owl Head Butte, Ragged Top, Sawtooth Mountains, Cedar Basin,
Tule Spring and the Middle Gila Archaeological Zone.

The designation of several special management areas on land
identified for disposal was considered. However, the planning
team felt that any special management measures taken by the
BLM should only occur on land slated for retention. Therefore,
any SMA recommendations made on land slated for disposal
were not considered in any alternative.

Off-Road Vehicle Designations

An alternative was considered that would have closed all public
land to motorized vehicle travel unless the area was signed as
being open to such travel. Implementation of this alternative was
deemed impractical because the RMP area’s numerous public
roadways crossing scattered public land preclude an effective
signing program.

Recreation Management

An alternative was considered that would have identified
several additional special recreation management areas. The
Hassayampa River Canyon and the Sawtooth, San Tan, Picacho
and Ragged Top mountains were all considered for designation
as special recreation management areas. However, while these
areas contain high value recreation resources, it was determined
that the areas do not meet the criteria necessary for such a
designation. Therefore, these areas were dropped from further
analysis.

An additional alternative was considered that would provide
two designated corridors in the Black Canyon area. One cor-
ridor would have followed Interstate 17 while the other would
follow existing transmission lines on Perry Mesa. It was deter-
mined that one route through Black Canyon would provide suf-
ficient routings for all anticipated utility systems. Therefore, an
alternative with two corridors in the Black Canyon area was
dropped from further consideration.
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(OVERVIEW)
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NUMBER NAME
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BY RCA

MAP
NUMBER

2–20

2–21

2–22

2–23

2–24

2–25

NAME

BABOQUIVARI

SILVER BELL

PICACHO MOUNTAINS

WHITE CANYON

BLACK CANYON

LAKE PLEASANT

57



LEGEND
RCA BOUNDARY —
RECREATIONMGMT AREA

lawn

01/4% 1
~

SCALE IN MILES

I
R7E

. . . . . . . ...”.

\

OBSERVAT( )RYo:—_
. .
......

...

...

.-.

... I ,...... — — — —

...
.....

z

—

.-..
s

,,.
:.:. , \

—,:.:

T19S
.:.

...
:.:.

..:.:

. . .

.,:.<.

=t- ---

‘Tms

z
I

+–

.1

PHOENIXFNwHs
MAP BABOQUIVARI RCA
2-20 SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREA

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management- Phoenix District

BASEMAP@ ARIZONA DEPARMEN1 OF TRANSPORTATION

58



vu

IOUNDARY —
:1 s
- —- :,= I I !

1,

J
\y

1
i ‘1

MULTIPLERES. MGMT AREA
:

I ELbY .; j, 1,3
CULTURALRES. MGMT AREA

...........::

‘Wtt+m

‘mYtH=lx

I I ■
+— I

.. I I 1 I I I r. I
u ,’I )

Sil Nakya

\

T14S
34

lR—9E~-W ‘R..J..........!......... ................J......

MAP

I
SILVERBELL RCA

2-21 SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

i-Rti/ it ““1’’fi7E ~ _ ~ ~R?E ~ MI -BASEMAP(@ ARIZONA DEPARMENl OF TUAN!4POR’TATION

59



/.

,,. \\

,“(!.. “

6 ‘,

. .

‘\ ‘.

I

\

. . . ,..’

. .

‘---- . . . .

. . .
‘.

... -.. ,
6... _ . .

___ . . . +...

T9S .. . ..”
:. ---- ..

!“. . ..
“.

.7”
1,

‘.
..”.

“.. .
-. ,..

‘..$+.

[
5“

.. . .

... - (

‘.., ---- . .

\

.. .. .“. ~.. . . . .

. . ..6.;fl$~~xi’i$q-q-
~,.., ....

J“
,;...’‘ ‘

.,. .

-~
,. :,..

1/. . . ~17 ----

,., . . . .

. .

,.. .

?“

L +-=T$. . ,. ...
. . . -> .“

.,
“:20”

.,
.. ..

L- .29 ‘:...“
I

.— ..4-- ~:

‘-----
,.-—. . “ . . .

32

,/”’”

._ .-. . ..
r ,

SShI”: :“-” -- ~~‘+Z4-+*‘““ ‘PLLXRM:15‘“’-”
. .. . ....3 MOUNTAIN RCA

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS

q P,cActio”>c>>\
_. S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

~ RUK=AUof Land Mmawnent- Phoenix Dktr.,
“ b. . . . . ...*. -.

. ..—. — BASEMAP@ ARIZONA DEPARMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

60



H+
\\ w

I I I
I I H’

6[



h ]’$JJM
Cleator- ~--~ . If

illl \ (( ‘\i ‘< Junctlo <Y
~ \\\\ \ \ \\\\ \\\\ \\
““ \\\\ \ \ \\\\ \\\ \\

t
-.

250 ●

1 m

LEGEND
RCA BOUNDARY —
MLILTlpLEA~E=SMGM= KIWI

GRANITESAL~SMGMT. r-l

O%va 1
~

SCALE IN MILES

iii

T!Y)2N

\\\\ \\\\k\\\\
\\\\

I 1

~~= SPECiiLi

62



-m--HllN ‘MxE-t+l /4’ . ~,#-----w--,L! Jm..L-J.,,

I \ v/
.

9N I I I I

) Ill I I I u 1’
LEGEND
RCA BOUNDARY —
RECREATION MGMT AREA

-,1’, ‘, ‘~’ 1

60
W77+-+%+%..-. ... . . .

ii NT-l F?
RIPARIAN MGMT AREA ““““‘““-“

BURRO MGMT AREA
MULTIPLE RES. MGMT ARI

---
SCALE IN MILES 12!ld:id “

63



COOPERATIVE RECREATION

MANAGEMENT AREAS

MAP
NUMBER NAME
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CHAPTER 3

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Introduction

The affected environment describes the “environmental
issues” identified by the BLM interdisciplinary planning team.
An environmental issue is a value that would be significantly
impacted by implementing the Proposed RMP. A detailed
analysis of how the environmental issues were chosen is found
in Chapter 1 of the draft RMP/EIS.

The environmental issues identified for this Proposed RMP
are the same as those identified in the draft RMP/EIS document
for the other alternatives, therefore, the affected environment
section will not be reprinted here. Refer to Chapter 3 of the draft
RMP/EIS for a description of the affected environment.

Errata And Other Changes To Chapter
3 Of The Draft RMP/EIS

1.

2

3,

Table 3-13,page 108: Little Colorado River spinedace is now
a federally listed threatened species; Gilbert’s skink is a state-
listed, not a category 2 candidate species.

Map 3-4A, page 116:the Tortolita Mountains should be iden-
tified as important desert tortoise habitat; the legend for desert
bighorn sheep and desert tortoise should be preceded by
“known important .“

New Information: Special Status Plants

A. Sword milkvetch (Astragalusxiphoides) - Two new public
land localities and additional populations within the
Petrified Forest National Park are documented.

B. Paperspined cactus (Pediocactuspapyracanthus) - Recent
inventories of public land within suitable habitat indicate
the species is more abundant than previously thought; up
to 900 plants per square mile,
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Introduction

CHAPTER 4

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Chapter 4 discusses the environmental consequences of im-
plementing the Proposed RMP described in Chapter 2 of this
RMP/FEIS. The analysis will be commensurate with the degree
of expected impact. Those resource values not impacted to a
significant degree are identified in Chapter 1 of the draft
RPM/EIS and are not discussed further in this chapter.

General Assumptions

In order to analyze the impacts of the Proposed RMP it was
necessary to make general assumptions. These assumptions are
as follows:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

The BLM will have the funding and work force to imple-
ment the Proposed Plan.

Impacts are direct unless otherwise noted.

Impacts will be monitored and management adjusted as
necessary, based on new data derived from monitoring.

Short-term impacts occur within five years and long-term
impacts from five to 20 years after implementation of the
plan.

All impacts are long-term unless otherwise noted.

Environmental assessments will be conducted prior to
implementing any activity plans.

It is assumed that all disposal land is free of encumbrances
and is available for disposal.

Land identified for disposal is assumed to go into private
ownership unless otherwise noted.

Management of the RMP area’s rangeland management
program will be as described in the Final Eastern Arizona
Grazing EIS (See Appendices 2 and 3 of the draft
RMP/EIS).

Implementation of RMP decisions within wilderness study
areas would only take place if those WSAS are not
designated as wilderness.

Impacts Of The Proposed Resource
Management Plan

EFFECTS ON LAND USES

Land Ownership

Under the Proposed RMP, total public land ownership in the
RMP area would be reduced 12 percent from 911,343 acres of
federal surface estate to 802,526 acres of federal surface estate,
assuming that all state land within the identified RCAS is ac-
quired by exchange. However, the public land that is retained
and the acquired land would form a more manageable pattern.
Consolidation of land in the seven resource conservation areas
(RCAS) would improve management efficiency and thus reduce
management costs.

Under the Proposed RMP, the disposal of 391,803 acres by
exchange and 45$00 acres by exchange or sale would eliminate
a fragmented public land pattern that is difficult and inefficient
to manage. Also, consolidation of federal surface and subsur-
face estates would eliminate problems in managing split estate
land.

Land Available for Recreation and Other
Public Purposes

The Proposed RMP identifies a total of 2$00 acres as suitable
for transfer to state and local government entities or agencies
under the R&PP Act (Table 2-5). This land would be available
for special public purposes at little or no cost. State and local
governments would benefit from the low cost land available for
parks, recreation sites and wildlife protection areas.

Right-of-Way Development

The Proposed RMP identifies five communication sites (Table
2-2) on 315 acres and limits communication site development
within the RCAS to designated areas. Existing users on
nondesignated facilities would be allowed to remain. Com-
munication site users on land identified for disposal would be
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The value of ranches lying outside the RCA boundaries would
be reduced if federal grazing leases were cance~[ed and not
replaced by state leases.

Without federal leases, the average values of small, medium
and large ranches would be lowered, respectively, from $57,000
to $41,610, from $208,000 to $189,280 and from $780,000 to
$’756,600. Values of ranches within the RCAS would not change.

Conclusion (Rangeland Management): The value of ran-
ches lying outside RCA boundaries would be reduced if federal
grazing leases were canceiled and not replaced by state leases.
Value reductions would average 27 percent for small ranches,
nine percent for medium-sized ranches and three percent for
large ranches. Consolidating public land on ranches in the RCAS
would eliminate management complications caused by checker-
board ownership.

EFFECTS OhJ AREAS OF CULTURAL
SIGNIFICANCE

Under the Proposed RMP, land acquisitions within five signifi-
cant cultural areas would have a positive effect on at least 285
sites. These five areas include: Avra Valley, Santa Ana del
Chiquiburitac, Reymert Townsite, Middle Gila and Perry Mesa.
The BLM would be able to focus management efforts on the
protection and enhancement of the information, public and con-
servation values provided by the sites.

Disposal of public land under the Proposed RMP would im-
pact cultural values in five of the ten identified areas of cultural
significance. These areas are Zuni-Hardscrabble, Snowflake-
Mesa Redonda, Upper Little Colorado, Lower Texas Gulch and

Lower Agua Fria. Existing laws, regulations and memoranda
protect, through mitigation, the information values that would
be derived from cultural sites. However, public and conserva-
tion values of properties in the five disposal areas would be lost
under this alternative,

ACEC and SMA designations would benefit high value cultural
resources in Santa Ana del Chiquiburitac. Avra Valley, Middle
Gila, Reymert and Perry Mesa. Long-term protection and
enhancement of at least 285 sites in the above five areas would
result,

Cultural resources within recommended utility corridors in
Middle Gila and Avra Valley could be dealt with on a one-time
basis. Avoidance and mitigation of properties would be per-
formed before utility system development could take place.
Therefore, the information value of all cultural sites within the
path of utility system development would be derived.

Limiting ORV use to existing roads and trails would benefit
archaeological sites only slightly. However, direct and indirect
impacts to at least 388 properties would probably continue and
road closures at Reymerr and Santa Ana would benefit these sites.

Table 4-2 shows how cultural properties in each of the 10
significant cultural areas would fare under the Proposed RMP.

Conclusion (Areas of Cultural Significance): Land ac-
quisitions and ACEC and SMA designations which specify
management for Santa Ana del Chiquiburitac, Avra Valley,
Reymert Townsite, Middle Gila and Perry Mesa would result
in long-term positive effects on at least 285 sites. On land iden-
tified for disposal, 105 sites would suffer a 10to 25 percent loss
of cultural value.

86



I-IA151 IAI

TABLE 4-2

Loss of Cultural Values in
10 Significant Areas over 20 Years

Bureau of Land Management,
Phoenix District, Arizona

Deterioration Prwd Under Current
Cultural Area Type” Management

Santa Ana Chiquiburitac

TOTAL

Avra Valley

TOTAL

Reymert Townsite

TOTAL

Middle Gila
Archaeological Zone

~AL

Perry Mesa
Archaeological

District

TOTAL

Lower Agua
Fria Valley

TOTAL

Lower Texas
Gulch

TOl’AL

Zuni-Hardscrabble
Region

TOTAL

Upper Little Colorado
Region

TOTAL

Snowflake-Mesa Redonda
Region
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5
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4
2
3
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7
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1
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2

:
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;
3
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7%
4
2
2

z%

10%
5
2
3
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*Deterioration Type: 1, Vandalism
H. ORV
III. Utility Corridor/Communication Site
IV. Natural Processes

NOTE: Value estimates are based on the judgment of the RMP Team Ar-
chaeologist and are intended to illustrate relative impacts.
Source: Phoenix District files.
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EFFECTS ON VEGETATION

Under this alternative, coordinated resource management plans
would be developed for nine grazing allotments to benefit many
important resources. These plans would incorporate grazing
management, watershed management, habitat management and
riparian management into one activity plan. Implementation
would result in improving the ecological condition on nine graz-
ing allotments. Some sites would improve faster than others,
however. The average condition of each area would be expected
to improve approximately 25 percent over the long term.

Conclusion (Vegetation): Implementation would result in a
25 percent improvement of ecological site condition on nine
allotments encompassing 243,000 acres of public land.

EFFECTS ON RIPARIAN HABITAT

Under the Proposed RMP, ?3.5 of the RMP area’s 94 miles
of public riparian habitat (see Appendix 7 of the dratl RMP/EIS)
would be retained in federal ownership and the BLM would pur-
sue the acquisition of 53,9 miles of state-owned riparian habitat
within the RCAS . Overall, the amount of riparian habitat on
public land in the RMP area would increase 36 percent. Riparian
management would be emphasized on 60.4 miles within eight
special management areas (Table 4-3) to improve habitat
condition.

Larry Canyon would be managed as an ACEC to maintain the
pristine riparian deciduous forest community. Land use restric-
tions under the designation would ensure maintenance of the the
canyon’s pristine riparian community.

A total of 630 acres of riparian habitat, including portions of
Zion and Picacho reservoirs, would be transferred to the AG&FD
under the R&PPA to be managed as aquatic and wildlife
communities.

Under the Proposed RMP, 20 miles of riparian habitat area
would be disposed of through exchanges (see Appendix 7 of the
draft RMP/EIS). The land probably would not be managed with
the overall objective of maintaining and improving riparian
habitat but would be subject to impacts from unregulated
activities such as ORVS, mining, grazing, rights-of-way construc-
tion, land treatments and water removal.

Conclusion (Riparian Habitat): Acquiring 53.9 miles of
habitat would increase public riparian habitat in the RMP area
by 36 percent. Forty-seven percent of all riparian habitat would
be managed to improve current condition.

EFFECTS ON SPECIAL STATUS PLANTS

Peebles Navajo Cactus - Pediocactus peeblesianus var.
peeblesianus - Federally listed - Endangered. Under the
Proposed RMP, the BLM would retain about 950 acres of known
habitat for the Peebles Navajo cactus. In addition, the BLM
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TABLE 4-3

Riparian Areas Proposed for Special Management
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Habitat Name Special Management Area Miles

Agua Fria Williams Mesa 5.()

Arrastre Creek Bumble Bee 2.7
Bumble Bee Creek Cordes Junction and Bumble Bee 7.7
Hassaywnpa Rl\,er Hassayampa River Riparl:tn 10.7
Larry Creek Larry C:inyon ACEC ().4
Castle Creek Bumble Bec ().9
Sycamore Creek Sycamnre Creek 0.8
Cottonwood Gulch Williams Mesa 02
Antelope Creek Bumble Bee 2.7
Gila River Gila River Riparian 15.(I
White Canyon White Canyon ACEC 3.1
Walnut Canyon White Canyon ACEC 1.2
Tule Creek Williams Mesa 2.6
Boulder Creek Williams Mew 7.4

Source: Phuenix District files.

would acquire 1,280 acres of state land and identify up to 2,420
acres of private land which either have known populations of
the species or would be needed for the management and protec-
tion of existing populations (Table 4-4).

Table 4-4

Special Status Plant Habitat Acreages
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Proposed Under Current
Plant RMP* lManagement

Peebles Navajo cactus 4,650 950
Tumamoc globeberry 123,200 126,000
Nichol Turk’s head cactus 3,100 1,960
‘1’hornber fishhook cactus 34,000 30,000
Sword milkvetch 1,280 1,560
Paperspined cactus o 40,000

*Acreages include BLM, state and private hand within the acquisition area.
Source: Phoenix District files.

Overall land tenure adjustments under the Proposed RMP
could result in 4,650 acres of suitable habitat in public owner-
ship, a 600 percent increase over the existing situation.

Acquisition of the identified state and private land would place
all known populations of the plant under the protection of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA). The federal and acquired land
would be designated as the 4,650-acre Tanner Wash ACEC and
managed to protect and promote recovery of the species,

Conclusion (Peebles Navajo Cactus): Land acquisition
could result in a 600 percent increase of suitable habitat in public
ownership. Extending federal protection to all known popula-
tions and acquiring suitable habitat would promote recovery of
the species.

Tumamoc Globeberry - Tumamoca macdougalii -
Federally listed - Endangered. Under the Proposed NW,
the BUM would retain about 5,740 acres of occupied habitat
with 40 plants while disposing of 1,060 acres with eight
plants. The BLM would dispose of approximately 33,000
acres of habitat with a high to moderate potential for oc-
currence of Tumamoca while retaining about 86,200 acres
and acquiring up to 31,300 acres of such habitat within the
proposed Silver Bell RCA. Overall, this would result in about
123,200 acres of occupied and potential habitat being in
public ownership, approximately a two percent reduction
over current habitat acres (Table 4-4).

The retention and acquisition of land into RCAS would corr-
solidate Tumamoc globcberry habitat on federal land and pres-
ent better opportunities for managing and protecting the species,
The BLM would also work with the USFWS to implement the
Tumamoc Globeberry Recovery Plan.

The eight Tumamoc globeberry plants on 1,060 acres of
occupied habitat slated for disposal probably would be destroyed
by future development, These plants represent less than one per-
cent of the protected population.

Even though land exchanges under the Proposed RMP would

reduce slightly the total amount of federally protected suitable
habitat for the Tumamoc globeberry, management of the species
would improve because the BLM would be able to protect the
species on consolidated blocks of habitat more effectively. It
is likely that intensive management for the species on retained
and acquit-cd land would more than offset losses from habitat
disposal.

Conclusion (Tumamoc Globeberry): Land tenure ad-
justments would result in about a two percent reduction in
federally protected habitat but would consolidate public owner-
ship of habitat with 40 of the 48 plants known on public land.
Long-term protection witbin consolidated public land blocks is
expected to outweigh short-term effects of habitat disposal and
be beneficial to federal efforts to protect the species,

Nichol Turk’s Head Cactus - Echinocactus horizon-
thalor?ius var. nicholii - Federally listed - Endangered.
Under the Proposed RMP, the BLM would retain in federal
ownership all 1,960 acres of the Turk’s head cactus habitat
which it currently administers in the RMP area. These acres
plus 600 acres of state and 540 acres of private land identified
for acquisition would be included in the 3, 100-acre Waterman
Mountain ACEC with specific management goals identified.
Overall, the Proposed RMP would result in a 58 percent in-
crease in the amount of Nichol Turk’s head cactus habitat in
public ownership (Table 4-4).

Acquisitions under the Proposed RMP would bring all known
populations outside the Tohono O’Odham Reservation under
federal protection. Some mineral development on existing claims
would result in the loss of additional plants and habitat, but under
the Proposed RMP, the long-term impacts of mining would be
significantly reduced. Losses due to ORV activity would also
be reduced.
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Conclusion (Nichol Turk’s Head Cactus): Land acquisi-
tions would increase federally protected habitat by 58 percent.
Protection measures under ACEC designation are expected to
provide for recovery of the species.

Thornber Fishhook Cactus - Manwni//aria thornberi -
Federal Category 2- Candidate. Under the Proposed RMP,
the BLM would retain about 22,000 acres of suitable habitat on
the west side of the Avra Valley, including known habitat for
50 plants, and acquire 12,000 acres of state land in suitable
habitat. Overall, the Proposed RMP would result in a 13 per-
cent increase in the amount of Thornber fishhook cactus habitat
on public land.

The BLM would dispose of 300 acres of habitat on the east
side of the Avra Valley west of Tucson with populations of
Thomber fishhook cactus. The plants of Thornber fishhook cac-
tus on the BLM disposal tracts are likely to be destroyed by
secondary impacts from development on adjacent private land.
These plant losses would be balanced by the acquisition of other
suitable habitat where opportunities for management of the
species would be enhanced by blocking federal ownership, e.g.,
the Silver Bell Resource Conservation Area. In addition, all
public land parcels adjacent to the Tucson Mountains Unit
of Saguaro National Monument would be retained under
BLM administration. At least one of these parcels contains
Thornber fishhook cactus.

Conclusion (Thornber Fishhook Cactus): Consolidating
federal ownership through land acquisitions would increase pro-
tected habitat by 13 percent under the Proposed RMP. Even with
the loss of some known habitat through disposal, long-term
benefits to the species under the Proposed RMP would be
positive.

Sword Milkvetch - Astraga/us xiphoiries - Federal
Category 1 - Candidate. Recent inventories have
documented the occurrence of sword milkvetch on two BLM
parcels not considered in the draft RMP/EIS. Additionally,
the U.S. Park Service has reported some new localities for
the plant within Petrified Forest National Park. Under the
Proposed RMP, the BLM would retain two of the three
known populations currently under its administration and
would manage the parcels (1,280 acres) cooperatively with
the U.S. Park Service. A tract of 280 isolated BLM acres near
Holbrook with one small population is identified for disposal.
All but three of the known sword milkvetch localities are cur-
rently under federal control. The three are on private land
which is expected to be developed in the future.

Conclusion (Sword Milkvetch): Current information on
the distribution and population size of sword milkvetch on
federal lands indicates that implementing the Proposed RMP
would contribute to conservation of the species by identify-
ing all but one of the known localities administered by the
BLM for retention. Protection of the species would be
enhanced through cooperative management with the U.S.
National Park Service.

Paperspined Cactus - Pediocactus papyracanthus -
Federal Category 2- Candidate. Under the Proposed RMP,
the BLM would dispose of all public land in Arizona with known
or suitable habitat for the paperspined cactus.

Recent inventory of habitat in the RMP area indicates the
species occurs in densities up to 900 plants per square mile
over a range of 720 square miles. Land exchanges in the
habitat area are not expected to”resuk in a significant change
from the current livestock grazing use. Although intensive
grazing systems cause local declines in some populations, no
widespread use of these systems is anticipated.

Conclusion (Paperspined Cactus): Implementing the Pro-
posed RMP would not cause a significant decline of the
species given the expected future land use and recent indica-
tions of the size and extent of the current populations.

EFFECTS ON WILDLIFE

Gila Topminnow - Poeciliopsis occidentals occiden-
tals - Federally Endangered. Under the Proposed RMP, the
Gila topminnow population in Tule Creek would be managed
and monitored. It is assumed that the existing population would
eventually be lost due to natural flooding within the Tule Creek
drainage. Under the Proposed RMP, the fish would be restocked,
however, thereby maintaining a successfully reproducing Gila
topminnow population in the RMP area.

Gila topminnows would be introduced into five of six suitable
sites to mitigate the 1981 loss of the natural population on public
land in Cocio Wash. Eight of the recommended total of 20 in-
troduction sites in Arizona are in the RMP area, but two are
in disposal areas and one is in the Larry Canyon ACEC. The
AG&FD and USFWS would not introduce fish onto public land
that is expected to leave federal ownership. Management goals
for Larry Canyon did not identify fish introductions. Acquiring
land would benefit recovery efforts as the new land is likely to
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ccmtain additional sites suitable for reintroduction. However, the
extent of this impact isunknown since theland has not yet been
inventoried for reintroduction sites.

Conclusion (Gila Topminnow): Maintaining an existing
population and reestablishing fish into five sites within their
historic range would assist in the eventual recovery of the species,

Desert Pupfish - Cyprhodon macularius - Federally
Endangered (also State-listed). Under the Proposed RMP.
the Mesquite Spring population of pupfish would be managed
and monitored. Pupfish would be introduced into three suitable
sites in the RMP area, thereby increasing the total number of
occupied sites in Arizona by 57 percent. The AG&FD and
USFWS would not put fish into two sites on land proposed for
disposal, preventing an additional 28 percent increase. However,
acquisitions under the Proposed RMP are expected to offset this
impact as it is likely that the acquired land will contain suitable
reintroduction sites.

Conclusion (Desert Pupfish): The Mesquite Spring popula-
tion would be managed and monitored and fish introduced into
three suitable sites, thus increasing the occupied sites in Arizona
by 57 percent. This, along with the acquisition of other suitable
sites, will assist in delisting the species.

Little Colorado River Spinedace - Lepidomeda vittata
- Federally Threatened. Under the Proposed RMP, 1.7 miles
or 1.5 percent of the total Little Colorado River spinedace habitat
would be removed from federal protection under the Endangered
Specie$ Act. Disposal of land would affect the fish only in Silver
Creek and would not affect the species in the four other drainages
which constitute its habitat. However, since all federal manage-
ment would be eliminated from the Silver Creek drainage, the
habitat could eventually be negatively impacted by uncontested
upstream water removal projects. DeWatering of the Silver Creek
drainage would eventually cause the loss of suitable spinedace
habitat on the disposal land. The lack of federal management
of spinedace habitat could contribute to the disappearance of the
species from Silver Creek, one of the five major drainages in-
habited by spinedace.

Conclusion (Little Colorado River Spinedace): About 1.5
percent of the total habitat (eight percent of the Silver Creek
habitat) would be removed from federal protection under the
Endangered Species Act. A September 1988 opinion by the
USFWS states that disposal of the Silver Creek habitat would
not jeopardize the species.

Desert Bighorn Sheep - Ovis canadensis mexicana -
State-listed. Under the Proposed RMP, 39,200 of the 39,330
acres of public land in crucial desert bighorn sheep habitat would
be retained and designated as a special management area to main-
tain the existing population of 50 to 60 desert bighorn. In addi-
tion, the BLM would pursue the acquisition of 11,400 acres of
state land within the management area and manage them as

crucial habitat. Overall. the land tenure adjustment would result
in a 22 percent increase in the amount of public land habitat
for bighorn sheep in the RMP area (See Table 4-5). Also, 90
percent of the total crucial habitat in the RMP area would come
under federal ownership and be actively managed for desert
bighorn sheep.

TABLE 4-5

Wildlife Habitat Acreages
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

—
Proposed Under Current

Species Rfi~* Management

Bighorn Sheep 50,600 39,330
Desert Tortoise 554,750 557,300
Pronghorn

Sycamore Mesa 63,100 9.100
Apache-Navajo o 216,200

Mule Deer 353,250 268,800
Javelina 583,650 526,000

*Acreages include BLM and state land recommended for acquisition.
Source: Arizona Game and Fish Depwtment and Phoenix District files,

Vehicular use is expected to increase throughout the Silver
Bell and West Silver Bell Mountains. ORV designations recom-
mended under the Proposed RMP would prevent habitat damage
to bighorn sheep areas and would prevent the animals from aban-
doning significant portions of the habitat. Closing 800 acres in
the lambing area on Ragged Top to vehicular use would prevent
impacts by ORVS and would reduce impacts from mining ac-
tivities. Therefore, closure would greatly benefit bighorn popula-
tions by improving bighorn lambing conditions.

Under the Proposed RMP, there would be no new surface
disturbance from major right-of-way development in crucial
desert bighorn habitat because such development would be
limited to existing corridors. Construction of such rights-of-way
in the designated utility corridor along the western edge of crucial
habitat would conflict with bighorn travel between crucial habitat
and the Tohono O’Odham Reservation, but mitigating measures
would keep conflicts to a minimum and maintain the travel
corridor.

Designating Confidence Peak as a communication site would
negatively impact bighorn use of 400 acres of habitat in the
vicinity of the peak. One existing facility is accessed by a jeep
trail. Construction, maintenance and use of communication
facilities would create additional intrusions into bighorn habitat.

Prohibiting surface occupancy on oil and gas leases within
30,200 acres of crucial desert bighorn habitat would benefit
bighorn by preventing habitat destruction and disruption of
habitat use patterns.

Conclusion (Desert Bighorn Sheep): The existing popula-
tion of 50 to 60 is expected to remain stable. The BLM’s objec-
tive to maintain a viable population in the Silver Bell-West Silver
Bell Mountains and to increase habitat capability would be met.
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Desert Tortoise - Gopherus agassizi. Under the Proposed
RMP, 377,200 acres of the 557,300 public land acres current-
ly within the range of desert tortoise would be retained. In
addition, the BLM would pursue the acquisition of 177,540
additional acres within this range. Overall land tenure ad-
justments would result in BLM management of 554,740 acres
within desert tortoise range, less than a one percent decrease
in public land habitat (See Table 4-5).

The BLM would retain 58,740 of the 61,300 acres of tortoise
habitat identified as important and acquire 22,032 additional
acres. Overall, the Proposed RMP would result in a 30 percent
increase in the amount of known important tortoise habitat on
public land in the RMP area. This important habitat in the
Picacho Mountains, Silver Bell Mountains and the Donnelly
Wash-Grayback area would be managed to maintain habitat
capability. Such management would seek to ensure the viability
of existing populations.

Identifying 7$80 acres of state landln the Picacho Moun-
tains for acquisition, designating a special management area
in the Picacho Mountains and implementing activity plan ac-
tions would result in the maintenance of existing populations
in these important habitats.

The designation of two communication sites on two of the
highest peaks in the Picacho Mountains is not expected to im-
pact desert tortoise populations because tortoise generally inhabit
the lower elevations and no roads would be constructed to access
the sites.

Vehicular use is expected to increase throughout the range of
the desert tortoise. Limiting vehicles to existing roads and trails
would prevent habitat damage and tortoise injuries. However,
impacts associated with existing roads would continue.

Approximately 32,200 acres (six percent) of desert tortoise
range on public land is included in four CRMAS. Management
plans for these areas would include actions to prevent and
mitigate tortoise habitat disturbances. However, in these CRMAs,
tortoise populations would be expected to exhibit a downward
trend in localized developed areas or areas of high visitor use
because of surface disturbances, disruption of home ranges, col-
lection and vandalism.

Conclusion (Desert Tortoise): The BLM’s objective of
maintaining the capabilities of important habitat to support
desert tortoise populations would be met through land ac-
quisitions and special management.

Pronghorn - Antilocapra americana. The RMP area has
two areas that support populations of pronghorn antelope, one
on Sycamore Mesa east of Cordes Junction and the other in
Apache and Navajo counties. On Sycamore Mesa, antelope in-
habit about 78,000 acres of which about 12 percent (9,100 acres)
is currently public land.

Under the Proposed RMP, all 9,100 acres of Sycamore Mesa
and Perry Mesa habitat would be retained. In addition, the BLM
would pursue the acquisition of 54,000 acres of habitat on state
land. Overall land tenure adjustments would result in the BLM

administering 63,100 acres of pronghorn habitat, a 590 per-
cent increase over the existing situation (See Table 4-5). Public
and acquired pronghorn habitat would be managed to protect
and improve habitat conditions and to facilitate pronghorn move-
ment throughout their habitat. Active management of pronghorn
habitat would result in a slight increase in pronghorn numbers.

Under the Proposed RMP, public land comprising 24 percent
of a pronghorn travel corridor between Sycamore Mesa and
Chino Valley would be disposed of through exchanges. The
majority of this land would be developed under private owner-
ship, which would greatly restrict pronghorn movement through
the corridor. The loss of the travel corridor would contribute
to the geographic isolation of the mesa and valley populations
and subsequent loss of genetic diversity,

In Apache and Navajo counties, public land amounts to about
seven percent of the two counties’ total pronghorn habitat. Under
the Proposed RMP, all public land pronghorn habitat would be
disposed of. Two percent of this disposal land is near land which
is currently being subdivided and is likely to be developed in
the near future. As subdivisions become numerous and human
occupants settle in, the land would lose its value as pronghorn
habitat.

Conclusion (Pronghorn): Through land acquisitions, public
land habitat on Sycamore Mesa would increase by 590 percent
and be actively managed. Numbers would increase slightly even
though restricted movement through the travel corridor would
be more restricted because of land disposal and subsequent
new development in the area. Two percent of the total habitat
in Apache and Navajo counties would eventually be abandoned
as a result of subdivision development, but the remaining land
(five percent of the total) would continue to provide habitat.

Mule Deer - Odocoi/eus hemionus. Under the Proposed
RMP, 182,000 acres of public land which supports medium to
high density mule deer populations would be retained. In addi-
tion, the BLM would pursue the acquisition of 171,250 acres
of such habitat. Overall land tenure adjustments under the Pro-
posed RMP would result in the BLM administering 353,250
acres of mule deer habitat in the RMP area, a 31 percent in-
crease (See Table 4-5).

The majority of this public land is in the White Canyon RCA
with the remainder in the Picacho Mountain and Black Canyon
RCAS. The land is currently providing high value deer habivat
and would be managed to erisure that it continues to provide
important mule deer habitat.

Under the Proposed RMP, 93,000 acres of the public land in
the RMP area that provides mule deer habitat would be disposed
of through exchanges. More than half is in areas that are likely
to be developed in the near future. The land would eventually
support few or no deer.

Mule deer habitat would be managed under two updated HMPs
(Black Canyon and Middle Gila) and one new HMP (Picacho
Mountains). Management actions directed toward maintaining
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and improving mule deer habitat would be undertaken and mule
deer numbers should increase in these areas.

ORV designations limiting vehicles to existing roads and trails
in the majority of the RMP area and closing specific areas would
prevent the Iossof deer habitat and harassment of mule deer.
ORV designation would prevent localized decreases in mule deer
numbers caused by heavy off-road vehicular use.

Conclusion (Mule Deer): Land acquisitions would increase
public land habitat supporting medium to high density popula-
tions by 31 percent and total habitat capability would increase
by three percent because of ORV designations and improvements
planned under updated HMPs.

Javelina - Dicotyles tajacu. Under the Proposed RMP,
453,000 of the 526,000 acres of public land currently support-
ing medium to high density javelina populations would be
retained. In addition, the BLM would attempt to acquire 130,650
acres of such habitat. Overall land tenure adjustments under the
Proposed RMP would result in an II percent increase in public
land javelina habitat in the RMP area.

Black Canyon, hke Pleasant, White Canyon, Silver Bell and
Picacho Mountains RC.M would be managed to ensure good con-
dition javelina habitat. Acquired land would block up extensive
areas in the four RCAS which would be managed to benefit
javelina.

About one-third of the javelina habitat identified for disposal
is in areas likely to be developed soon. Once the land begins
to be developed, it would lose value as javelina habitat and would
support lower densities. The javel ina that do remain would event-
ually become nuisance animals on private land.

Javelina habitat would be managed under three updated HMPs
(Black Canyon, Middle Gila and Silver Bell-Baboquivari) and
one new HMP (Picacho Mountains). Public land would con-
tinue to support existing populations and javelina numbers would
increase in areas where habitat improvements are instituted.

ORV designations limiting vehicles to existing roads and trails
in the majority of the RMP area and closure of specific areas
would prevent the loss of habiW and the harassment of javelina.
ORV restrictions would contribute to the maintenance of im-
portant habitat.

Conclusion (Javelina): Public land supporting medium to
high density populations would increase by 11percent. Acquisi-
tion of state land in five RCAS would benefit by blocking up areas
of important habitat and maintaining or improving habitat quality.
The BLM’s objective to increase habitat capability by four per-
cent would be realized. ORV designations would prevent local-
ized losses caused by heavy off-road vehicular use.

EFFECTS ON WILD,
FREE-ROAMING BURROS

Under the Proposed RMP, 80,800 acres of historic burro
habitat in the proposed Lake Pleasant Resource Conservation
Area would be designated a special management area (SMA)
for burros. The SMA would include current public land and land
identified for acquisition. Including acquired land, the public
land used by burros would increase by three percent. The
designation of the burro herd SMA and subsequent implemen-
tation of a herd management area plan would provide for a base
herd of 80 burros.

The proposed increase in burro densities to about one animal
per 1,000 acres would increase breeding interaction and would
halt the current population decline. ORV restrictions proposed
under this alternative would benefit burros by reducing the
opportunities for harassment of burros in remote, roadless areas,

Conclusion (Wild, Free-Roaming Burros): A three per-
cent increase in public land for use by burros, the reduction in
harassment incidents through ORV restrictions and an activity
plan detailing other protection measures would allow for the
maintenance of an 80-animal herd without negatively impacting
vegetation.
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EFFECTS ON RECREATION USE

Under the Proposed RMP, existing opportunities for unstruc-
tured and dispersed recreation activities would be maintained
(Table 4-6). Additional efforts would be made to enhance these
opportunities or contribute to the development of new activities
or recreation facilities through R&PPA leases, CRMAS and
BLM-managed recreation areas.

Five R&PP leases totaling 2,830 acres would be issued.
Urban-based recreation opportunities would benefit from this
action because the availability of low cost federal land would
enable state and local governments to build and expand parks,
recreation sites and wildlife protection areas. The areas would
satisfy the needs of local governments to provide developed and
intensively managed visitor facilities accessible to expanding
metropolitan areas.

Five cooperative recreation management areas (CRMAS)
totalling 33$00 acres would be managed cooperatively with
local governments for intensive recreation purposes--23,600 of
these acres are outside the identified RCA boundaries. These
CRMAS would greatly enhance recreation opportunities in the
RMP area by making large blocks of land near major
metropolitan areas available for various open space recreation
pursuits. Through a series of land exchanges, the BLM would
work to consolidate public ownership within and would
cooperatively manage with local governments the Lake Pleasant,
Black Canyon Trail, San Tan Mountains, Tortolita Mountains
and Sawtooth Mountains CRMAS.

The establishment of seven resource conservation areas (RCAS)
would provide extensive areas of
unstructured recreation activities.

public land for dispersed;
Limiting ORVS to existing

roads and trails would prevent surface disturbance in these RCAS
and protect the visual and scenic qualities of each area.

Legal access routes would be acquired into the Sawtooth,
Picacho, Coyote and Baboquivari mountains. Recreationists
would be assured of future access to these areas through
private land parcels.

The BLM would play a major role in the development of
Maricopa County’s Lake Pleasant Regional Park by entering into
a management agreement with Maricopa County for managing
the park, with development centered on public land. Through
this agreement, the BLM can offer a wide variety of water-based
recreation opportunities not presently available on Phoenix
District public land. The BLM and Maricopa County will
manage the public land within the expanded park boundaries.
The Lake Pleasant master plan calls for a new lodge, two
marinas, restaurants, campgrounds, roads, trails and a primitive
area. A new paved highway across public land into the park from
State Highway 74 was dedicated on August 26, 1987.

Vkitor use of the park and surrounding BLM-managed public
land would rise considerably as the lake fills and new facilities
are developed.

Existing dispersed recreation opportunities on public land out-
side the regional park would be maintained or enhanced by
establishment of the Lake Pleasant RCA.

Open space recreation opportunities would be greatly ex-
panded by the establishment of the Hells Canyon Recreation
Management Area and by blocking up public land in the RCA.
Hiking, backpacking, plant and wildlife sightseeing and camp-
ing would increase. ORV and all-terrain vehicle use (confined
to existing roads and trails) would also increase.

TABLE 4-6

Projected Long-Term Recreation Visits Per Year
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Motorized
Use Areas Travel Camping Fishing Hunting Other Totals

Baboquivari/
Coyote Mtns. 100 800 0 200 1,300 2,400

Silver Bell/
Sawtooth Mtns. 17,100 6,000 0 14,000 28,000 65,100

Picacho Mtns./
Reservoir 200 250 0 300 500 1,250

Gila River
Canyons 13,660 3,000 400 17,400 23,000 57,460

Black Canyon
Area 9,275 3,000 0 1,000 11,800 25,075

Lake Pleasant
Region 402,400 300,000 400,000 35,300 62,000 1,200,000

Scattered tracts 450 50 0 175 420 1,095

TOTALS 442,485 313,100 400,400 68,375 127,020 1,352,380

Source: Phoenix District files.
Recreation Management Information System Data.
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Under the Proposed RME the Black Canyon RCA would pro-
vide improved unstructured and diverse recreation opportunities.
Visitor use levels would increase in all recreation types because
of population growth and the increased availability of public land,
but the greatest increase (about 100 percent) is anticipated in
hiking, backpacking, backcountry camping and equestrian use.
The establishment, marking and signing of the 60-mile Black
Canyon Hiking and Equestrian Trail (CRMA-BLM and
Maricopa/Yavapai counties) would be the major contributor in
the growth in nonmotorized activities.

The Gila River canyons would continue to provide unstruc-
tured and undeveloped dispersed recreation opportunities. The
types and patterns of most recreation use, except nonmotorized,
would remain similar to that of the present, with visitor use gains
averaging 28 percent. Nonmotorized travel would experience the
greatest visitor use gains (70 percent) because the Trans-Arizona
Trail crosses the area and because of the popularity of White
and Walnut canyons to hikers. Outstanding scenic, wildlife.
riparian and cultural values would attract hikers and permit
nature study and observation.

Cross-country ORV use would be limited to existing roads
and trails in the area, but ORV use levels would still increase
as there are numerous trails and roads available to pursue those
activities.

The Picacho Mountains would continue to provide unstruc-
tured and dispersed recreation opportunities under the Proposed
RMP. About 75 percent of existing ORV opportunities would
be lost, however, with the disposal of the northern portion of
the Picacho Range. The quality of backcountry or primitive
recreation experiences would decline somewhat because of ad-
ditional microwave communication site development on Newman
Peak. Improved legal access would increase hunting, sightsee-
ing, camping, hiking and wildlife observation opportunities. The
area would remain an excellent setting to observe desert tortoise
and deer populations.

The area comprising the Sawtooth Mountains and Silver Bell
Mountain complex would provide both developed and
undeveloped dispersed types of recreation opportunities. The
quality of those opportunities would increase because of managed
visitor use, including ORV designations and establishment of
several special management areas. The Sawtooth Mountains
would be developed as a CRMA, enhancing recreation oppor-
tunities in the area.

The types and patterns of recreation use would remain similar
to present ones except in the Sawtooth Mountains. Additional
residential development in the Altar Valley and nearby retire-
ment communities would increase visitor use levels by an average
of 37 percent, with the greatest gains in ORV and other motorized
use. Hunting levels would remain static due to unchanged small maintained. Reliable access would increase hunting in the eastern
game and deer populations. canyons of the Coyote Mountains.

In the Coyote and Baboquivari mountains, tbe types, patterns
and level of visitor use. except motorized, would triple over the Scattered Tracts. The sale, exchange and disposal of many
long term as legal access is provided to these public land areas. scattered tracts of BLM land under this alternative would cause
Outstanding rockclimbing, hiking, primitive camping, wildlife a loss of 88 percent of existing recreation opportunities associated
observation, sightseeing and backcountry experiences would be with this land.
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Conclusion (Recreation): Consolidated public ownership of
land in seven RCAS would provide expanded open space recrea-
tion opportunities near major metropolitan centers. Five CRMAS
would allow development of intensively managed recreation areas
and five R&PP leases would significantly improve local govern-
ments’ ability to provide urban-oriented recreation facilities.

Mitigating Measures

No specific mitigation measures have been identified in this
RMP/EIS that would reduce the impacts of implementing the
Proposed RMP. Mitigation is deemed necessary when the ELM
begins implementing actions identified in the approved
RMP/EIS. At that time, an environmental assessment identify-
ing the environmental impacts of each activity plan will be
developed and specific mitigation measures will be incorporated
into the assessment to lessen those impacts. Therefore, mitiga-
tion measures will be incorporated on a site-specific basis as
this RMP is implemented.

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

No mitigation measures have been identified to lessen the
adverse impacts of implementing the Proposed RMP. When the
BLM begins implementing the plan, site-specific mitigation will
be developed to mitigate the impacts identified during the en-
vironmental assessment process. At this time, all adverse impacts
identified in this RMP/EIS are considered unavoidable.

land and resources in the Phoenix RMP area. To accomplish
this objective, it is anticipated that the BLM will dispose of some
land containing resource values that would be better protected
under federal ownership. However, the benefits of achieving the
long-term objectives of this plan outweigh the short-term loss
of some resource values that would occur as the plan is
implemented.

The land tenure adjustment program identified in the RMP/EIS
has many such short-term tradeoffs. Scattered public land that
provides limited recreation opportunities would be exchanged
for large blocks that would provide extensive recreation oppor-
tunities near large population centers. Land identified for disposal
may contain one or more resource values that would benefit from
federal protection; however, through the disposal of these tracts,
the ELM would acquire land and consolidate ownership in
areas containing, in most instances, resource values in greater
abundance than those present on the disposal parcels.
Therefore, over the short term land disposals may negatively
impact some resources, but over the long term many would
be greatly benefited.

Irreversible And Irretrievable
Commitments Of Resources

It is assumed that effects (impacts) to resources from im-
plementing the Proposed RMP would be both irreversible and
irretrievable over the long term (five to 20 years). A discussion
of both direct (immediate) and indirect (future) effects of im-
plementing the Proposed RMP is included in the environmen-
tal consequences narrative in Chapter 4 of this document. The
consequences of implementing the other alternatives studied are
summarized in Table S-1 of the draft RMP/EIS.

Short-Term Use Versus
Long-Term Productivity

The basic objective of the RMP/EIS is to provide for efficient
and environmentally sound long-term management of the public
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CHAPTER 5

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Introduction

This Phoenix Resource Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) is being prepared by specialists
from the Phoenix District OffIce and the Phoenix Resource Area.
The Arizona State Office planning staff and resource specialists
provide technical reviews and suggestions. Developing this
RMP/EIS began in 1986.

LIST OF PREPARERS

Tim L, Sanders, Team Leader - Draft RMP/EIS
BS in Wildlife Biology, MS in Agricultural Economics, New
Mexico State University. He has worked nine years for the
BLM.

Don Ducote, Assistant Team Leader - Draft RMP/EIS;
Team Leader - Proposed RMP/FEIS

BS in Education, MS in Botany, University of Arizona, He
has worked for the BLM for nine years.

Wendell G. Peacock, Word Process Operator
BA in Mass Communications, Arizona State University.
Wendell provided word processing and technical assistance.
He has worked two years for the BLM.

Wanda D. Johnson, Editorial Assistant
AA in Business Administration, Big Bend Community
College, Washington. Wanda provided word processing and
technical assistance. She has worked 4.5 years for the BLM.

Hector B. Abrego, Realty Specialist
BS in Range Science, Texas A&M; Lands training at
Phoenix Training Center. Hector wrote the Land sections.
He has worked 11 years for the BLM.

Clair Button, Botanist
BY in Natural Resources, University of Michigan. Clair
wrote the Special Status Plants section. He has worked for
the BLM for 10 years.

Joyce Cook, Public Contact Specialist
Joyce created the land status maps and was responsible for
verifying the cartographic input and all land status infor-
mation. She has worked for the BLM for 15 years.

William R. Gibson, Archaeologist
BS in Business Administration; graduate studies in
Archaeology, Arizona State University. Bill wrote the
Cultural Resources sections. He has worked for the BLM
for nine years.

Richard B. Hanson, Outdoor Recreation Planner
BS in Parks and Recreation Resource Management,
Michigan State University, Rich prepared the Recreation
sections. He has worked for the BLM for 11,years.

O. Lee Higgins, Supervisory Range Conservationist
BS in Range Management and Wildlife Biology, New
Mexico State University. Lee helped with the Rangeland
Management section in the Proposed RMP/FEIS, He has
worked for the BLM 16 years,

Sylvia Jordan, Wildlife Biologist
BS Wildlife Management, Arizona State University. Sylvia
wrote the Riparian and Wildlife sections. She has worked
13 years for the BLM.

Russell W, Krapf, Soil Scientist
BA in Chemistry, California Western University. MS in
Agricultural Chemistry and Soils, University of Arizona.
PhD in Soil Science, University of Idaho. Russ prepared
the responses to the Soil, Water and Air and Watershed
Management related public comments. He has worked 10
years for the BLM.

Joann Landis, Word Process Operator
Joann provided word processing for the Proposed
RMP/FEIS, She has worked 23 years in federal service.

Kimberly J. Fritz, Range Conservationist
BS in Environmental Resources, Arizona State University;
Range Training at Phoenix Training Center. Kim wrote the
Range Management Section in the draft RMP/EIS.
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Glenn F. Martin, Natural Resources Specialist
ES in Forestry, major in Range Management, University
of Idaho. Glenn wrote the Wild Burro sections. He has
worked for the BLM for 29 years,

Jack C. Norris, Range Conservationist
BS in Agriculture Production/Range Management, Montana
State University. Jack helped with Watershed Management
and wrote the Vegetation section in the draft RMP/EIS and
helped with the Rangeland Management section in the Pro-
posed RMP/FEIS. He has worked 21 years for the BLM.

David A. Plume, Geologist
BS in Geology, Metropolitan State College, Colorado. David
wrote the Minerals section in the draft RMP/EIS.

John H. Schuler, Biologist
BS in Botany, University of Wk,consin, Milwaukee; MA
in Botany, University of Montana. John was responsible for
the Special Status Plants section in the draft RMP/EIS.

Amos Sloan, Jr., Cartographic Aid
Certificate of Engineering Technology/Surveying. Western
Indian Polytechnic Institute, New Mexico. Amos did carto-
graphic work for the RMP/EIS. He has worked two years
for the BLM.

Mark E. Van Der Puy, Hydrologist
BS in Letters and Forestry, Calvin College, Michigan; ES
in Forestry. University of Michigan; MS in Watershed
Management, University of Arizona. Mark was responsi-
ble for the Soil, Water and Air section and helped with the
Watershed Management section in the draft RMP/EIS.

ARTWORK AND GRAPHICS

Larry Davis
Myrna Fink
Judith A. McDonald

STATE OFFICE AND PHOENIX
DISTRICT ASSISTANCE

The following people from the ELM’s Arizona State Office
provided technical assistance and review for this RMP/EIS.

D. Dean Bibles, Arizona State Director
Lynn H. Engdahl, Associate State Director
Larry P. Bauer, Deputy State Director, Mineral Resources
Beaumont C. McClure. Deputy State Director, Land and

Renewable Resources

Robert E. Archibald, Jr., Realty Specialist
Jane Closson, Writer-Editor
Eugene Dahlem, Wildlife Biologist
Daniel J. McGlothlin, Hydrologist
Keith L. Pearson, Planning and Environmental Coordinator
Alan S. Rabinoff, Geologist
George W. Ramey, Range Conservationist
Gary D. Stumpf, Archaeologist
Larry D. Taddia, Supervisory Cartographic Technician
Bruce B. Talbot, Outdoor Recreation Planner
Marvin E. Weiss, Natural Resource Specialist

The following people from the BLM’s Phoenix District
Office provided technical assistance and review for this
RMP/EIS.

Henri R. Bisson, Phoenix District Manager
Herman L. Kast, Associate District Manager
Arthur E. Tower, Phoenix Resource Area Manager

Kirby Boldan, Realty Specialist
Mary Barger, Archaeologist
Paul J. Buff, Assistant District Manager, Minerals
William K. Carter, Planning and Environmental Coordinator
Theodore E. Cordery, Wil~ife Biologist
Karen Daniels, Computer Specialist -
Kenneth R. Drew, Assistant District Manager,
Robert D. Mitchell, Range Conservationist
William J. Ruddick, Realty Specialist
Richard Thomas, Public Affairs Specialist

Operations

SCOPING (Issue Identification)

Scoping served to identify the significant issues to be ana-
lyzed in the RMP/EIS and de-emphasized or eliminated from
detailed study insignificant issues or issues addressed in earlier
environmental reviews. The significant environmental issues
were then incorporated into a range of alternatives, and the ef-
fects or impacts of implementing the alternatives were analyzed
in this RMP/EIS.

The BLM held several public scoping meetings to help iden-
tify public concerns about issues. Based on professional judg-
ment. ELM resource specialists also identified issues. A review
of all issues by resource managers and an interdisciplinary team
concluded the scoping process.
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The scoping process for this RMP/EIS involved several phases,
extending from February 1986 to April 1988.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND CONSULTATION
DURING DEVELOPMENT OF THE RMP/EIS

An active public participation program was conducted from
the start of the planning process for this document. The follow-
ing section highlights the public participation opportunities
available during the RMP’s development.

January 1986
Federal Register notice, press release and public mailing
(900 individuals and groups) announcing the beginning of
the Phoenix RMP/EIS and inviting public participation on
issue identification.

February 1986
Public meetings held in Tucson, Phoenix, Holbrook and
St. Johns to solicit comments on planning issues.

May 1986
Issue newsletter (900 recipients) with issue identification
results.

March through September 1986
Interest group scoping meetings included environmental
groups, special interest public land users, city, county, state
and federal government officials and Indian tribal councils.

November 1986
Issue newsletter (900 recipients) to solicit comments on
preliminary alternatives.

December 1986
Public meetings in Tucson, Phoenix, Holbrook and St.
Johns to solicit comments on alternatives.

Janu~ry through July 1987
Continue meetings with interest groups and individuals to
discuss alternatives.

July 1987
Issue newsletter describing final list of alternatives chosen
for study in the RMP/EIS.

January 1988
Publish draft RMP/EIS and begin 90-day public comment
period.

February 1988
Public hearings in Tucson and Phoenix to solicit comments
on the drafi RMP/EIS.

December 1988
Publish Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS,
AND PERSONS TO WHOM COPIES

OF THIS STATEMENT WILL BE SENT

Because of the size of the mailing list (900), only a partial
list of those who will receive the document follows.

Federal Agencies
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Department of Agriculture

Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service

Department of Defense
Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Air Force

Department of Energy
Department of the Interior

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Reclamation
Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
Fish and Wildlife Service
Geological Survey
National Park Service

Environmental Protection Agency

Arizona State Agencies

Arizona Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Arizona Department of Health Services
Arizona Department of Library, Archives, and Public Records
Arizona Department of Transportation
Arizona Game and Fish Department
Arizona Office of Economic Planning and Development
Arizona Oil and Gas Commission
Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission
Arizona State Clearinghouse
Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer
Arizona State Land Commissioner
Arizona State Parks Board
Arizona Department of Water Resources
Bureau of Geology and Mineral Technology
Governor’s Commission on Arizona Environment
Mineral Resource Department
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COORDINATIONCXNVSULT?XIION AND

Local Agencies

Central Arizona Association of Governments
City of Casa Grande
City of Eloy
City of Phoenix
City of Superior
City of Tucson
Gila County Planning and Zoning Department
Maricopa County Association of Governments
Maricopa County Board of Supervisors
Maricopa County Parks Department
Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Commission
Mohave County Board of Supervisors
Mohave County Planning and Zoning Commission
Northern Arizona Council of Governments
Pima County Association of Governments
Pima County Board of Supervisors
Pima County Parks and Recreation Department
Pima County Planning and Zoning Department
Pinal County Board of Supervisors
Pinal County Planning and Zoning Department
Yavapai County Board of Supervisors
Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Department

Indian Tribes and Councils

Ak-Chin Indian Community
Fort McDowell Mohave-Apache Community Council
Gila River Indian Community
Hopi Tribal Council
Navajo Tribal Council
Pascua Yaqui Tribal Council
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Community Council
Tohono O’Odham Council
Yavapai-Apache Community Council
Yavapai-Prescott Board of Directors

League of Women Voters
National Audubon Society
Natural Resources Defense Council, Incorporated
New Mexico and Arizona Land and Cattle Company
News Media
Oil and Gas Compapies
ORV Clubs
Phoenix District Advisory Council
Phoenix-Lower Gila Resource Area Grazing Advisory Board
Public Lands Council
Rockhound Clubs
Santa Fe Minerals
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter
Sierra Club. Rincon Chapter
Sierra Club, Southwest Office
United Four-Wheel-Drive Association
Wild Burro Protection Association
The Wilderness Society
Wildlife Society
Yuma Audubon Society

Elected Representatives

Interest Groups

Arizona
Arizona
Arizona
Arizona
Arizona
Arizona
Arizona
Arizona
Arizona

Cattle Growers Association
Desert Bighorn Sheep Society
Mining Association
Mining and Prospecting Association
Nature Conservancy
Outdoor Coalition
Prospectors and Small Mine Operators Association
Public Service
State Association of Four-Wheel-Drive Clubs,

Incorporated
Arizona Wildlife Federation
Audubon Society
Bureau of Land Management Advisory Board
Defenders of Wildlife
Desert Tortoise Council
International Society for the Protection of Mustangs and Burros
Kingman Grazing Advisory Board
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FEDERAL

Senator Dennis DeConcini
Senator John McCain
Representative Jim Kolbe
Representative Jon Kyl
Representative Bob Stump
Representative Morris K. UdalI
Representative John J. Rhodes III

STATE

Governor Rose Mofford
Speaker of the House
President of the Senate



PUBLIC COMMENTS

Public Comments On The Draft
RMP/EIS

The results of public comments on the draft RMP/EIS are
separated into three sections: 1)ELM’s general response to public
comments 2) public hearing transcripts 3) public comment let-
ters and BLM’s specific responses.

BLM’s General Response to Comments

Planning Process: This response is designed to clari~ the
differences between the various levels in the ELM planning pro-
cess. Detailed information is available in the Planning Regula-
tions (43 CFR 1600) and the BLM Planning Manual (Sections
1600 through 1630).

The planning system incorporates three tiers: the most general
is the policy tier that identifies goals, objectives, priorities, alter-
natives and other factors for use in planning. Illustrative of this
is the Arizona State Director Policy for Resource Management
Planning that directs the initiation and development of resource
management plans throughout the state.

The Resource Management Plan (RMP) is a second tier. This
general document outlines planning goals and actions for multi-
ple use management of the public lands in a district or resource
area. The RMP establishes the combinations of land and resource
uses; related levels of investment and production and/or protec-
tion to be maintained; and general management practices and
constraints for the various public land resources covered by the
plan. These are set forth as the terms, conditions and decisions
that apply to BLM management activities and operations and
are presented in the form of multiple-use prescriptions and plan
elements.

Plan conclusions must reflect Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) principles for planning and multi-
ple use objectives (PL 94-579, Title II, Section 202.). Alter-
native solutions for major competitive situations, trade-offs,
environmental consequences and other effects are always con-
sidered in the formulation of plan alternatives. The RMP is not
a final implementation decision on actions which require fur-
ther specific plans, process steps or decisions under specific pro-
visions of law and regulations.

The third tier of planning (the activity plan) shows in detail
how to carry out the particular uses provided for in the RMP
tier. Activity plans are generally resource program specific;
however, they may involve more than one resource program. For
example, this RMP/EIS document lists the development of
activity plans as as a management action for implementation of
the RMP. The activity plans for these areas would detail,
specifically, how management goals would be carried out, a
schedule for implementation, and budget requirements.

Upon approval of the RMP in a Record of Decision (ROD),
some actions may be immediately implemented. Implementa-
tion of most specific actions, however, depends on the comple-
tion of environmental assessments and compliance with all
applicable laws.

Section 7 Consultation: Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA), requires every federal
agency, in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
to ensure that any action it authorizes, finds or carries out is
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any listed
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
critical habitat. Further, Section 7 requires federal agencies to
confer with the Secretary on any action which is likely to jeopar-
dize the continued existence of proposed species or result in the
destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat.

Pursuant to an understanding with the USFWS during infor-
mal consultation in October 1987, this Proposed RMP/FEIS has
been submitted to the USFWS for consultation under Section
7 of the ESA.

Management Guidance: Several public comments expressed
concern that proposals in the RMP would conflict with the
ELM’s policies for wildlife management. Proposals which iden-
tify federal candidate species habitat or riparian areas for possible
disposal were of particular concern. Guidelines for management
and planning of candidate wildlife habitat and riparian areas,
as expressed in IM-WO-87-684, Executive Orders 11988 and
11990 and the BLM Planning Regulations, do not automatically
prohibit disposal of candidate species habitat or riparian areas,

As stated at several points in the draft RMP/EIS and this Pro-
posed RMP/FEIS, a decision to dispose of public land is based
upon the results of environmental assessments for every disposal
action. The importance of the habitat or area with regard to its
overall abundance and distribution, the importance of federal
management in its overall survival, the foreseeable uses of the
habitat or area in non-public ownership and the differences be-
tween feasible federal and non-federal protection for the habitat
or area are some of the factors (considered during the
environmental assessment process) which would influence a final
federal management decision to dispose of or retain the land.

BLM must select the best overaH multiple use plan for each
area, Therefore, management cannot exclude from disposal any
land because — and only because — the land is candidate species
habitat or riparian area. The disposal of land does not occur
without the acquisition of land. As stated in the draft and pro-
posed RMPs, the ELM’s goal is to acquire values equal to or
greater than those on disposal land, and only if environmental
assessments indicate disposal would be an option.
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MR. SANDERS: It’s 7:oO. I appreciate

everybody shmwi. ng “p tOnjgh t.. We are very much

interested in your comments on the Phoenix

Resc,\)rce Management p]an, and I ~,le~5 1 ~o,ljd

Like to stress that,s primarily what our job

tonjght is: To listen to you, listen t.o what yc,v

have to say concerning the management pi=” that

de have outljned for public comment.

Ry design, this gathering tonight is a

?ub]ic hea,-ing, and it’s sandwiched in between

lur 90-day Environmental Impact Statement.

We do have a court reporter present,

Ind she will prepare a transcript of whatever is

;aid t.onjght while the. hearing is in

lrogress. And we have a podium dOwn here for

peakers to come down and speak a“d let. us know

!hat you think about the Phoenix Resource

Management. plan.

Larry Rauer, on my ]eft, is the u~~~jn~

tficer, and he will have a short introduction to

ake and, then, we Wi]] go intO listening t.o the

peakers a“d recording those sPeak~r~,

Following the opening and closing of

he hearing, we will have a question-and-answe I-

ession, and We w$ll. be glad to answer any

‘4

questions you have about the Phoenix Resource

Management, Plan. After that, we Will be glad tc)

talk to anybody who wants to, one-on-one.

With that introduction, J would like to

turn the meeting over to our Hearing Officer,

L,arry Bauer.

MR , FIA[lER: Ladjes and gentlemen, this

public hearing bill will now come to order.

I would like to $nt.reduce myself. My

name is I,arry Fiauer, and I’m the Deputy State

Ilirect.or for managers at. the RLM office on 7th

Street in Phoenix. I have been appointed Arizona

state director by Mr. Dean Bibles to rondllrt this

public hearing under the authorities of the

Secretary of The Interjor.

This hearing concerns the Phoenix

Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact

Statement in the BLM Phoenix Resource Area.

Most. of you, undoubtedly, signed the

attendance sheet as you came into the room. [f

you have not. done so, I would encourage you to

sign in so that we can have a written attendance

for the record here.

If you plan to make a statement this

evening, please be sure to select the appropriate
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space on the .at,tenda”ce sheet. or gi v<? yOUT “,~mc

to 1!s so we can call on YOU.

This hearing witl be r,?cmrrled by a

court reporter, who will prepare a transcript of

everything that. is said t.hiS evt?ning. If you

wish to obtain a COPY of the transcript, you

should make arrange rnent.s through Henry Wisson,

who is the Phoenix District Manager or Art Tower,

the Phoenix Resourc<? Area Manager, or Mr. Tim

sanders who is the team leader for the Phoenix

Resource Area, RMF/E IS. At this time, r would

like to say a few words about the Phoenix

Resource Management, Plan.

our manage rn~nt plans four alternatives

Fc>r management. of the 911,000 acres of public

lands and in RLMs Phoenix R6sourc P Area. The

land i.n question lies in eight rountics: The

ro unties of Apac he., Navajo, Mari copa, Yava pai,

Pinal, Pima, Gila and Sant,l Cruz. The plan

identifies as one of the alternatives, a RI,M-

preferred alt.(.rnative. This alternative is RLMs

lnng-rang? plan for the area of the p.l,+n and

discusses such things as land (?xchanges, utility

corridors, communj ration sites and the

rlesignat. inn OF areas of criti. c.11 environmental

0

concern. Tn addition, the plan identifies a

long-range program for nianag$ng the planning

areas for recreational re.sourr. es.

At the front of the room, we have

placed several plans which show the R1,M-preferred

plan. At the end of this hearing, the f3LM

r.epresentativ e will be able to discuss any

questions or asperts of the plan in whjch you may

be interested. Now, for a few words about the

procedures to be used durjng this hearing.

This hearing is “ot a debate or a trial

or a quest. ion-a nd-ans wer sessj on. This advjsory

hearing and all interested persons present may

make statements, either written or oral Or both,

that are pertinent to the Resource Management

Plan we are covering tonight. Your oral comments

will he reco~ded and a transcript of your

romments will appear .in the Environmental Impact

Statement. You may also obtain these in the

hearing rerord. Wrjt ten romments should be

addressed to Arthur t?. Tower, Rureau of Land

Management, Phoenix District Office, 2015 west

Deer Valley Road, Phoenix, Arizona, 85027. This

address is also included in the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement, and we have
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Icopies of that impact statement available

tonight, if you do not already have one. J would

also like to take a minute to discuss whe Te t,he

plan goes from here.

AS we stated earl .iel-, we are in the

middle of a 90-day public comment period on the

Draft RMi?/EIS. ?+fter the commsnts period closes

on April the 7.9t.li,we Will review all romments

and choose a final plan later this year. We will

isslle a final Environmental Impact Statcmrnt that.

includes a B1,M– proposed resource management

plan. 30 days after we issue the final

environmental. impact statement, we will begin t..

implement, the proposed plan.

With that intro ductjo”n we will now

begin this hearing.

Are there any governmental officials

here tonight, who Wjsh to make a Stat emon+?. ~f

not, .irth”r, would you bring the list. over so we

can call the PC OPIP 5n order that. they came i“?

Our first. speaker tonight is MT. R.H.

Johnson. At the begjnning, I will tell you, y,nu

h,~ve up to 10 minutes to speak, and T w;l 1

indicate when you have two minutes on that t<me

I \~ft, if you have not finished. Th,?n, we will go

H

ahead onto the next speaker.

MR. JOHNSON: I’m R.H. Johnson.

MR. BAUER: Please step up to our

microphone, here.

MR . JoHNSON: I own the Desert 1{;11s Ranrh

Morristown, Arizona, 72 sections. [Jnder this

proposal , eight sections of that ranch are being

considered as a trade to developers. If this

trade takes place, it will effectively amount to

eight sections of Arizona trade of state lands

that. A!i.11 be technically landlocked that we will

not have access to. In t.h.is eight acres, there

is one of our wells and corrals a“d some of the

oest grazing lands on the ranch.

This effectively will reduce the size

>f the ranch by I Z-and-a-half percent. We have

?reviou sly, as of December the 2Rt.h, 1987,

?repa red our options in writing to Mr. Ris son. 7.

$ould like to have that letter go ,into the reco~d

>r if not, we will be g.1.ad to update it and

)re sent. it again.

You have the letter. Should I re-sc. nd

t or will it be satisfactory as written?

MR. RAUER: Henri, WO1lICI you ai)swr-r that?

MR. BISSON: That<s fine.



MR. FIAHER: Okay.

MR. JOHNSON: That will become a part. of

the record?

MR. 131ssON: Yes, sir.

MR. RAUER: Thank yOU, Very much, Mr.

Johnson.

The second speaker ;s Allen

Klinefelter.

MR. KLTNEFEI,TER: Yes, sir. I’m Allen

Klineteltr?r and T’m R.H. ,Tohnson’s cattl(:

partner.

Mr. Johnson owns Desert Hills Ranrh.

Some of you might he familiar with it. As YoU go

from Phoenix to Wicke”berq, you overpass

Morristown and you t.ul-n right at [.astle Hot

Springs Road. As you cross 74 Highway, going

east to I,ake Pleasant, when you cross that. cattle

ford for the next 10 miles you are going through

the middle of us.

It’s romprised of aboilt 75 sections,

two adverse sections, Arizona I,a”nds, 56 percent;

RL,M, 49 percent. And jn the southeast corner

there are ranches. ‘There are 59 sections that

aTe afferterl by this impact statement, eight

sertions f31,M wishes to take off the ranch and

10

sell, give, trade, whatever, to individuals. Rut

the very southeast section of! the ranch is in an

Arizona I,and I.ease section and because it’s three

sections squared, nine sections, it would

effectively cut- that section out of the ranch.

We couldn-t reach it.

‘l’here is 30 acres of Arizona lands that

comes directly north from Whitman and crosses and

comes on to US. There. is a 4–wheel drive club

that has a lease within our ranch boundaries and

that would be landlocked by this trade.

If you go on north from there, jt’s a

40-acre Arizona Land I,ease with F.nglish Wells

Windmjll, wells, and corrals that would be rut

off from the ranch. That is the primary water

source. As you probably kn~w, we try to have a

water source and have the cattle work out. in a

radius of one mjle in each direction. If two

miles, the cattle going that far wilt get foot

sores. It now leaves th~ ranch in the middle of

tour miles.

Not only will thjs effectively take off

the ran
Q

nine sections, it also will foul “p

our fencing plans, which has been removed by RLM

OF Arizona.
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Now, I WCJI1ld like t.o read this lr:t.te]-,

just. becalnse .it rovers the pojnts. Ancl also, cow

punchers don

time we shot,

said we have

help.

Henr

we, .Johnson-Kl

ljt.t, le h, sl as)

t always look like this, and the

d have be?n rleaning UP sc,mcboriy

a cow OIIt trapped th,~t. we h,~d to

Bis son< Dcrember 28th. Dear Sir:

nefelt. er; Desert Hills Ranch,

> in parentheses, request and

strongly recommend that Flureau of I,and Management

disapprove, undc~linc, the propc,sed land trac?c

with developers of eight sections in Towuship 6

north, Rangt= 2 west, set fort,h in yoIIr attached

letter, for the following reasons:

1. This action would cllt off from {he

ranch, Arizona I,and Department Graze least? lands

in Section 16, Townshjp 6 north, Rang? ? wf!st.

2. English Wells Wintmill, well and

.orrals, the only stock and giimc water source fo~

the Southeast quarter of the ranch, would be

lost.

3. FILM 4,878.43 acres of little h, slash,

)lUS Arizona I,and Department 640 act-es ii,

;ection 16, Townsh3p 6 north, Range 2 west wr>IIld

)e lost, making the cow-calf range operation no

-1-

onger economically feasible.

4. JohnsonSs jnvestmi=nt of approximately

$5,000 per graze lease section would be jest,

plus loss of j,mprovement,s.

5. TWO years’ work on approved modified

Savory Range Management. System by Arizona Land

Department Hill O,Sullivan and Bureau of Land

tianagement Range Specjaljst Loyal Hau” wO~]d be

lost as loss of eight graze sections of 13LM ]ea.se

ind one graze sect?on of Arizona Land Depart.men+.

ho developers, or by cutting off from ranch and

~ater, WouJd make cost of fencjng, posts, labor,

~urveying, pioneering of fence lines, cattle

Iuards and gates no longer economically feasible

!OT shrunken cattle operations.

6. JOhnson-Klinefelt err who have owned and

,perated Desert Hills Ranch under h, slash, brand

or the past. five years, have always held cat,t.le

lumbers on ranch below assigned animal unit

‘eTmjt numbers allowed by Bureau of Land

‘anagement, 44 percent, and Arizona I,and

‘apartment., 56 percent., to allow for range forbs

nd grasses reseeding and regrowth for stock and

ame feed, have always pajd assessed graze fees

nd taxes ahead of schedule and have cooperated
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in full with any BI,M and Arizona Land endeavors

to improve range conditions.

7. Johns on- Kline fe!lter Desert Hills Ranch

is one of the few remaining ranches in this area

dedicated to a cow–calf operation to pi-educe

yearling calves for sale to finishing feed lots

to be sold to area meat packers for beef fo~

rapidly increasing population. Most other

ranches in this area have changed to

Wjnter– grazing corriente ste? i-s purchased in

Mexico because of less investment in labor and

facilities, shorter work season, less taxes, less

interest paid to area banks, vete~ inary tees, et

cetera, further worsening a rapidly det?riorati”g

balance of payments situation with foreign

countries.

8. RLMs proposed land trade of these

public lands with developers would effectively

fenr? in Phoenix Four Wheel Drive Club areas in

Section 18, Township 6 north, Range 2 wes t., used

by many Phoenix city dwellers, ci”ic groups,

young people and Boy Scouts as an escape to open

desert areas on holidays and weekends. These

folks have made excellent ranch neighbors by

policing up their area and surrounding desert,
— —
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ceeping gates closed and just generally watching

>Ve!r stock, game and ranch equjpment.

9. we, .Tohnson-Kl inf?felter Desert Hills

?anch, ask that yoli carefully consider these

Foregoing stated points and disapprove,

Tnderljne, this proposed land trade of EILW Publ.ir

Lands with developers. Yours very truly, signed

?.H. Johnson and Allen Klinefelte.r.

Also, there is a letter in here that

3LM now has a copy of, because it was mailed to

them. And I just have the COPY from A1-izona Fish

and came. They have constructed just north of

English Wells one of those cisterns, desert

cisterns that has the inverted roof that goes

into the concrete basement cistern below, and

it’s fenced in. And they did a game count two

years ago and said there were 24 wild bobcat an(i

200 deer and thousands of havaljna, they don’t

know how much. And this is what fll,M is talking

about trading to developers that would also

Iandlock that out in the middle of it. T.tSs just

north of English Wells.

I thank you.

M17. EIA[ll?R: Thank you, Mr. Klinefelter.

OUT next speaker is Mr. Gene .Jensen.
_—J

>
z
o
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MR. JENs13N: Thank you, Mr. flauer.

My name is Eugene Jensen, and I reside

t 10120 Cl air Avenue in Sun City, Arizona. I

ave been a resident of Arjzo”a for sj~ ~ear S,

Ut in and around the state since about 1947.

‘m a professional engineer wjth an Arjz ona

icense and I have a degree in water resource

anagement. I have been associated wjt.h

Snservat ion since about 1935. This experience

3S ranged from building terraces on the family

~rm when I was in high school to being the

:chn ical director of the United St.at.es

nv iron mental Protection Agency. Along with

?deral agencj es, I have served as commissioner

1 the Potomac River Basin.

I’m a ljfe member of the Nat~lre

lnservancy and past member of most of the other

it.ional conservation organizations. I have -

?rved a couple times as director of one of these

‘ganizat ions. IVm also active in the local

)mm unity, I’m director of the homeowners

:socj at ion of the advisory board of local

,anspor tat ion system. I’m a member OE our

‘Creat ional board management commjtt. ee,

,air man, and our hiking club elected me

,“

Committee man.

I have had three problems or three

concerns with the Lake Pleasant area, which I

would refer to as hieroglyphics. Generally,

these fall into three areas, which I will talk

about. one at a tj me.

The first one of them is Cor the

hieroglyphics. It seems t.o me that the plan,

while .it may be guite adequate for the present,

sjmply isn, t going to be adequate for the future

of the Phoenix metropolitan area which, like it

or not., is growing at. a simply enormous rate.

And the western property value iz probably goi”q

t.o be the appealing part of it, to developers in

the near future. We are simply going to he

overrun by events. We really need to be t.hinkjng

long-range about some kind of a park status for

that whole planning area, something resembling a

national park,

Frankly, the Sonoran desert. vs ecot.ype

really is simply being dissolved by developers as

we go along. We have a remarkable chance to

preserve it. It would be nice if 20, 25 years

from now people could look back and see what,

kinds of decisions we made at the time. Were
———.
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they looking ahead, planning for the fut.urt?? Or

what cfici they subsequently plan for the past?

And T wanted t.o digress just a couplr

minutes here. I made a disastrous set of

decisions right after I got out 06 college. T

did one of the first wat?r qtiaJit.y surveys of

l,akf? Tahoe. And we concluded at that time t.h,)t

l,ake Tahoe was so isolated that no one Cr,ll.[dever

get there; and, secondly, the reason i5 that no

on? Wc)uld PVPT want to get tht=r,=.

rnnseq”cntly, wat.rr <~Udl.it,y as

projected would h,-!basically a r,ol)–probl em. That

i:; just. before [)eople got int.t?rest.ed in skiing

and be fcore th? interstate highways came along.

And I,ake Ta hop is o“<? (,f the m,>st, promi,lc”~ ~dter

names. we shn{!ld look Fcir ahead just er)c,ugh SC,

we can make some l<>n<~-t-a”g(. <j<~<isic>,>$ t,h,lt c:al> d<>

a lot better job fo]- {+s and, simila,-ly, ha”jng

some kind of balanced management plan. The

balanr~d management plan is probably all right

for right now, but looki))g ahead fart.ht=r, T think

we need to come up with some kind of m,>stc.r plan

which will t,-ansfe[- t.he Wa:say, impa ,aI>d the

adj,+rent H,issa yampa Canyon Cc,nserv,at ion ATea,

which is qoiny to be a n.~ti<,n,>l operation.

10

On the south area, r think it would be

Iesirable for planners to extend the boundaries

just immediately west of the Agua Fr ia River

$ollth state highways and north Central Arizona

?roje ct. Inclusion of that area in the planning

%rea would be consistent with the open operation

;pace designated by Mari copa County Planning

“om mission.

Third is water resource management.

I’M so much confused by the description of

ri par ian protection plans which are included

really throughout the record. Maybe the people

from the RLM who prepared the report understood

exactly what. they meant, but I don’t exactly

understand it. I do know that we do not have

very many flowing streams left in the desert

mountains and we need to protect those streams.

The ri par ian forests left that once were t-here

probably could be brought back.

This poses some rather interesting

challenges to the i3ureau Of Land Management. Rut

I also have considerable Confidence in the

Department Of The Interior organization. It

seems to me a challenge, not something that has

to be done right away, to adopt a long-range plan
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and move forward. We don>t have to try .3o years

down the road. Maybe they will. be assj. mj Iat. ecf

into this kind of. system.

SO ~et,s see if we can,t. COIIIe UP ~ji,h

an imaginative approach t.o the Hassayampa.

I thank you.

MR. RAUER: Thank you, Mr. ,Tensen.

Mr. Gabriel. Zinslj.

MR. ZINSKI: Thank you, Mr. Rauer, fOl-

a].lowjng me t.ospeak tonight. My name js Gabrje]

Zinsli. I live in Glendale, 8425 North Sfjt-h

Avenue. I have a few comments to make about, t.hjs

management plan.

Fjrst of all, I would like to

:omplement the writers of the document on the

?TOpOSals and the good jdeas they had concerning

iI?Signating several areas as ACECS, which I think

IS a very important idea of resource conservation

trea for some of these areas. The specific

Management. areas is good and the cooperative

.ec.reation management areas is a good idea al.qo.

think we are gettjng down to the njtt.y-gritty

f trying to plan these complex lands that the

lLM is holding in trust for ~]1 of US.

Some more specific comments that I

/(

have. I have a comment about off-road vehicle

access. on page 31, Alternative R on it states

.,v~hi~~lar travel would be .Ijmited to existing

roads and t.rajls on all t.ht=RMP area’s pub]jc

land with the exception of those areas

specifically identified as c].o.sefl .,!

I have previously, in my comments at

other hearjngs he]e, stated that I beljeve that

off-road vehicles should be permitted where

allowed. In other words, an area should be

closed and an area should be designated open to

off-road vehicles only where so stated. Mr>st

areas in this 900 and some thousand acres are

closed t.o off-road vehicles, and certain

designated areas should remain open to oft-road

vehicles.

As far as the desc.ript.ion limited to

existing roads and trails --

Gosh, it.’s kind of hard to identify

what trails are. For the sake of clarity, maybe

we should just say they would be limited to

existing roads. I don’t see anywhere in here

#here there is any statement which strictly

prohibits any vehicles from accessing riparian

Ireas. It is very, very damaging for any kind of



a vehicle, motorized vehicle,

and down a ri par ian area.

to go traipsing up

~ good ~xamp~~ Of damage t-hat can be

done by access is at Garcia, s Wash. I was there

just a Eew, maybe two weeks ago, on a Sunday

afternoon, and there were probably 10 or 1?

trucks with their loaders behind, whet-e people

were bringing in their off–road vehicles and they

are going up and down Garcia,s Wash, penetrating

ev,-r more into Hells Canyon, wSA.

kgain, I would state the document does

not deaJ strictly enough about off–road vehiplc-s,

while many, many comments in the previous years

were given to the effect that it% necessary to

control ot E-road vehicles. The other comment I

have is that the Hells Canyon area, which is part.

hieroglyphic mountains and an outstanding scenic

and recreational area, whjch is really a jewel

close to the Northwest Valley, very close to the

Northwest Valley, probably 20 mjles from Sun

City, is an area that we should consider to be

very dear to us and do our very best along with

many others to protect as much as possible.

The document has a weakness concerning

ri par ian areas, and I think Mr. .Tensen has

?1
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pointed out that the ripar ian areas in oul-

Sonoran Desert have been destroyed, for their

most part. The Salt River and Gila River used to

flow, or at least a long time ago used to flow,

for more than they do now in which they supported

a cottonwood forest along its banks. This is, of

course, now gone and many, many other ri parian

areas are really damaged very much by

impoundments by off–road vehicles and by rattle

grazing, and that destroys the banks.

T think in our state, and especially in

the south part of our state, that. ri par ian areas

or where any water flows at all in some part of

the year and any spring that exists on olir R[.M

lands should be considered ,, treasure. And there

are many ri par ian areas whjch have not been

designated as ?+CECS, which T would like to se,?

designated as such. We have, in Hassayampa

Canyon, an area. In this Hassa yampa Canyon area

we have water flow level 12 months out of the

year, springs seeping all year round, and we

should protect those very ra x-e resol, rces in our

Sonoran Desert.

The other point T have about the

proposal is that it speaks very little, if

>
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nothing, shout enforcement. And T know that. it

js a pTOblem with the b!ldgetary pror.ess where

monies are allocat. eci to the I)epart.merit of The

Interior so sparingly that. jt, is a problem t.o

enforce the existing laws and regulations. Hut

at some point I think the point may be that we

need to put some people in the field who have the

pOWe I- to make arrests and got peep Je tc, stop

destroying our public lands.

One good example 5s the Castle Hot

Springs Road, which is now very acce$sj. hle

because of that new street that has been put in

by the FIureau Of Reclamation. People are not

happy tc, stay on the road and travel up and down,

but they have to create parking lots on either

side of the road. You can see it from Sunday t<,

Sunday where more and more areas ,iIo”q the i-oad,

people are just happy to park their cars th;re

ind do anything they like: Shoot CaCt US, YOU

name it. These are publ i,- lands and wt= see I-IL>

enforcements of any Jaws. T know it, s a pr,)bl em,

Jilt at, some point we cannot. simply desiqn at<.

something in the AC Ers. We can’t designate Perry

iesa and not protect it, because designating

fhat might at. t.r act even more hoodlums t.o

24

go up there and tear clown the walls.

MR. BAUER: Two m?nutes.

MR. zINSLI: !fes, sir.

The other comment I had was about

placer mining. Placer mining is a technique by

which you PUMP water out of a fl.owjng stream and

run it over gravel or sand, looking for qold and,

t.henr you should be putt. jng the water not. back

into the river, but put it somewhere else. The

question I have is our existing placer mjnjng

activities at the intersection of the Hassayampa

River and Cherry Creekr south of Wagoner, are

they meeting all environmental laws and all BLM

requjrernents?

My final points would be that of the

four alternatives that I see here, I do like

Alternative C the best., because it affords more

protection to the ACECS with a wider acreage,

especially at the Hells Canyon -- not Hells

Canyon, White Canyon, where the Alternative C is

four times more acreage allocated. And I think

White Canyon is certainly a treasure that ought

to be protected in more ways than is desrribed in

Alternative B.

Thank you, very much.
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MR. BADER: Thank you, Mr. Zinsli.

our next sp?aker i$ DaJ-y] Drake.

MR . DRAKE: My name is Oaryl Drake. I liVe

at 1>02 West Heat her brae and that”s Phoenix, and

the zip is t35013. I’m here representing the?

Arizona Drse

outdoor coal

group called

‘c Racjng Association of the Arizona

tion and it7s a western regional

the FJlue Ribbon (-oaliiion. And I

just wanted to say thanks for th(? constciering

off-highway vehicles. And you might be

interested to know, I believe t,)night. T know

passed the committee as an ORV program, which

might help to he provide enforcement Fundin(g.

of

t

And it-s going to have everybody halve a ye,+rIy

license, s~mething like a hunting or fishing

Jicense, together, for off Toads that are paid

for by tax money now.

Some of the things on off-r<oad

vehicles, I feel like a ‘ot of us .II-C?virt.imizf?d

by some people with propaganda designed tl-~

antagonize, We s<?t? the same f.ape t.im:. aft.(?r t.im<?

or the same shot that is taken of, say, likr~ the

Salt River, where a lot OE people US*: OR IJS.

When I talk to lots of managers c)f the

Rureau of land Management around the state, the

25—
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problems have to do with typ?s OE ORVS bein(] used

in one area. Keeping all existing roads and

trails open, I think, is one of the best. uses.

To help keep this new state plan will Prc,vjde BLM

and other land management. A~.izona agen~ies with

money to maintain t.hos? facilities

demographically. All of us are gettincJ ol d-r and

the abi Jity to have the time or the physjca J

ability to go out and play in desert al-i?as is n,>t

within very many peopl?’s rang?. of co\ll-se, al)

desert experts remind us tu stay with Out-

vehirl es. That’s about all.

Thank you for the chance t(, speak. I

appreciate it. Thank yc,l!.

MR. FJAIJ17R: Thank yOU, Mr. D1-ake.

OUr n*xt speaker is F3jlJ Carve I-.

MR. GA RVEX: My na:,le is Rill c.>rver. T

come from Mesa and I’m the first to admit that I

have just received the packet dnd I’m n<>t fully

abreast of the plan, in total. T have I]r,de?-s?[-,od

that there are cons idet-at ion is, howevevr to

rest] -ictinq certain areas flom 4–ahrel drive

“ehict es. If, indeeii, that is t,ufc, as a member

of Jc-Ppers Creepers 4-wheel drive jeepinq glc,!!p,

I dould like to express our ,Conc!?rn r~g.l l-ding anY

—
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plan that would restrict our great outback to

access to responsible 4--wheel drjve vehicles.

OUT group is pr<marily made up of

senior citizens, retjred folks, numbering 40

people from all parts ot the valley, Mesa, ::un

City, Sun City West, Rio Verde. And all 4-wheel

operators that WI? have ever come across wc f“,lnd

t.o he extremely responsible people that. enjoy

exploring the mountajns and the are,ls off the

road . Without exception, I would say that they

absolute].y stay on established trails or jeepin(~

roads, and I have never seen anyone take out

across virgin desert, destroying habitat,

wjldljfe or the plants thereon.

This group and any group I have seen

:,ut there pick up, not only after themselves, but.

iny debris always gets trucked backed in garbage

naulers to the city. There is nothing left

~ehind in any way. Everything is d<?posi.tt?d by

Jrollps using the off road. Any plan that. would

restrict 4-whf?e.l drive vehicles would severely

>amper or restrict. senior cj.t.jzens and many

>thers from seeing and enjoying our beautiful

Irjzona outback area.

I would strongly request and urge that.
—

consideration be given to the difference betw,?en

perhaps the three and 4-wheel drive Honda

motorcycle-type vehicles as opposed to your ,TeeP

and the Jeep Cherokee and RrOnCOS and So forth

type vehicles, because there is a difference

where the two types of vehicles can go and SCIme

deference in the age and type of the operators,

You commonly see we have people spending $7!0,000

and $25,000 Eor their ve.hicle.s. And I don,t

think they entend to tear up that vehicle. so

there is training in accessing their

environments.

Therefore, I would respecful]y Tequest

that no plan be adopted which would adversely

affect or hinder access to o[]tdoor areas

presently open to Jeep-type vehicles.

Thank you, very much.

MR. 13AURR; Thank you, Mr. Carver.

Is there anyone who has not. yf.t spoken

who would like to speak tonight?

MR. TOWER : I have one more.

Ms. FARREJ.: As Mr. Garver, I just recently

>ecame aware of the meeting, as we]] .

I’m mainly here as a representative fo~

?Tot.ection of mustangs and burros jn the Lake
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Pleasant area, where we currently have a burro

herd. And our understanding is that the

alternative would like to decrease the herd down

to 80 animals. W!? would like to sf.e th,, herd

count. at 180.

I’m hc.r? to bring o!ir presentation and

respectfully hope that you would take that into

consideration to sopport Alternative R.

My name is Robin Farrel. I live at

2920 North 47th Avenue in Phoe”jx.

MR. RAU.ER: Thank you, Robin.

Is there anyone else who would like to

speak tonight?

MR. MI HI1, OII: Yes, Sjr. 1 would ljke to

say a few things.

MR. RA[lER: Please come down.

MR. MI HII>OIJ: My name is FIill Mi hilou, T

live at 1277 South Prospect errs Road in Apache

Junction, .95219. I really wasn!t prepared to say

anything tc)night. Again, I really didn, t study

the program, but I do have a few t.hi”gs to say

about closing lands to 4-wheel drive vehicles.

I’m opposed to that. I think that off–road

vehicles, such as Jeeps, et cetera, et cete Ta,

even ATCS, we have been getting a lot of bad

public i.tyf I believe.

I belong to Mesa 4-wheelers, and wc are

a famil. y-orientrd group. And we go out. and we

haul o(lttrash and stuff left by others. we get

bad publicity because of the damage done, not

nt=cessari Jy by a person that has a 4-whee]

drive. Some of the areas that have beer bottles

and trash you can get there by a motor srooter or

car.

Also, I think that., along with the bad

publicity is that. you never --

I’m real ly unprepared here, but T get

kind of emotional over this. I have lived here

since 1959 and seen the area grow. They have a

very good facility, 4-wheel drive are?a here. I

hear the area is going to be closed, and I think

that if we are going to get. into publicity there

is a ranch area -– T am really, I’m kind of

unprepared. This area has been closed to

off-road vehic Je use for many, many years and

those of you hack in there know what ,1 heaut. iful

area it is. If Y018 can go back there it’s

completed destroyed on th,? left-hand side not by

off–load vehicle use, but we are talking about.

backpackers and equestrian use.

>
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The point I’m making is I think that we

deserve a right to be tried before we are

convicted. And I think that the way things are,

we have to prove ourselves. And the way it ;s,

we are guilty before given a chance.

That’s all I have got to say. Thank

you.

MR. BAtl13R: Thank you, sir.

Is there anyone else who would like to

speak tonight?

MR. ROSS: Yes, sir.

My name is Tim Ross, I live at 4031

East Ludlow Drive in Phoenix, 85032, and I-m the

president of Arj.zona State Association of 4-Wheel

drive clubs. As Mr. Drake has spoken before me,

wjth hjs efforts -- as Daryl J)rake has spoken

befo?e, with his efforts and the efforts of the

Arjzona State Associationr the 9–wheel llrjv-e

clubs, we have worked diligently in coming up

with an off-road vehicle plan and has saj.d when

this bill is passed --

And we have no doubt that jt will.

-- that it will provide both money for

policing areas; it. will also provide money for

education. I believe that is where the major

.5 ‘!

problem that we have today is with public land

use is if we can get out. into the high schooJs

and other public areas and put on an education

program that will show people that. they can,t.

destroy the desert and the things that it does to

the desert, we can lick the problem. And closing

lands off to all use is not the answer.

Also, I am a member of the Phoenix

4-wheelersr and we have been told various

stories. And rjght now, I don’t know which story

to believe, but I think that personally I am in

favor of Alternative A. I don’t want. to see any

more lands taken away from the public and turned

over t.o developers. The reason that. we have some

land being destroyed is because that people don~t

have a place to go to use lands. If we turn

everything from 1-17 to Wickenburg into one large

city, the only thing that’s going to do i.s move

any potential damage out further and further and

cause more problems .

We need to have education so that we

can stop thjs kind of thing, and closing the

lands is not going to do that. Thank you.

MR. BAIIER: Thank you, sir.

Is there anyone else who would like to
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speak tonight?

MR. GRE!?NI. Y: My name RiIl Greenly. T

would to address this committee in rcrf?rence to

the Lake Pleasant area wjth wild burros.

Alternative R is a good plan, I would like to

see the herd of 80 burros increased to 130, 120.

The burros out there are the Iast of the bree,i in

this area from OI)T ancient heritage of the wild

west. TE these burros are removr?d from the I,ake

Pleasant grazing area, our heritage will be going

down with it. I believe that it the burros are

removed, it.’s just one MC>TF! step to extinction of

any type ot wild animals we have out here. It

will he the burros, then, the bighorn sheep, the

desert tortoise, YOU know, rattlesnakes next.

Just keeping the herd at 120, 130 would be a

great start. Tf not, Alternative E with the fJO

wc,uld be fin?. Thank you.

MR. BilrJER: Thank you.

Art, did we have another speaker

there?

Is there anyone else this evenjng that

would like to speak? In that case, I woulfl like

to thank you all for coming out and for your

romments and any written submissions will be

.?4

iven full consideration.

VOICE: The record, sir, would you mind a

epeat.ing your address for the writ. t.en comments?

MR. BAtlER: It’s in the book, yes, inside

:he front cover.

VOTCE: Fine, thank you. I’m SOTIY.

MR. EIAIJER: The staff will remain arnllnd t~~

inswer any detailed quest ic,ns YOU might have this

;vening.

And with that, I call this hearing

:1.osed.

(The hearinq was closed at 8:00 p.m.)

—
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C ER ‘C I F I C AT E

RR IT REM17MRERED, that heretofore, on the

25th day of February, at the time and place

afoTesajd, the foregojng proceedings were

stenographically recorrl.e.d by me and thereafter

transcribed, either by me or under my dirertjon,

into the foregoing pages of printed matter, and

that the same contain a full, true and accurate?

transcription of said proceedings, all to the

best. of my skill and ability.

DATED at Phoenix, Arizona, this 6th day of

March, 1988.

Court Reporter

&
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BIIREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT PuBLIC

HEARING HELD AT THE TUCSON CONVENTION

CENTER, THE COCONINO ROOM, 260 SOUTH

CHURCH AVENUE, TuCSON, ARIZONA, ON THE

23RD DAY OF FEBRUARY, 1988, cOMMENCING

AT THE HOOR OF 7:430 P.M.

MR. RAY A. BRADY, Hearing Officer

MR. TIM L. SANDERS, Land Use Planner

MR. HENRY BISSON, District Manager

MR. ARTHUR TOWER, Area Manager

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

oRIGINAL

P ROC E E D I N G S

MR. SANDERS: My name is Tim Sanders. I’M what

they call the team leader to put together this Phoenix

Resource Management Plan, which we are here tonight to

discuss.

I assume everybody has a copy of the document.

If you do nOt, we’ve got copies out in the front where you

came in. You’re welcome to pick one UP.

In the Resource Management Planning Process, we

have a 90-day public comment period on our environmental

impact statement. And we are in that comment period right

now and it runs until April 29th.

Also in that 90-day period, we have a formal

public bearing where we are -- where we come and listen to

whatever comments the public has about the Res Ource

Management Plan that we’re putting together for the Phoenix

resource area.

Tonight we are having such a hearing- And as

such, we do not really plan to make any presentation. We’ re

here to listen to the comments that you have as members of

the public, and we have a court reporter here who will record

those comments.

After the hearing when we open and listen tO

people’s comments and then close the hearing, we plan to have

2
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a question and answer peri Od. Or when that ends, we’ll have

all the representatives present who will talk to any of you

individually who would like to talk ahout any of the concerns

or issues, you would like to talk about concerning tbe

Resource Management Plan.

Ray Brady is the Bureau of Land Management

Safford District Manager. And he waa selected to be the

Hearing Officer tonight. So as such, I’m going to turn the

meeting over to Ray and let him pretty much run the meeting.

He will call on whoever wishes to speak. You can

either raise your right hand or else give us your name,

whatever you prefer to do. And we’ll run through the hearing

and we ill have a question and answer period.

MR. BRADY : Thank you very much. Can you hear

me there?

As Tim said, I’m Ray Brady, the District Mana9eK

with the Safford District, Bureau of Land Management, here in

Arizona.

I was appointed hy the Arizona State Director of

the BLM to conduct this public hearing this evening under the

authority of the Secretary of Interior. This hearing tonight

is concerning the Draft Resource Management Plan and

Environmental Impact Statement for BLM, Phoenix resource

area.

Most of you have prohahly signed in as you came

3

here this evening. If you’ve not done so, I would encourage

you to sign the sign-in sheet as you leave so that we have a

complete written record of tonight’s attendance here in

Tucson.

If you plan to make a statement this evening, I

hope that you checked the appropriate box on the sign-in

sheet. If you haven’t, we’ve only got a few people here so

just raise your hands and we$ll make sure you have an

opportunity to speak this evening.

This hearing is being recorded by a court

reporter who will prepare a verbatim transcript of everything

that is aaid this evening. If you wish to obtain a personal

copy of the transcript, you should make your own arrangements

with the court reporter. And Olivia is the reporter here

this evening and she is seated down in front of me.

Other BLM representatives are here this evening

that I would like to introduce. First is Henry Bisaon

(phonetic), he is the District Manager for the Phoenix

District Manager’s Office. And Arthur Taylor, who is tbe

Area Manager for the Phoenix Resource area, and Tim Sanders

has introduced himself. He is the team leader for this

specific planning effort.

I’d like to say a few words about the Phoenix

Resource Management Plan we will be discussing this evening

and hearing your comments on. The Draft Resource Management

4



Plan identifies four alternatives for managing some 911,000

acres of public land in the BLM phoenix Resource Area. The

land in question lies in eight counties in Arizona, very

large areas encompassing counties of Apache, Navajo, Yavapi,

Mar icopa, Pinal, Pima, Gila and Santa Cruz.

The draft plan identifies as one of these

alternatives a BLM preferred alternative. This alternative

is BLM’s preferred long -ranqe plan for the area. The plan

discusses such things as land exchanges, utility corridors,

communication sites, special management areas and the

designation of areas of critical environmental concern.

In addition, the plan

program for managing the planninq

resources.

Along the side of the

have several maps that show BLM’s

identifies a long-range

areas for

room here

preferred

recreation

this evening we

plan. And at the

end of this hearing, several of the BLM representatives here

in attendance this evening will be available to answer some

of your more specific questions from these maps, if you’d

like to come UP after the hearing.

Tim briefly mentioned where we are in the

planning process, but I’d like to expand upon that a little

bit. The procedure that’s going to be used tonight -- this

hearing is not a debate or a trial or a controversial

question and answer type session. It’s an advisory hearing

5

only and all interested persons may make statements, either

written or oral that are pertinent to the Phoenix Resource

Management Plan.

There will be no cross examination of tbe people

making presentations. You may request that -- members of the

audience may request that certain iterns be clarified more.

And if someone would like to have a statement clarified, if

they could address that to me and then I could addres B that

back to the Bpeaker this evening.

I would first call upon any elected governmental

officials that may be here this evening, and then we’ll open

the floor up for other speakers that may be present. I’d

like to limit the speaking time to about ten minutes and I

don’t think that should create any problems this evening with

the limited number of people that are here.

YOU may submit further written comments, if you’d

like to, after your verbal comments this evening. And any

written statements submitted will also be included in the

transcript a“d will be considered on the same basis as any

oral comments.

The period of time for submitting written

comments is through April 29th. And any comments received up

to that point in time will be included in the bearing record.

Tbe address for sending any further written comments is

provided in the front cover of the plan and EIS that you

6
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picked up in the front corridor.

the 9D-day

hearing is

this week,

This hearing tonight is being conducted during

public comment period on tbe draft plan. A

also scheduled in Phoenix on Thursday evening of

February 25th. After the comment period closes on

April 29th, all the comments will be reviewed by the planning

team and a final plan will be prepared for tbe Phoenix

Resource Management Plan. It is expected that in September,

a final Environmental Impact Statement will be issued that

includes BLM’s final proposed Resource Management Plan.

And 30 days after that final EIS is issued, the

proposed plan can then be implemented .

i?ith that introductory statement, I’d like to now

open up this evening’s hearing for formal statements by

members of the public. I’d firat like to see if there’s any

elected official, either representative of a Congressional

representative or someone from the State.

DO we have anybody -- any parties here?

Okay. Seeing none, do we have a list of names

from the sign-in sheet?

MR. SANDERS: Nobody signed in to speak, but if

you’d like to, you’re welcome to just raise your hand and

speak up.

MR. BRADY : Do we have any parties that would

like to speak this evening?

7

A mad rush to the microphone. You in the red

hat, you could go ahead to the microphone and state your name

and affiliation, if you’re not representing yourself, for the

record .

STU BENGSON: My name is Stu Bengaon. I live in

Tucson and tonight I ‘11 be representing the Arizona Mining

Association, for lack of a different hat to wear tonight.

Looking through this draft, EIS, here there!s a

couple of concerns that I think that we’ re going to have.

However, I really haven’t had time to study the entire

document thoroughly yet. So some of my comments may be out

of place.

But one of the concerns that we have, that I

would think that we would have, would be this acquisition of

over 119,000 acrea of private land that you propose in your

Preferred Alternative B. And I‘m not sure exactly what you

had in mind there, where these lands are, how YOU would

acquire them. Is this part of the Empire Ranch exchange or

is that, you know, Empire Ranch proposal a separate process

not covered in this EIS? That would be one question I would

have to staxt off with.

Can anybody

or --

MR. BRADY:

answer that at

Mr. Sanders?

this point quickly?

MR . SANDERS: I can probably clarify that.

8



MR. BENGSON: Okay.

MR. SANDERS : Our intent is we have areas

identified that encompass private land where we will look at

acquiring those lands. It’s really dependent on the land

owner coming to us and saying, “Yes, we would like to enter

into some kind of trade with BLM, !r rather than us going to

them and seeking to acquire their lands.

All we’ve done is identified a large area where

we’re going to look at acquisition. But we would like the

land owners essentially to come to us to start that process.

MR. BENGSON: Do you have any specific location

or area, in general, like are you looking mostly around

New Waddell Dam and some of that country there or around the

Empire Cienega property or what?

MR. SANDERS: The Smpire Cienega is not lined in

that 119,000 acres. Those private lands that are identified

are in areas where wemve identified resource conservation

areas that we” re looking at acquiring Federal or State.

And whatever private lands we can.

FIR. BENGSON: So those private acquisitions then

would be mostly centered around these RCAIS that you proposed

in Alternative B?

MR. SANDERS: That’s right. Yes.

MR. BENGSON: Another question I had, and like r

say just really quickly going through this thing, in your

9

preferred alternative you expect a 50 percent reduction in

mining notices and 75 percent reduction in, I presume MPO

means Mining Plan of Operation?

MR. BRADY : Yes.

MR. BEN GSON: Can you just briefly maybe explain

that a little bit, how you figure your going to reduce mining

but you!re still going to allow it?

MR. SANDERS: Well --

MR. BENGSON : You know, provide for exploration

and development of mineral resources?

MR. SANDERS: I think I would probably prefer to

deal with that as a question when we do the final impact

statement. That’s a good question.

MR. BENGSON : The other thing that concerns me,

also, is in particular is one of the RCA areas that youtre

dealing with here, White Canyon in particular . I hope you

realize it!s in a heavily mineralized area and the Arizona

Mining Association is now in the process of developing a

complete report on that area in regard to the proposed

wilderness that”s been suggested for that area.

And I just hope that you realize that that is a

highly mineralized area, whatever management plan you come up

with should account for future mineral development of that

particular land there.

That’s about all I’ve got to say for now.

10



MR. BRADY: Okay. Thank you, Stu.

Are there any other individuals that would like

to make some oral statements this evening?

If you could state your name, please, and

affiliation if you are not representing yourself?

MR. GAMBELL: My name is Neil Gambell . I’m here

representing the company I work for, ASARCO. I live and work

in the White Canyon resource conservation area that youqve

outlined in here. I’ll make just a brief -- a few brief

comments . We will be submitting written comments before the

deadline.

I refer you to a table on Page 2-1 -- or Table 2-

1 on Page 23, where you talk about the acreage in the White

Canyon resource conservation area. All that breaka down to

the fact that 53.1 percent of that land the Federal

government doesn-t own. And I find it kind of hard to

believe that they*re actually going to go out and acquire

this land and be able to do anything with it from a

management standpoint.

You can see how checkerboard that White CSnyon

map is up there just to the right of -- or to your left.

It’s not an easy thing to do to manage that.

We operate a large open-pit mine on mostly -- on

private land and there you recognize the mineral potential of

the Copper Butte area.

11

The fact that there are mines and will

undoubtedly be other mines in the area. Tbe designation of

botb under Alternative B and C of tbe area of critical

environmental concern.

And tbe Copper Butte Mineral District or area

would close off roads at tbe ACEC boundary which we built

the old days and still uae to access our mining claima.

And the white Canyon and Walnut Canyon areas ,

they close those roads off tbe Gila River runs across the

southern boundary of that White Canyon conservation area,

in

if

there’s no way to get across that river to get in there to do

our assessment work. It would really binder us.

I have some questions in the area you outlined in

orange on that map is all power site withdrawal and Butte

Dam withdrawals. It’s my understanding that tbe Bureau of

Reclamation is going to go abead and build tbe Butte Dam in

there. And I guess tbe land in there would come under their

administration.

You’ve outlined it in this study for management

of repair ion habitat and other ideas. I don’t know what you

propose to do with the -- with the fact of Buttets Dam being

built on the Gila River between north and south Butte in that

resource conservation area.

At this time that’a all I have to say about the

report. I may ask some questions when we get into the

12



question and answer period.

Thank you.

MR. BRADY: Thank you, Mr.

Yes, sir. If you can state

MR. MONAHAN: Tom Monahan ,

Recreation Department analyst.

Gambell .

your name?

Pima County Parks &

We wish to support your resource management plan

for everything you’re doing to .s as Pima County. And

acquiring the Tortol ita Mountains and securing the Waterman

Mount aina, Silverbell area, Baboquivari and what you’ve done

in the past on Tucson Mountain Park and all the district and

neighborhood parks that you’ve helped us secure in Pima

County. And we wish tbe best of luck on your resource

management plan . Thank you very much.

MR. BRAOY: Thank you, Mr. Monahan. Any other

individuals?

One last call? Wellr if there are no other

individuals, I’d like to make some statements this evening.

MR . SANDERS: Did you want to speak, sir, in the

blue shirt?

SPEAKER: NO .

MR. SANDERS: You looked like you were getting

ready to .-

SPEAKER : NO .

MR. BRADY: I would like to thank the

13

individuals that did show up this evening for coming o“t and

showing your interest in public land management issues.

Your comments and written submissions in the

future will be given full consideration in preparation of the

final EIS and planning development.

As I stated previously, the record will be open

through April 29th for any additional comments that you’d

like to make. And I welcome you to use that opportunity to

submit any further comments, if yo” have them.

So closing that, I want to thank you again for

showing up this evening. We will be available here now to

work directly with you one on one for some more questions and

answers if you!d like to.

[Whereupon the hearing was concluded. )

14
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STATE OF ARIZONA
: Ss:

COUNTY OF PIMA )

I, OLIVIA ARMENTA

and for the State of Arizona,

certify:

(nee AYALA) a Notary Public in

county of Pima, do hereby

THAT this is a true and accurate record of the

proceedings taken at a Hearing held on February 23rd, 1988,

before RAY A. BRADY, Hearing Officer, as stenographically

recorded by me and transcr ibed under my direction.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand

this 3rd day of March, 1988.

..—
i

Notary Public
--
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PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS

Letter No.

1
2
3
4
5

6
7
8
9

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29

30
31
32
33

34
35
36
37
38

39
40

41

42
43

Name

Annandale, John
Santa Fe Railroad Company
Ranney, Wayne
Sun City Hikers
International Society for Protection of

Mustangs and Burros, Arizona Chapter
Maricopa Water District
Davis, Hiram
Leonard, Sandra
Friends of the Hyroglyphic Mountains
U.S. Bureau of Mines
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Arizona Projects

Office
Jensen, Eugene
Miller, Charley
Peleck, Walter and Dorothy
Defenders of Wildlife, SW Office
Arizona State Clearinghouse
Maricopa County Dept. of Planning and

Development
The Desert Tortoise Council
El Paso Natural Gas Company
Pamperin, J.
Notestine, Jim
The Arizona Nature Conservancy
U.S. Department of the Air Force
National Parks and Conservation Association
Prescott Audubon Society - Conservation

Committee
Bell, Seltzer, Park and Gibson
Walton, Christy
Sullivan, Robert D.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological

Services
ASARCO Ray Unit
Pima County Open Space Committee
Sierra Club, Palo Verde Group
U.S. D. I., National Park Service, Western

Region
Arizona Game and Fish Department
Sierra Club, Rincon Group
The Wildlife Society, Arizona Chapter
McKinley County Wildlife Federation
U. S. D. I., Bureau of Reclamation, Regional

Office
Arizona Mining Association
U.S.El .1., National Park Service, Petrified

Forest N.P.
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter, Rincon

Group
Arizona Cattle Growers Association
Zinn, David

Letter No. Name

44 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region IX, California

45 U.S. D. A., Prescott National Forest

PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS - GROUPED

Letter No.

1
26

7
12
8

13
21
20
14
3

28
27
43

Letter No.

42
39
15
9
5

6
37
24
25
41

32
35

4
22
18
36

[30

INDIVIDUALS

Name

Annandale, John
Bell, Seltzer, Park and Gibson
Davis, Hiram
Jensen, Eugene
Leonard, Sandra
Miller, Charley
Notestine, Jim
Pamperin, J.
Peleck, Walter and Dorothy
Ranney, Wayne
Sullivan, Robert D.
Walton, Christy
Zinn, David

GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS

Name

Arizona Cattle Growers Association
Arizona Mining Association
Defenders of Wildlife, SW Office
Friends of Hyroglyphic Mountains
International Society for Protection of

Mustangs and Burros, Arizona Chapter
Maricopa Water District
McKinley County Wildlife Federation
National Parks and Conservation Association
Prescott Audubon Conservation Committee
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter, Rincon

Group
Sierra Club, Palo Verde Group
Sierra Club, Rincon Group
Sun City Hikers
The Arizona Nature Conservancy
The Desert Tortoise Council
The Wildlife Society, Arizona Chapter



PUBLIC COMMENTS

GOVERNMENT

LOCAL

Letter No.

17

31

STATE

34
16

FEDERAL

Letter No.

10
11

Name

AGENCIES AND AFFILIATES

Maricopa County Dept. of Planning and
Development

Pima County Open Space Committee

Arizona Game and Fish Department
Arizona State Clearinghouse

Name

U.S. Bureau of Mines
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Arizona Proiects

Office

23
45
38

40

33

44

29

Letter No.

30
19
2

U.S. Department of the Air Force
U. S.D.A., Prescott National Forest
U. S.D. I., Bureau of Reclamation, Regional

Office
U.S. D. I., National Park Service, Petrified

Forest N.P.
U. S. D. I., National Park Service, Western

Region
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region

IX, California
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological

Services

CORPORATIONS

Name

ASARCO Ray Unit
El Paso Natural Gas Company
Santa Fe Railroad Company

131
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1-1. The rationale for the BLM’s Phoenix District land ~
exchange program is stated on page 5 of the draft
RMP/EIS under Issue 1: Land Tenure Adiustfnent,By
using its land exchange authority,“theBLM would work
to consolidate public land holdings into more
manageable blocks, provide greater expansesof public
open space and protect rare or unique resources.

1–2. Chapter Four of the draft RJIP/EISanalyzes the impacts
of implementing four alternatives.

1–3. Economic determinationswere made by the
interdisciplinaryplanning team which determined that
by concentratingmanagement within larger blocks of
public land, more efficient use would be made of
available funds.

1-4. The Federal Land Policy and ManagementAct (FLPMA) of
1976 (Public Law 94-579) provides the authorityand
guidance for using land exchangesto serve the
national interest. Public commenthas also been
solicited from the beginning of this planning effort.
Please refer to Chapter 5 for a summary of the public
input during the development of this plan.
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%nta Fe Pacific Railroad Company
$~~up,ow”NV(INESuite 400

BOX 27019
Albuquerque New Mex,co 87125
!jo5/eal.3X0

February 9, 1988

2-1

Mr. Arthur E. Tower, Area Manager
Phoenix Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Art:

This letter is in response to your request for comments to the
Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and EIS, dated December 1987. As
YOU are aware, the BLM and Santa Fe Pacific are working on an exchange of
mineral interests through which the Federal Government will acquire Santa
Fe Pacific’s mineral estate beneath the Navajo relocation ranches in Apache
County. Santa Fe Pacific will acquire federal mineral estates offered by
the ELM in Apache, Navajo> and Coconino counties” ‘anta ‘e ‘acif!c bel‘eves
the Draft RMP and EIS should reflect these pending land tenure adjustments
in the discussions on “Land Uses.” Thank you for the opportunity to

Icomment.

Very truly yo~rs,

~1
-~G. G. By

Director blic f irs

z
2–1 . The draft RMP/EIS discusses possibilities for future

land tenure adjustmentsunder varioua alternatives. ]

The BLM-SantaFe Pacific mineral estate exchange is z
proceedingunder the authority of current management ~
plans. Current planningwill remain in force until O
the new RMP is approved and implementationbegins.

z
<
m.
z
d
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February 12, 1988

tiayne Ranney
8234 #. Aspen 85
Fla@taff, Az 86001

Arthur E, Tower
Phoenix Re80urce Area hlanaqer
2015 W. Oeer Valley Road
phoenix, AZ 85027

Dear Fr. Towert

Thank YOU for the opportunity tO reepond to Your Draft EIS fOr the
Phoenix Resource Area, December, 1987. I am an active user of these
lande anti very interested in how they are manaced in the future.

I am very much in favor of consolidation of holdings between the
etate, the feds, and private parties. Management of theee respective
areas with be enhanced if ownership blocks are consolidated. You are
to be commended for this initiative,

II have some very specific commente which I hope you will take into
3-( consideration. To determine future mana~ement policy based on a

eimple two alternative (essentially) method is unreasonable. I
would like to eee the best of Alternatives B and C incorporated into
a management policy. Specifically, I like yo=proposed Alternative
B with the following additions of Alternative C#l)I’heboundaries of
the RCA’S should be those from Alternative C because that maximizes

I

the area of federal protection. If you can identify thoee areas as
~-~ being part of a manageable unit, why not include that additional

acreaee into the 8CA? I strongly encourage
C boundaries.

vou to use the Alternative
Please include the Picacho Mountains in with this.

Other lands not within the Alternative C boundaries can be used for
dispoeal and sale. 2), Perry Mesa/Larry Canyon should be a priority
ACEC in its entirity of 19,?60 acres. This area is a fantastic
recreational jewel and would be a great aspect of the Black Canyon
RCA. please eive the PerryMesa/Larry Canyon ACEC your every consid-
eration for inclusion as a FLM protected resource. I have wandered
around up there and it is definitely worth it! !!!! 3). I approve of
your selection for the rest of the ACEC’S. Thank you for including
them. I hope YOU will give every consideration to my suggested
additions to your Alternative B. My views represent a well-thought
out vision towards how these lands will be utilized in the future.

Thank you for this opportunity,

3–1. The decision to select a final Resource Management
Plan results from a complex process summarizedin
Chapter 1. The process involves extensive
intergovernmentaland public reviewof a thorough
analysis by BLM specialists and managers of a range of
reasonable alternative.

3-2. After considerationof public comment, the resource
values present and expected availabilityof nonfederal
land for acquisition,ELM feels the RCA boundaries
proposed in this document ancompasa the most feaaible
management units.
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SUN CITY HIKERS
Sun City, Arizona

G
u

4-

Nr . Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix ResourceArea Manager
Bureau of Land Managment
2015 Deer Valley Read
Phoenix,Arizona,85027

Ear Mr. Tower:

We have reviewedthe Draft of the Phoenix Resource Managment Plan and
EnvirommsntalImpactStatment. Our comnents are set forth in the
followingparagraphs.

We generallyendorse the levels of managementwhich have been
considerd, SXCE~ FOR ‘HE URBAN AREAS, and agree that AlternativeB is
the test manag-t choice.We do not agree with the conclusionsthat a
Wildernessarea should not be establishsd in the Hells Canyon area--but
also recqni ze that this is an independentissue. Presunubly,
AlternativeB can acromodateWilderness areas if they are establishedby
the Congress.

The administrativeproceduresfollowedby the Bureau in its study
prccess have had sane unfortunateconsequencesinsofar as the NW portion
of the Valley of the Sun is concerned.This deficiency is of sufficient
importanceto justifya major addition to the final draft of the
ManagementPlan and Impact Statement. Specifically,the RepXt should
consolidateall recrmnendations for BIM lands that have opsn spins
~tent ial for the NW Valley, i.e.,Lake Pleasant , HassayampaCanyon,
Sierra Estrella,North and South ?.!aricucaNountains and 13utterfield

jTrail Mmrial. “We suggest that this k’ incorporatedas an annex.

We believe that the Lake Pleasant Resource Consert6tion Area should b?
expanded to includeapproxirrately 12 square miles of additionalland
south of State Read 74 and west of the Agua Fria. Such am expansion
would rexgnize the land use classificationadopted by the Maricopa

4-2
County PlanningCcannission,and the recreationopportunitiesin the
SaddlebackMountain/PaddlefordWash area. i?xpansionof the area would
reccgnize the long term d-d for ogx?nspace that wi11 accompanythe
projected~pulat ion growth of the NW Valley.We are not prepared to
offer specificboundariesat this tink?,and telieve that som further
examinationof the area would te necessary.

4-1. Each resource area within the Phoenix District has or
will be preparing s ResourceManagement Plan for
public land under ita adminiatrstion. As discussed in
Chapter 1, this NIP focuses on resolvingsix key
planning issues in the Phoenix Resource Area. Any
significant inconsistenciesbetween the final plan end <
plans of other BLN ResourceAress will be resolved m

before the plan ia implemented. =i

A
z

4-2. The proposed RlfPidentifiessections 25, 26 end the
SaddlebackMountain portion of section 35 in Township s
6 North, Range 1 West south of Arizona Highway 74 for z
inclusion in the Lake Pleasant RCA. z

❑
Refer also to response 17-1.
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Althought we endorse Alternative B for management of the Lake ‘Pleasant
area (with inclusion of the Hassayampa Canyon area), we think that the
Bureau has teen short sighted in its evaluation of how this area will
fulfill o~n space needs for the projected @pulation growth of the
Northwest Valley. ,Werecxdmsnd that the w tential need__&__re~ized and
Q&t provisions ix made for a study ccrsnitteewhich could produce more
Spscific recomsendations within the next two years. This reccirrrendat~th
carries with it the acknowledgment that find trades and/or purchases

maY te n==ssaV for the area to reach its full @tential as a premier
o&m-space area for the NW Valley. We are not concerned with definitions
for solitude--a relative term applied in a different way in a mjor

metro~litan area!

In substance, we klieve that the Bureau should develop at least the
fr.mreworkfor a major “outdnor recreation area” which would have m—~ of
the characteristics of the National Recreation Areas administ~~ed by the
National Park Service.In addition, the Lake Pleasant area–contains some

-..—.

of the prime remnants of the Sonoran Iksert which justify sow form of
WECial classification.Thisproposalwould also recognize that the
concept of multiple resource managemmt has a different meaning when

appll+ in an ewlcding metr0p31itan area.

We want to again amphasize the need to consolidate the BIJ4
rec.mmwndations for the Hassayampa River, and to avoid a fragmented
managrent approach. Oesert streams are such a vital part of the fraqi~
desert ecmsystem that we should make a determined effort to protect toth
the stream and the associated riparian zones. Water quality monitoring,
both biological and chemical, si~ouldalso b? an important aspeec of
“riparian” ntanagemwat,especially in an area with multiple resource
management.

We have a few other minor cunnents on the draft. These are tabulated in
an attachment to this letter.

We appreciate the opportunity to cmmnent on these reports.

Sincerely

4–3. The need for
residentsof
Particularly

open space recreation opportunitiesfor
the Phoenix metropolitan area,
for citizens of the northwest valley, is

;ecognizedby the BLM. To advance this goal, the RMP
proposes to establish the Lake Pleasant Resource
ConservationArea, the Black Canyon Resource
ConservationArea, the Hells Canyon Recreation
ManagementArea and the Hassayampa River Riparian
Management Area. The BLM would retain all public land
in these areas and pursue the acquisition of state
land through the BLM-state of Arizona exchange
program. Private land may SISO be acquired if the
exchange is initiated by the private owners.

‘2.C.Jn)5V”-
Chainnan, Open Space Planning



FHOSNIX F&50mCE MM?+G- PLAN k ENVIRONMENTALIMPAH STATEMENT.
S~ific commentsby Sun City Hikers.

4-4 Page 18. The repcrt does not identify floodplains.Are there any
floalplainsand what are their @entials for recreationaluse.

Page 20. The statement is made that BIM does not anticipateland
purchasesto blink-up ownership. It would be tetter to identify the
areas that would need to lx acquired for test msagemest practi~s--and
leave the financialguestions to the budget precess. Eventually,it
might k quite desirable to purchase scme areas to block out units,
es~cially in the urban areas.

4-5
Page 23. It is difficult to identify those areas that might
te consideredfor disposal under the sxchangeprcgram.

Page 24. The treatmentof communicationsites is incomplete.It would

4-6 certainly not ke desirable to have the White Tanks convertedinto
another South Mouotain! Scms further discussionon the numla?rand types
of facilitieswhich would te accepted is needed.

Page 30. The S!4?+for the Hassayampaneeds ti & cross indexed to the
adjacsnt study area. A fmtnote which would demonstrateconsistencyof
mnagsmnt practicewould k adequate.

RecreationalManagement. The section includesan
4-7 ?~~;’ determined,,without my discussion of the basis for the

detenttination,or identificationof those who made the determination.

Page 95. .5@culating on the price of copper is probably not an
essentialelement of the report. We can probably assume that copper
will continue to ke as important industrialmetal and that the price
will go up and down!

Page 121. Recreationaluse. The new read is west of Lake Pleasant.
S~ulating on the future of Castle Hot Springsmy be as risky as
predictingthe price of cop~r. Sane discussionof the history of this
remarkablefacilitywould lx in order.

Q-elpage 128. Where is the lower Agua Fria Valley?

Page 144. The statementon riparianmnagemmt seem to te inconsistent
with the projectedquality as shown in Table 4-3.

Page 169. Apparentlythe -11 cities and other interestgroups in the
NorthwestValley did not rsceive copies of the Cmbined Repxt. We
realize that this may be the fault of lccal governmm ts and civic
organizationsin not respmding to correspondencefrm BIM.

4-4. There are floodplains within the Phoenix RMP area.
Floodplain suitability for various uses including
recreation will be determined when specific uses or
projects are proposed.

4-5. Most public land outside the boundaries of the
proposed RCAS and CRMAS has been identified for
disposal. Some of the disposal land will be used to
satisfy the needs of local communities for recreation
and other public purpose land (see Maps 2–4 through
2-10, Appendix 1, and the land status map included
with the draft RMP/EIS).

4-6. Designation of the five communication sites involve
planned development through site plans prepared by the
BLM . These site-specific plans would address the
number of buildings and types of equipment allowed on
each site. Also included would be environmental
assessments in compliance with NEPA. Designation of
these sites would also prevent the proliferation of
communication sites elsewhere.

4-7. Determinations in the draft RMP/EIS were made by the
interdisciplinary team identified on pages 167 and 168
of the draft RMP/EIS.

4–8 . The lower Agua Fria Valley encompasses the Agua Fria
River between Lake Pleasant and its confluence with
New River.
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February 23, 1988

5-1

Mr. Arthur Tower

BLM, Area Manager
2015 W. Deer Val!ey Rd.
Phoenix, Arizona

85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

1 have just received the draft for the Phoenix RMP/EIS on Friday the 19th.

In reviewing it in its entirety, I would like to make comment in favor of
Alternative B with one recommendation. In regard to the Lake Pleasant Burro
Herd, our organization would like to see the herd size increased from 80 to
minimum of 130 to protect the viability of the herd. Although, to my knowledge,
there is no current data on burro herd viability, there is data available on horse
herd viability. A horse herd must have a minimum of 100 horses to prevent in-
breeding and deterioration of the stock. I am sure that research would show
the same findings in regard to burros.

5-1. The request for a minimum burro herd of 130 animals is
excessive because of the other uses in the Lake
Pleasant area. The herd would be managed at 80
burros, the minimum base population needed for
maintaining viability according to BLM Burro Program
Guidance 1-83, changes 1 and 2.

We are so pleased that the BLM has included the burros in their RMP for the
Phoenix area, Many members of our organization enjoy riding and hiking the

areas in search of seeing a wild burro.

1 am in process of trying to change a conflicting evening appointment, so that
I can attend the public hearings on Thursday, the 25th. If I am unable, I would
like this letter to be read i“ my absence, as official comments from our organization,
to be entered into the record.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely yours,

Karen A. Sussman
President, ISPMB

Arizona Chapter
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February 22, 1988

?181911!Jlll112111213141516
Mr. Artnur h’. Tower a
Pnoenix Resource Area Manager
dureau of Land Management
2015 Nest Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

m : Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Tower:

Thank you for forwarding a draft copy of the Phoenix Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Stltement to Maricopa
Water District.

As tne water right holder to the sub flow, flood flow and
normal flow of tne Aqua Fria River and its tributaries, we are
extremely Interested in your management plans.

A number of the Areas of Critical Environmental Concern,
Special Management Areas, Cooperative Recreational Areas and
Resource Conservation Areas are within the Aqua Fria
Watersned.

Thus, we respectfully request your including MWD in all aspects
of BLM’s planning process.

If you nave any questions or comnents, please do not hesitate
to call me.

Sincerely,

KOkI1flaarnes
Management Aide

Rti/yb

MARICOPA WATER DISTRICI
FO eox260WariddlAZ85355
(&22)9752151
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Mr. Tim Sanders
ftLM - Phoenix Resour-ce Area
2015 West I)ecr ValLcy Road
Phoenix, 42 85027

I)ear Mr. Sanders:

I am Iilram f)au15, the fellow who telephoned you the other day, and
who~e interest 1s the prc5crvat10n of 1-17 as the “rurdl” highway
lt IS to-day at least to have lL maint,iin some “rural” character.

f’rlor 10 our forthcoming meeting at your office on Thur\day,
3,

$!arch
[ wanted YO!I to have these two enclo>cd items:

(1) copy of rclnarks whl,-h I have Imdde t,; the Prescott \udubon
Society or) the c(lndidacy of 1-17 for designation a~ a “Scenic
lilghway.” IL lets you know where I am “coming from”; and,

(2) copy of Lhc “f)eslgnr)tlon Prucess” f r on) Al)or With which
you mdy well he famillar. SL1li, I thought a copy might he
handy for rc~dy reference. We, who favor Lhc “Sccnlc De>lgrlat ion”
for 1-17 , arc still at the “Pre-Request” stage.

Yesterday, I was ahlc to pick up ,1 copy of the Phoenix RVP/EIS draft
at the St~te office. I have Iust begun tn read lt tn find out what
is proposed for the land now owned hy BLM ln the Black Canyon Corridor,
pdrL1ci:l~rly if Altcr~!atlve B (Preferred) were adopted.

My impression is that, ,]nder Pldn B, the BLM would retain much of
the land which lt IIUW owns in the Corridor and perhaps even increase
its holdings to “block-up” land ownership for more cfflclent m~nagcmcnt.
1311t , for whdL I),lrposc(s)?

The alm of tho>c of us who want to 5CC a “rur~l” corridor preserved
for 1-17 at least between population points, such ,+s between Ncw
R1vcr a!ld i31ach Canyon City - 1s a ribbon of open space, with natllral
vegt,t,itl,)n horderlng tfie freeway a]id In,atlral viitas pre>crved where
fcasihle.

I SLIPI)OSC that the only lncomc-c~rnlng 115c for open space, lf any,
would he light grdzir)g. This would he compatible with ~,~sta prescrvdti on.
Ilowever, I argue that dn open-space, nat,tr.al corridor f[or 1-17 would,
In It>clf, add value t o the land hcyond the corridor, at least for
rc>identlal use.

Turniltg t f) the large folded mai) labeled “Phoenix Re>uurce Irea,
Nortl) Central Portiun” January 1987, I have these quest ~ons:comlncnts,
moving lll>rLh from the juncL ion of State 74 and 1-17:

(1) Would lt he rc~sonablc to alm for a modest open-space corridor
between, say the Plonccr V1llagc Ind the New River Interchange?

‘The frontage here on both side> of 1-17 1s largely owned by
Lhe State. Ilopefully, the State roold he persuaded that granting
open-space cascmcnts along 1-17 would enhance the value of
the land which the Stat{, mighL Ie,?sciscll in this area;



Mr. Tim Sanders . . . February 27, 1988 -.. Page 2

7-

(2) What would seem to be the most effective way to preserve
open-space corridor for 1-17 between the New River & Rock

;~rings i,]terchanges? Especially between the Table Mesa &
Rock Springs interchanges?

Any contribution that FILM could make by exchanging with the
State? Say, around and to the north and west of the Table Mesa
interchange? (Probably provides some of the better scenic vistas
along 1-17 - mountains in the distance and good stands of saguaros
in the foreground).

(3) And what about the preservation of saguaros themselves?
Are we at, or at least near, the point where “groves” of saguaros
traversed by a mdjor highway are an “endangered” species?

For example, is there any stand of saguaros along any interstate
in Arizona that can even compare with those which dot the terrain
from the Pioneer Village interchange to “topping out” on the
ncsa just south of the Sunset Point rest stop?

Presumably the preservation of these “groves” would be enhanced
if 1-17 were designated a “Scenic Highway” - but may “something
more” be needed? Say, the establishment of some protective
zone, perhaps under the auspices/cOntrOl of
Board?

the State Parks

(4) I move now to the 1-17 segment from the Dog Track/Squaw
Peak interchange at the north edge of Black Canyon City to
Cordes Junction. Here, if I read the map correctly, the BLM
owns the frontage on the west side of 1-17, and the State that
on the cast.

May not this divided ownership lead to an unsatisfactory pattern?
Open space on the BLM side and development on the State side
of 1-17? Arc there any potential “block-up” exchange possibilities?

For example, 8LM to get frontage from the State on the east
7.2 ::::an:: 1-17 between Dog Track Road and Cordes Junction in

for 8LM land elsewhere? Such as the BLM land in the
vicinity of Black Canyon City and Rock Springs?

(5) According to Map 2-13, there are two utility corridors
in the Black Canyon planning segment. One follows 1-17: the

7-3 other, along and partly east of the Agua Fria River. From the
point of view of preserving scenic vist.’as from “high-line”
clutter, isn’t the corridor LO the east of 1-17 to be preferred?

But enough questions and comments for now. 1 look forward to visting
with you next Thursday. Should your schedule change, my telephone
is 274-2723.

Si~cerely, /

‘Hiram S. l)avi~

J-1 . The land fronting 1-17 between the city of Phoenix and
Black Canyon City is or would be administeredby the
atate of Arizona or is under private ownership. The
state developsmanagement prescriptionsfor the
long-termmaintenanceof scenic values on its land.

Public land north of Black Canyon City will be
maintained under BLM administration. One of the BLM’s
long-termmanagement goals for the Black Canyon
Resource ConservationArea would be to block up
federal ownership in the area through the BLM-state of
Arizona land exchangeprocess. This includes land
along 1-17 between Black Canyon City snd Cordes
Junction. The proposed RMP has not identified land
uses seriously conflictingwith the continuationof
open space scenic values on public land between 1–17
and the Prescott National Forest except placement of
additionalutility lines in the Black Canyon utility
corridor. Impacts on visual and scenic values would
be expected to be minimal, however. A travelers
perception of natural scenery would not be affected by
the placement of additionalutility lines because new
lines would be parallel to and screened by existing
transmissionlines crossing the area.

7-2. The proposed RMP has identifiednew expanded
boundaries for the Black Canyon RNP which include the
public land one mile south of the boundary described
in the draft RMP/EIS (see RCA Map 2-8 in this

z
m

document). 7
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7-3.
?

The AlternativeB corridor identified in the draft ~
RMP/EIS is preferabledue to two factors: 1) there i- =J
an existingpowerline along 1–17 and 2) Alternative C
powerlineswould further impact a National Register $

ArchaeologicalDistrict (Perry Mesa).
u
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~. Arthur.i. Tower
Phoenix Resource Area UanaEer
Bureau of lard hrxigement

2015 U. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, AA 85c.?7

Dear )@. Tower:

I read with interest the BLMts desire to consolidate the checkerboard lands it

controls. My question is why does the ELM think it can control the lands of the American

people anyway?? In the beginning the Lord gave the people the l.nd and the government

has choosen to tcke away wme of our lands, hundreds of thousands and millions of acres

throughout the United States. Where do they get the authority’: The paople of America

did not get to vote on this issue. Therefore, I recommend that the SLM land be turned

back into the hands of the people of America, the home of the brave and the land that

used to be free frcfagovernment tyr ny. Please read and study the Constitution of the U.S.

as the founding fathers knew and drew up our rights as citizens, not as subjects, and

learn what the God of heaven would hcve you do to give us back our lands so that you can

stand bef~re the Savior on judgement day and be found blameleas in trying to help us regain

our rights to our lands. 1.

L/m”
Thank you for letting me,zandasking for my
opinion. Usually things are accom:,lishedbe-
hind closed doors.

I support your efforts in ree.toringour laws
and rights as the original Constitution out-
lines.

Sincerely, ,\
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Friends of the

Eieroglyphk RIountaidk

8425 N. 56th Ave., Glendale, Az. 85302

Mr. Arthur Tower
Phoenix Resource Area Manager
BLM
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
PHOENIX, Az. 85o27

Dear Mr. Tower,

The Friends of the Hieroglyphic Mountains wish to make some comments about
the drafL Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement.

Our preference is for alternative C, as it contains proposals for larger
ACEC’S than alternative B.

I
Regarding the concept of Riparian Management Area; it is ill defined in the

g-l draft a“d it needs more precise managemt.”tguidelines, sqch as total restriction

of vehicular traffic, etc.
We also wish to recommend that all riparian habitats which are still i“ some-
what of a natural state and have in-stream flows of at least 20 days per year
should be designated Riparian Management Areas.

...I.d havt.liked L“ se. CkwlIicadBULL.. !inLt,resLing furmaLiut,d,)dtdplu,9-2 !!,.1.” ~~
nesting site) designated as an ACEC or”SMA.
Regarding ORV’5, we suggest the BLM designate which roads will be open to vehi-
cular traffic a“d then print and distribute a map of the Resource Area with
such roads shown. As far as the areas closed to traffic are concerned, che

9-3 map should specifically detail the penalties involved by trespa.sing into them
with ORV’s. Finally anyone caught traveling in c losed areas or off-road should
be prosecuted. Incidentally, we welcome the addition of Desert Rangers-make
sure they work weekends:

Finally, we believe the BLM should take the iniriacive in the proposed land
trades and not wait for the owners to come forward.
Thank you for allowing these comments.

=---l / 1

‘F(’Since eC , ,

,,’ ‘, 1

(

Gab-rel Zinsli
Pre idenc

s
9-1. Management goals and planned actions are described for JI

riparian areas identified for special management.
Closed designationsare proposed for White Canyon, i
Larry Creek and Tule Creek. See Tables 2-3 and 2-4 in ~
the RMP/DEIS for specifics.

c)
o

9–2. Owl Head Buttes ia not public land. z
z
:

9-3. As future funds permit BLM will develop and distribute J
a public land visitor use map. Off-road vehicle rules
and user responsibilitieswould be described on the >
map. Site-specificactivity planning will evaluate
ORV signing needs necessary to achieve ORV management z

goals. Due to limited funding, intensivesigning is J1
initiallyanticipated only in areas with identified m
management concerns (ACECS and special management %
areas). g

G
m
0-)
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF MINES

-=
P. 0. BOX 25086

BUILDINC 20, DENVER FEDERAL CENTER

DENVER. COLORADO 80225

Intenimntain Field Operations Center

March 10, 1988

Memorandum

To: Arthur E. Tower, Phoenix Resource Area Manager, Bureau of Land
Management, 2015 West Oeer Valley Road, Phoenix, Arizona 85027

From: Chief, Intermountain Field Operations Center

Subject: Draft Phoenix Resource }fanagementPIan and Environnental Impact
Statement

As you requested, personnel of the Bureau of Mines revier,edthe subject
document to determine whether impacts to mineral resources and to related
activities are adequately discussed. The draft document presents four alterna-
tive plans, including a preferred alternate, for managing the resources of the
Phoenix Resource Area. Mineral resource exploration and development have
played a major role in the growth of Arizona and have historically contributed
much to its economic base. Much of that mineral activity has involved mining
districts included in the resource area. Our conments are provided to help
clarify or improve the mineral data presented.

The document provides a summary of mineral involvement in the resource area
and also a brief analysis of mineral resource impacts by alternative. The
maps showing both past mineral-producing areas and contoured densities of
currently filed Notices of Intent (}’01) and Mine Plans of tperation (MPO)
(p. 96-98) provide information in an easily understandable format. The table
summarizing mineral development trends by mining district including base metal
production frm each district (Table 3-9, p. 100-101) is similarly useful.
Because mineral companies currently are actively exploring and developing
precious metal properties in the western U.S., we suggest that precious metal
production information also be included in the table. Production figures for
precious metals are available from the same source as the base metal data
quoted in the table (AZ Bur. Geol. and Hiner. Technol., Bull. 154}

The salient mineral resource impact addressed by the document is the de facto
withdrawal of lands to mineral entry created by the land disposals proposed

Several areas proposed for disposal currently1o-1 &!~rh?&&% %SB;fck;! i;d tfPO‘S (p. 96-97). We recwnmend that an effort
be made to retain under BLM management two areas having high mineral develop-
ment potential: the BIN lands south of Tucson and the somewhat more continuous

lo–l . The interdisciplinaryplanning tessahas determined
that, as a result of implementingthe proposed RMP,
the reduction of NOIs from 25 to 12 and MPOS from 2 to
1 would not significantly affect the explorationfor
and development of marketable minerals in the Resource
Area.

c-l
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block of BLM lands east of Prescott. Because of the recent explosion of
interest in precious metal development and the currently higher copper prices,
these two areas are undergoing renewed exploration and development activity.
Disposal action would create an additional burden for a struggling minerals
industry and possibly make exploration and development costs prohibitive.

For Alternatives B and C, tables are provided (p. 25-26; p.28-30; and p. 35-39)
that describe planned action for each special management .irea(SMA) and for
each area of critical environmental concern (ACEC). The specific impacts to
IIIineral resource development by creation of these areas is vague. For example,

,~-~ it is not clear what seasonal or other management restrictions would apply to
mineral exploration and development in the Silver Bell Desert Bighorn Sheep
Management Area. Tables 2-4 and 2-10 incorporate statements alluding to
surface occupancy restrictions on 800 acres of Ragged Top, but no information
is supplied regarding what mineral development restrictions would apply to
the rest of the acreage included in the SMA. Iiineral restrictions on other
wildlife SMA’S (desert tortoise, burro range) are also ambiguous. As an
additional example, several multiple resource management areas 1init motor
vehicles to existing roads and trails (i.e., Table 2-4). Heither the table
nor the document make it clear whether a mineral company WOU1d be permitted to
establish drillroads and drillsites or develop a resource for open pit mining
in these areas. In general, the tables list certain access and surface
occupancy restrictions but do not clarify whether management restrictions to
access would severely restrict these lands to mineral entry. Subsequent
versions of the document should elaborate how each management prescription
would affect mineral exploration and development activities. A chart or table
specifying for each SMA and ACEC the restrictions on locatable and leasable
mineral exploration and development would clarify the mineral resource impacts
of Alternatives B and C. Maps showing mineral potential superimposed on areas
where mineral access would be restricted would also serve to readily illus-
trate how each SMA or ACEC would impact mineral related activities.

In the Silver Bel1 Resource Conservation Area (RCA), two S!IA’sand an ACEC
have been proposed for most of the land currently available for mineral
exploration and development. Because the area has high to moderate potential
for additional mineral discoveries, particularly in the area of the Waterman
Mountains AC[C, we believe that access to and permission to develop minerals
in this RCA should be maintained as much as possible.

10–2 . The impacts to mineral development expected to result
from ACEC designations in the proposed RMP would be 1)
the requirementof a Mining Plan of Operation for
explorationor development in a designatedACEC open
to mineral entry, regardless of the acres disturbed
and 2) eliminationof filing, explorationor
development in areas withdrawn from mineral entry.
Activities allowed under the general mining
regulationswould be in force in most areas, including
reasonableaccess to mining claims.
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. : BUREAUoFRECLAMATION

- ‘+ ARIZONA PROJECTSOFFICE%.,,,,,.,~
23636N.7TH STREET

P.O.BOX 9980,.”,,,,
“,,1”!!) 330-lDOO PHOENIX,ARIZONA 85068
780.

fir.Henri Bisson
Flmenix District Manager
Bureau of kind Mmagsment
2015 West Oeer Valley Ibid
F%@nix, Arizona 85027

lkar Mr. Bisson:

‘i%ankyou for the opportunityto ccmaent on the draft flmsnix Resource
kianagemntPlan (RMP) asscciatfxiwith the mmagemmt of 912,030 acres of
fmblic lands in the f%cenix Resource Area. In the RMP, the E%st Half of
Section 11 and the Northwest @arter of SeCtion 12, Township 15 3outh, Range
12 East, G&SRM is identifiedas lands slated for development as a
mnperative recreationmnagement area. ‘fhelands would be transferred to
Iota1 governmentsunder the R&PPA for the Saginaw Hi11 Park.

I l-l As you are aware the Bureau of Reclamation is constructing the Central
Arimm Project which includesconstructionof the Black Mountain Pipeline.
The pipsline wi11 require approximately35 acres of public dmtain lands
locatedin the West Half of the West Half of the Past Half (W1/2Wl/21?l/2)of
Section 11. Tnis alinemnt for tbe Black Mountain Pipeline was identifiedin
our Tucson Aqueduct, F%a.seB, Draft EnvironmentalImpact Statement dated
Cece@2r 1984, and our subsequentDraft Environmental,Assesmzmton propxsd
nmiificationsdated Oecenfxsr1987. Copies of Imth were provided to your
office for revisw.

A formal request for rights-of-y required for the Black Mountain FiFWSline
within the W1/2Wl/2El/2of Section 11 will be subnittsd to you for YOIW
considemtion soon. We would have no objection to tbe tmns fer of public
lands,not needed for the Black Mountain Pipeline in Section 11, to other
goverrumnta1 entities under the R&PPA.

Additioml ccmnents pertaining to the dmf t Sk@ wil1 be provided frcinour
RegionalOffice locatd in Bnulder City, Nevada. Again, thank you for the
OPPrt~itY to review the dmft plan.

3hould you have any questions, please contact Mr. %nnis !%rgett at
870-8734.

>
z
u

6
z

11–1. As part of the CAP delivery systeui, the Black Mountain
Pipeline would be allowed under the proposed RffP,

subject to mitigation, and would be reserved to the
United States in the event that the land would be
transferred under the R&PP Act.

Sincerely yours,

%’+iMj”
& R&e: J. Towles

Project Manager
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15 March 1988
10120 Clair Drive
Sun City, AZ, 85351

12-1

Mr. Arthw E Tower, Phoenix Resource Area Manager
!3ureauof Land Management
2015 West IEer Valley Road
Phcenix,Arizona

Dear Mr. Tower:

I have made a careful review of the draft Phoenix ResourceManagaxmt
Plan and EnvironmentalImpact Statement.

In the preparationof the identifieddraft the Sureau was faced with the
need to make assessmentsof two classes of holdings subject to quite
differentpressures--thoseessentiallyrural in nature, and those
located close to major urban areas. Unfortunately,the Rureau elected
to use identicaloptions and assessment techniquesfor tnth classes of
areas.

The concept of balancedmultiple use, includingutility corridors,
mining, and ranching,is certainly a sound prccedureto follow in those
areas which are essentiallyrural. However, in those areas which are
adjscent to an expandingmetropolitanarea it would be preferableto
reccgnize the changes that are 1ikely to take place. Such areas will be
subject to much greater pressure for recreationaluse, their
attractiveness for ranchingwill decline, and they will have increasing
aPEal as an identifiedurban resource--suchas the Saguaro National
Monument at ~cson, the PhcenixMountain Preserves,and the Iake
PleasantRegional Park.

It would te desirable in the developmmt of Plans for those areas
locatednear urban areas to recognize that the change from a rural to
urban environmentwill not te sudden, and will likely take place over a
psriod of years. Thus, the Adopted Plan should preferablybe stmctured
in such a way that it can readily acccmncdatethese changes as they take
place.

The dicussionof protectionfor the desert streams which are included in
the plan leaves much to be desired. It is quite probable that the
detai1s of these protectivemasures plans were well known to the
authors of the repxt. However, the reprt presents few detai1s on how
water guality standardswill k applied or mt, aquatic species
protected,or riparianvegetation protectedor reestablished. ‘1’ne
remainingdesert streams in Arizona are certainly deservingof the kest
managementpracticesthat we can formulate.

The administrativeorganizationof the Rureau has injectedan additional
problem in the selectionof a suitablemanagenks.ntplan in some
instances. For example, the Hassayampa River Canyon and the “upper”
HassayampaRiver are discussed in two different repxts. This is a very
umdesirable arrangementgiven the needs for a unified managementplan
for the River, and the Wilderness potential of the Canyon. The

12–1 .
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The draft RMP/EIS identifiesmanagement problems, z
goals and opportunities. Specific details on methods d
to achieve the goala are contained in activity plans. ~
The activity plans developed to implement the approved z
RMP will include environmentalassessmentsand meet CJ
public review requirementsin compliancewith NEPA and ~
the Planning Regulations.

U
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administrativeorganizationproblem is also reflected in the inclusion
of the Maricopa Fkmntain and ButterfieldStage sections in still
another BIN managementre~rt. Despite the size and importanceof the
Phcenix MA ropl itan area these adjscent ~tent ia1 “open q?ace”
opportunitiesare examinedby BIJ4in three different administrative
repxts.

The language of the reprts with res@ct to roads and trai1s and their
availabilityto the public is also imprecise. It would & desirable to
identify those roads and trails which will b? available to four wheel
drive vehicles and/or A’TVs.It would also te desirable to identifythose
lccationswhere additionalreads or trails might & needed to
accamnodate the needs of these interestgroups.

It is guite apparent that cunnunitiesand organizationsin the Northwest
Valley had little input in the develqxrentof the plan or of the several
stepa which tcmk place prior to plan development.This lack of input
might be attributedto the small size of the -unities and to the
difficultiesof understandingan issue as complex as that faced by ELM
in the assessmentof its land holdings! It would te desirable to make a
s~ial e:fOr: at this time to reach these crmnumitiesand groups to try
to deternune If they, in fact, understand the importanceof the
dscisions which are king made.

SPECIFIC RECCOMMENDATIONS:

The reccmrendations of the Plan with respsct to those areas which are in
essentially rural settings secretsto & generally adeguate.

Those areas which are adjacent to the major metropolitanareas should la?
reexamined in terms of a fifth alternative--whichmight te termed
Metro~l itan Preserveand @en Space Nanagtm’ent! Under this concept the
entire Lake PleasantArea, which wodld k better namd the Hieroglyphic
MountainsArea,would be reconsideredin terms of its long term Fotential
for a desert/uoutainpreserwe,and a long term plan would be developed
which vould reflect the eventual conversionof the area. Such a plan
would include the need for additonal roads, or improvedroads in sane
areas, camping facilities,a visitor center oriented to the up~r
Sonoran Lksert, designatedwilderness areas, the eventua1 phase out of
grazing and mining, and ~rhaps the purchase of the private lands (or
conservationeas-ts) which are now lccated within the area. The time
schadule for such a prqram might well stretch out over a period of
pahpa twenty years.

The tcundaries of the Lake Pleasant area should be readjustd to include
the Shirttail Hills area south of State Highway 74 and the Hassayampa
Canyon ?uea to the West.

~
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12–2 . Public involvement efforts, including newsletters,

z
local press coverage, public meetings, and mailings to
all affected local governments, were discussed in
Chapter 5 of the draft RMP/EIS. Most communities in
the RMP area have been involved in the Phoenix
District’s planning effort either directly or through
their respective county associationsof government.

12–3. The Phoenix District believes the alternatives
considered in the draft RMP/EIS cover a sufficient
range of realistic management opportunities for
addressing the recreation issue in the Lake Pleasant
area. For example, a cooperative recreation
management area surroundingLake Pleasant a recreation
management area in Hells Canyon, a riparian management
area along the Hassayampa River and special management
areas to emphasize management of watershed, riparian
habitat, a resident burro herd and an endangered fish
spec~.eshave been proposed. We believe that
management emphasis being recommended for these
discrete areas is compatiblewith multiple use
management of the entire resource conservationarea.
Management of the entire Lake Pleasant RCA for the
benefit of a single user group would be incompatible
with BLM’s multiple–use mandate.

The specific ntsasureswhich wi11 b adopted for the protectionand
management of the desert streams in the modified Lake Pleasant area
should be set forth in considerabledetail. An annex to the reprt
would & a suitablevehicle for detail of this nature.

A long-rangeplanning and development-ittee for the Iake
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Pleasant/HassayampaCanyon area should be recannended.The Ccimnittee
should have ample representationfrom the NorthwestValley ccfmnunities,
ranching interests,major developers,the core cities of the Phcenix
metropolitanarea, MetropolitanAssociationof Governments,State
legislators,and State and County officials.

I telieve that adoption of these reccxmrendationswi11 assure that we are
planning for the Future of the Metro@ itan area and not for the present
of the past!

Sincerely

copy:Congressman Stump

Black Grama
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ELKHORN RANCH
Sa,,ba S,,, IW”te

TUCSON, ARIzONA 85720

flwch 2S, 1988

Arthurf To#ar
Phoemx Rasouru? Area Manager
Bur- of L@ Manapwnent
20 I 5 west D&r Wdley Rcsd
Pksnix, A.? 85027

Dear Mr Tmvaf

CmFebrwary 23 I ~tendwl the public kerirq in Tucson conomiw
Ik &aft Phoenix Raswrm M&w@TIant Plm. N.ho@ our lsrdlngs
~ currerne ragding this plan s’e well Iomvn, we fvwedmickxt to
tske this ~@N.inRy to present them @in.

First, wewiwAijlike totlwkywu, Tlm Smdsrsrarklell otkrs
involved fcr YXJr affcrts in kqirq w abramt of de+’alopemants in
UPSplan,md h Ilsbmhrp Waml takjng intosmmt m curmzrns
r@3@n9 tk NW. Fcr this we are gra\e(u\.

Thistinot, hmvewer, -thsfdthat weerecppmsdtothe
plwI m al) its varkJs fwms. We cklmt feel eV/lldYI!&S Km in tk
Mmrpivwmis~y Thecountryisalraslywi@mess* to
11s@njr@rfmd WIIIrsmam w, Mess to tk inountatris tsalkwd
try the .wa rswiwrs. It would be rext to impseible to dwalcp the

!3-1 ma oxwidwrn lor wil&mss and most of the P@ revolved Is
alrtwcfy mntrolk%t by the 8LM. Ttwrefore, tiw cmty effsct a
wi)defntss dmtgnatial would have wwld be to Imr.ssw humm trafflC
m tfm rrrn The cmntry wculd 1sss much of its appeal S3 this traffic
Immz$sd In shcrt, Us wil@rness &tgwtion would result m the
was bmmmg lass ‘wikY

We fsd that to astablwh end run a wll@mss Wsa, et taxp@%r
ex-, that results in kss remote twd-ccnmtry ts fjmlly a-xl
csnS3-vaticmal /y unswnd Why mt Ietthea-se ramiwrscontinuato
rnanayad protect the Wee fran G3valwants3 VW hefe bean
tiing for Ws?

IWe are alsu op@ to the propostd swaps betwfen tk ELM and Stats
13-2 L@ Dw@tmmt In tk Babc@vari eras our cumarns, as stat~ in

prior 03rrqo@,nce, are 6 follows

D
z
0

13-1. The impacts of designating the Baboquivari Peak
Wilderness Study Area (WSA) as wilderness are analyzed
in the Phoenix Wilderness EELS. If Congress
designates the WSA as wilderness a ‘management@an
will be developed. The developmentof the wilderness
management plan would include public involvementand
review, address visitor use capacity and would contain
an environmentalassessment in compliancewith NEPA.

13–2. Section 10(b) of the Taylor Grazing Act provides that
fifty percent of the grazing fees collected from BLM
grazing leases are returned to the State/Countywhere
grazing occurs. Pursuant to Arizona State Law (Title
37 ARS Section 724) the returned grazing lease fees
are allocated to county school districts.

\ Wea’e@ncz?rnedsstothaaffeCtthSlozSOf
statetaa%’r.a’m~ wcw)df’wemmr Iml
school distrw’
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2. One Ot the Stated dljtiivesof the plan 1s to
prwld?exxss to Bebcquivwi Psk. TfM Mly
wee flint swh recess is prmtical is Thomas
(hycm. As far a3-totherrmy ismmarnsl,
thot is air* pruviti by wsa rmchers

3. Arm rmdmrs have km .mIJnd fcr mmy yen,
It wouid be cheeper md mere praiiml to let thsm
omtinue to protmt the me.

4. Ths pr~ wikkrmse mm would inrmx?e
traffic, @all the raletsd problems, in ths
mwntalns. We dJ not 1ss1that is dseire&le.

5. Ths whole plm runs mntr~y to the stated
objmtivco of blinking up pasls of land for
mqmt pur~. If that were truly m
importmt objmtive, tho BLfl would trak? out
of tbma mtirely m it Is mmt State Lms8 LarHI

In summmy, we fal that t~ mmt logiml murss of fstim in the
B~ivri ma is mt to take my actim, Let% not m~a m Ar6vaipe
Usym out of them, Theyara bmutiful, but mwh of that tiwuty
mm- from their rmsotetkm. Lets mt spoil that

Sincerely,

ChorlofMtller

cc f3@bII Chllins, Federal Exchrmga AXninistrator

13–3 . Since the proposed Baboquivari ACEC and wilderness
study area is surrounded by private and state land, it
would be necessary to obtain legal public access.
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Eugene A. Dahlem
Bureau of Land Management
Phoenix Resource Area
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Dahlem:

I enjoyed our brief talks at the recent Desert Tortoise
Council Symposium in Laughlin, Nevada. As I said, I was very
pleased to see the proposal for a Special Management Area(SMA)
for the desert tortoise in the Picacho Mountains in Alternative B
of the Phoenix Resource Management Plan and EIS Draft.

After I returned home, I received a topo map of the Newman
Peak quadrangle, which included the boundaries of the proposed
SMA. Outlined also were four locations of desert tortoise
populations studied by the Bureau of Reclamation in connection
with the Central Arizona Project canal. I was dismayed to note
that all four populations lie outside the SMA boundary.——

15-

In further examination of the map, it was obvious that the SMA
boundaries are chiefly composed of the steepest portions of the
area, and do not extend to the gentler foothills and outwash
plains where the tortoise populations are found. I assume that
this was merely a case of oversight on the part of the BLM, and
that changes will be made. I strongly urge that the present
boundary of the SMA be extended westward and southward by at
least one full section. Even so, one of the tortoise populations
would have no buffer area.

According to a large-scale land status map of the Picacho area
in my possession, Newman Peak is surrounded by state land. If
this is the reason for the current proposed boundaries of tne
SMA, something clearly needs to be done to acquire additional
land for the SMA. As I mentioned to you, the state grazing
permittee for that area has long been known for persistent
trespass, and was fined several years ago for exceeding his
permitted use by about five times. Since it is very likely that
the current grazing prac=es~this permittee are continuing to
negatively impact the desert tortoises in the area, I hope that
the BLM will look into the possibility of working out some land
trades that would result in a further enlargement of the SMA.

If such land trades are a possibility. I will work hard to
assist the BLM to make them a reality.

Sincerely,

Sde%i+Southwest Representative

SOUl HWt5T OtFl(”l 11795 N COMO DRIVE, TUCSON, ARIZONA 85741 ● (MN?) 297-14{4

NATIONAL OFFICE 1244 NINETEENTH ST REE~, NW. WASHINGTON, DC 20036.(202)659-9510

15-1. The proposed RMP hae identified state land for
acquisition to include additional tortoise habitat
within the Picacho Mountain RCA (see map 2-22 in this
document). z

~

Refer also to response 18-7.
4
m
z
0
0
z



G
-P

ROSEUOFFORD
GOvEmml

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

STATS CAP,TN

, ,Cuws, w.s”,.c,~,

WOSNIX ARIZONA K(X)7

(ma 2555371

TO : Do: BLM

FRof4 , ARIZONA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

DATE : April 1, 1988

3E : 3W.,2AC OF 2ANCI MANAGEMENT
DRAFT PHX RESOLJRCZ FIG? ?LAN & EIs 15.999
AZ880219800008

momsp CALDWELL
2W,.-O.

This memorandum is in response to Xhe above project submittea to
the Arizona State Clearinghouse for review.

The project has been reviewed pursuant to the Executive Order
12372 by certain Arizona State officials and Regional Counciis of
Government.

The Standard Form 424 is attachea for ~nformation.

No conunents were received on this project or it waa supporreti as
written. If any comments are received, we wiil forward them to
you for your consideration.

Attachment

cc : Arizona State Clearinghouse
App:icant
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April 12, 1988

Mr. Arthur F. Tower
Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West D-or Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ. 85027

RF: PHOENIX RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Dear Mr. Tower:

5Jii
_ Aciii
—oPa—
—MINS—

z%=
_ ffiRA _

— K~A _

lWe have reviewed the Phoenix Resource Management Plan and find the alternative
R acceptable. We can appreciate the need for RIM to consolidate its holdings
land rls. siqnat@ areas for pI_OteCti On. The Lake Pleasant area is of concern to
us, however. We feel this area should be protected to a greater extent by the
Iextension of the RCA to the south and east. Urban and industrial encroachment
]n this area will greatly reduce the quality of this area. In addition, the
area ad.iacent tn Interstate 17 should be included in the Lake Pleasant RCA.
These lands would maintain the scenic value of the 1-17 corridor between New
River and Rock Springs. We are in support of 1-17 and State Highway 74 becom-
ing designated as scenic highways. An open space set-back could also be estab-
11ished by th~ County.

Another concern is the availability of future recreation sites. AS BLM reduces
its urban fringe holdinqs, it also reduces the availability of low-cost muni-
cipal lands. As the urban growth continues, much land will be needed in the
next 10-20 years.

A third concern is thp proposal that a large area of land below Highway 74
(Morristown-New River Highway) between Lake Pleasant and Morristown be dis-
Dosed of to the state or private parties. While we recognize the benefit of an
exchange for additional land within the RCA’S, this will place a great burden
cm the surrounding land, given the population that eventually could rPsid-
there.

we respectfully req!lestthat land ownership and designations in the Dlanninq
area be more fully addressed to answer our concern~.

Sincerely,

DENNIS W. 2kiAGERt4Afi 1)
PRINCIPAL PLANNER ‘b

YADVANCE PLANNING DIV SION

17–1 . The proposed Phoenix Resource Management Plan (RMP) in
this document identifiesadditional land along the
Black Canyon Corridor for retention in public
ownership, thus enlarging the Lake ’PleasantRCA to the
east. There are no plans, however, to identify
non-public land in the area for acquisition. Land
values between New River and Rock Springs make
acquisitioncosts prohibitivewhen compared to the
resourcevalues gained.

The future availabilityof low cost public land for
use by local governmentshas been addressed in the
draft RNP/EIS. During the public scoping process,
potential sites were identifiedby local governments.
Several tracts were found to be suitable for transfer
under the Recreationand Public Purposes Act (R&PPA).
These were identifiedin the draft plan and carried
over as part of the proposed RNP in this document.

The draft RMP/EIS identifiedthe public land south of
Highway 74 as suitable for exchange. However, because
of public concern about the loss of open space and
scenic values in the area, the proposed RMP has
identifiedadditionalpublic land south of Highway 74
for retention in public ownership. Specifically,
these areas would include sections 25, 26 and the
SaddlebackMountain portion of section 35 in Township
6 North, Range 1 Weet. The retention area would be
includedwithin the boundary of the proposed Lake
Pleasant RCA.

Planner 1 -
(602)262-3403
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Mr . Pr’th Llr E. Tower
Fhoenl:: Resource Area Manager

E4ureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley F:oad
Phoenl:., firlzona 8ZCIZ7

Dear Mr. Tower:

l-he Desert Tortoise CoLincll sincerely appreciates the opportunity
to comment and mal e recommendations on the draft Fhoenl;: Resource
Management Flan. We view some promls~ng changes ln the Fhoenl::

District’s management throuqh this plan. though some serious mls-
tales are made In analysis of desert tartolse population and
hab~tat trends under- different management regimes. and zn plan-
nlr,g for tt,e bene+lt of the desert tortoise.

Our comments are divided into two parts, general and speclflc.

GEWEF:AL

G1wen that virtually no lnventorY of desert tortoise distribution
or abundance has been carried out ln the F’hoen l:.. Resource Area,
we contest the valldltiy of e5tlmates of habitat e::tent llstej in
the document. Though i-ecord~s e::lst for several areas II, :he RMF

area. only the F1cacho Mountains and i:~e flagged Top area have any
e::tenslve data base. I!u.J WI1l BLM inventory lts remaining areas,
and, If the, a, ti found to contain ma,or populations. how WI1l EILM

give them slgnlflcarlt management status lf they are not lricluded
in this dacument- What IS E4L.M’s schedule for obtaining desert
tortoise data on the Fhoenl:: lands- What effort w1ll ELM make to
ensure lt does not dispose of “important” (we read crucial under
EILM’s definition) desert tar-tolse habitat when no inventory has
been done- WI1l F?LM lnventnry habitat slated for disposal prior
to ronslderatlon for land trades- 1+ HLM does find ‘“lmpartant”
habitat, w1ll thjz be cause fur careful conslderat~on and prob-
ablv retent~ cm- These queztlons we have not found answered ln

this documenk.

The K’MF duesn”t show an analysis of how ELM decided which species

and habitats were to be discussed In the RMF’. Why were the
F1cacho Mounta,ns the only area chosen to be slgnl+lcant for
desert tortalse management-

D
z
u

18-1. BLM will conduct additionaldesert tortoise
inventories according to recommendationsin a Desert
Tortoise ImplementationStrategy currently being
finalized. It is BLM’s goal to complete all
inventorieswithin five years and to update its
Habitat Management Plans and amend this RMP, if
necessary, to reach desert tortoise management goals.

18-2. The analysis is found in Chapter 1 beginning on page 6
of the draft HMP/EIS under the section entitled
Environmental Issues.

The Picacho Mountains were chosen for desert tortoise
management emphasis because they are relatively
isolated with limited public access, have few multiple
use conflicts and are known to support tortoise
populations.
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There 15 not a wide range o+ alternatives, particularly ones that
E4LM cauld be reasonably expected to Implement.

Chapter 2 does not develop objectives and management prescrip–
tlons very well for ACECS, SM6S, or CRtlAs. What is discussed is

usLiallY vague and not me.35Llrdbl=. Therefore, we cannot follow
any analyszs HLil may have made on Impacts to the desert tortoise.

Chapter 4 often describes actions HLM would take, often seen in
this section for the first time In the document, instead of an
analysis 0+ impacts. Our e::perlence with EISS and EIRs is that
actions are to be presented in the chapter on alternatives.

SFECIFIC

Fage B. paragraph 2. Says alternatives would dispose of
Threatened or Endangered plant habitat, again in paragraphs S and
b.

Doesn’t EILM have a PO1lCY not to dispose of Candidate species
habitat or cause federal llstlng? The desert tortoise is a can-

18-4 didate on Category 2, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has
stated that federal llsting 1S warranted, yet BLM intends to dis-
pnse n+ haL1tat. We see an inconsistency here wzth national ELM
policy.

Page 17. The wlldllfe and special status plants sections show
parts of the plan seem to be contrary to EILM policies. There is

,8-5 little or no gL!lddnCe from management on WiIdlife. Certainly f3LM
has management guidance on how wildlife habitat and Threatened
and Endangered and Candidate species are to be managed cm public
lands?

F’age 2S. The desert tortoise should be added to the Silver Bell
Special Management fires as a priority for management. This would

be cnmpatlble with bighorn and habitat objectives should be

)8-6
developed to benefit the tortoise. The area must not have many

Confllctlng L(ses If FILM has slated it for bighorn emphasis. This

IS all the more reason for Includlng the tortoise as a management
prlorlty. In addition. f3LM has a rare permanent study plot in
this area.

18-7

‘We commend )3LM on a Special Management Area for tortoises. This
~lnd of action is needed to ensure the future of tortoise In the
wild. However. the Ficacho Mountains area IS much too small to
be a “preserve” which would be effective In maintaining a lasting
population of tortoises. Additionally, most o+ the habitat IS on
lands on the periphery of the ELM land. Consideration of this
alternative must not have been made by persons with knowledge of
Conservation biology, w “island biogeography. ” The probability
of extinction O+ a papulatlan a+ tortoises (or other organisms)
is ruLlghly Inversely proportional to the size of the Island. EILM
is essentially proposing to create an “island” preserve. BLPI

18–3. We belleve tne a~cernaclvesenalyzed are sufficientto
resolve the identified issues. Other alternatives
consideredand the reasons for their not being
analyzed are listed in the draft RMPLSIS beginning on
page 41.

18-4. The BLM has a policy to manage candidate species to
avoid the need for federal listing. Under the
PreferredAlternative and Alternative C of the draft
RMP/EIS, it was assumed that disposal would be offset
by acquisition. Within the range of the desert
tortoise, a decision to dispose of candidate species
habitat is made only after an environmentalassessment
is completed.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service definition states:
“CandidateCategory 2 contains those species for which
listing ia possibly appropriatebut for which the Fish
and Wildlife Service does not have sufficient
informationon hand to support their being listed as
threatenedor endangeredat this time.”

Refer also to the General Response to Comments.

18–5. As stated on page 20 of the draft RMP/EIS, the
identificationof land for disposal is not
irrevocable. All BLM parcels in an exchange proposal
would be subject to a site-specificenvironmental
assessmentwhich would identify and analyze impacts to
desert tortoisesand other values.

Refer also to the General Response to Comments.

18-6. BLM specialistsdid not identify the Silver Bell
Mountains aa a priority area for special management of
desert tortoises. However, if future monitoring
indicatea the need, a special management area for
desert tortoisea in the Silver Bell Area could be
designated through a plan smendment.

18–7. Several commentershave made the point that the
Picacho Mountain Desert Tortoise ManagementArea
identifiedin the draft RMP/EIS contains too little
lsnd mass andlor does not include the lower,
state-ownedbajadas where tortoise populationsare
more likely to be found.

Consequently,the proposed RMP has identified7,980
state-ownedacres to be acquired by exchange. Upon
completionof the exchange, these acres will become
part of the Picacho Mountain Desert Tortoise
ManagementArea (area shown on map 2-22 in this
document).
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18-7

should realize that the main portion of the F1cacho Mountains
“island” IS not on t3LM land. and that regardless. AS MUCH LQND RS
POSSIBLE should be included ln this area for a viable tortalse

population. Per LIsal o+ maps and data we have acqLU1 red shows that

at least 24 to XI additional s.ectlons of habitat should be ln–
eluded ln the Special Management C)rea.

ELM’s idea of managing the P1cachos for the desert tortoise has
great mer~t. bL!t IS doomed to failure unless the biological needs
of this species are talen into account.

Management prescriptions or actions are vague. esp,=c~al ly +or

18-8 WIldl lfe and Threatened and Endangered plants. Without
prescriptions. we can not see how BLM can analyze ~mpacts of es-

tabl lshlng and implementing management on these areas.

18-9

G
w

18-1(

18-11

18-12

18-13

18-14

F’age 31. Ogaln, there are no prescriptions for Ci3MGs. The p05–

slble range of recreation allowed cOL!ld greatly change the im-
pacts to wildlife ln these areas. Tortol lta Mountains have

tOrt O1 ses. possibly in high numbers. There could be highly nega-
tive 1mpact5 1+ recreatl On areas ln wrong spots. The Sawtooth=.
too. may have an “I mportant ,, population o+ tartolses. and Hell .S
Canyon area definitely harbors tortoises. along with other sensl–
tlve species. such as Gil bert. s s)I”~ . yet impacts 0+ recreatl On
are not addressed.

Fage 117. Tortollta tortoise habitat IS “ot on Map Z–4a. Peren-
nial forbs and grasses are every blt as Important as annuals.
especially avallablllty :n summer-fall before hibernation.

Fage 126. Also pages 142 a“d 159. Effects or, range land
management . This IS an inaccurate heading. It has nothing to do
w~th management of range resource% (read SO I 1 and grass) , ,ust

1 lvestock management. ranch economics. a“d a“Imal /ranch
performance. Please change the title to what It really 1s.

Page 137. We tale Issue that downward trend IS e::pected on 10%
of habitat. How dld ELM dertve th~s analys~ s.- We bel leVe
downward trend L.JI1lprobably be higher. espec~al 1y at XI years.
the document’s “long term. ‘- after the population of firlz ona has
doubled and OHVS. poachers, sightseers. land developer=, a“d the
llke, has at least doubled also.

What were the analyses for deter mln~ng what disposal lands would

be developed In the long termn For e;:ample. most lands near 110
and the CAP would lllely be developed. wzth downward tortoise
trends. This would be detrimental to the F’lcacho Mountains and
Sllverbell areas. yet this does not seem to be analyzed.

Page 147. Desert tortoise. The document says the S1lverbell
Area has Important habitat. There should be a management qOdl

for the tortoise here, also.

18–8 .
~

The RMP defines goals for resolving conflicts related ~
to the identified issues. Particular emphaais is u
plsced on management of special management areas and
ACECS . The detailed prescriptions describing how the z
management goals will be met are called activity o
plsns. Activity plans are developed as part of the

approved RMP’S implementation. z
=
L
b

18–9 . Impacts of implementing the management prescriptions
are monitored throughout the life of the W and $

changes can be made if management objectives for
desert tortoises are not being met.

18–10 . The omission was an oversight. The Tortolita
Mountains should be indicated on map 3–4a in the draft
RMP/EIS as an important desert tortoise area.

18–11 . Referring to pages 7, 16 and 102 of the draft RMP/EIS
under “Effects on Rangeland Management” should help

explain this heading. Indirectly, livestock
management, ranch economics and animal performance are
all important factors in rangeland management.

18–12 . Downward trend is determined by the interdisciplinary
plsnning team from their analysis of the percentage of
habitat expected to be disrupted by development during
the life of the plan.

18-13. The estimates of future development on disposal land
were based on growth trends as we see them now through
the estimated life of the RMP (15 to 20 years).

18–14 . Refer to response 18-6.
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The F1cacho SM!4 does not say anything abOLlt restriction of roads.
and fmrblddlng roads to communications sites. but chapter 4 does.

There are hidden actions ,n this dOc Llment that we can not tel 1
WI 11 happen. i3LM must have a prescription that says no roads In

15
the F1cacho Mts. Is the desert tortoise habitat to be dCqLllred
blocPed up or scattered Is habitat disposed of blacked or

scattered? This makes a t>lg cJ1+ference with Impact assessment.
Security of populations In the long term 1s only made with
blocled habztat. The net effect to the tortoise. we feel. is ln-

accLirately stated In this analysls.

Fage 155. Desert tortoise Impacts could greatly Increase with
adjacent state land development and Impacts due to habitat loss
by vlsltor facllltles. Illegal collection. harassment,

18-16
vandallsm, and forage loss. The popLllatlon would not remain vi-
able throLlgh long term. when the cL[mulatlve Impacts are analyzed.
Glternstlve R would not lIlely result In a viable population
eI ther. bLlt $llternatlve C represents an accelerated disaster for
the tortoise In the Ficacho Mts.

~a~e i9e. Desert tnrtolse monltcbrlng. What IS a slgnl$>cant

18-17 chanqe. and who decides when th~s ‘hange (over what threshold)
has clccL~rred- The threshold shOLlld be quantified In the RMF, as

we have seen In others.

We Llnderstand that ELM mav plci and choose between alternatives.
and that Olternatlve C was not a “real “ alternative, In the sense
that It would constltL!te a viable management paclage on Its own.

the Desert_Tortolse CoLincll,w_e.L therefore urqe ~LM to lmDIAm~

Glternatlve C for CommLmlcatlon sites. Larry Creel:. Tanner Wash.
Waterman i’lountaln, S1lverbell RCA, Ferry Mesa ACEC, and the Whzte
Canyon GCEC. tilthOLlt implementation o+ these featLlres Into Lhls
RMF . measL!res for sensitive sipec~es such as the desert turtoise

In many cases wOL~ld be ~nsLlff~c~ent and much less effective for
re50Llrce management Into the fL[t Llre. Larger boundaries provided
by .aiternat]ve C for biologically ~mportant areas at-e needed to
Create manageable units and to manage the upland watersheds,
without which. the ecosystems can’t be relled on to be
maintained. Viable populatlo”s can only be maintained on large
blocls of F,abl tat. CL1mLllatlve Impacts must be m~n~m~zed to the

utmost. and thzs can be Improved by larger bou”dar~es. Alterna-

tive C for Lale Fleasant BLtrros wOL[ld resL\lt In 192.00<) fewer
pounds of vegetatlan be~ng L15ed yearly. fewer heav~ly Impacted
areas near Lal..e Fleasant and sprlng~ and wash bottoms, a“d less
vegetation removal in desert tortoise habitat.

The alternative C management for the S1lverbell RCA should recog–
nlze the “lmportantns habitat for the desert tortoise and be
modl+led to show management er,phasls for the desert tortoise.
which. as We stated earner, shoLlld be compllmentarv to the
desert hlghorn sheep.

18-15. Vehicular access restrictions for the Picacho
Mountains Desert Tortoise Management Area are stated
in Table 2-4 on page 28 of the draft RMP/EIS.

18-16. Refer to response 18-7.

18–17 . Desert tortoise densities would be monitored using the
guidelines shown in Table 2–8 of this document. BLM
specialists would determine when significant change
has occurred.

z
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As regards the rest 0+ this plannlng e++ot-t, we recommend lm-
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plementlng Alternative H. with modlflcatlons
far the Flcacho Mountains 5pec1al Management

desperately needed
Area.

The Desert Torto15e CoLmczl stands ready to assist with develop–
ment o+ Spec~al Management ~reas and management prescrzptlons for
them. The CnLlnCll a150 halds In Its membership experts on desert
tortoise b!alogy. ecology, conservation area design, size. and

management. We wOLlld be pleased to assist yOLI with any desert
tortoise conservation efforts.

We urge yOLI to build on what yOLI appear to have In mind as active
beneficial management for the desert tortoise. but to take these
bold steps with a clear }nowledge of the resoL(rce’s biology and a
clear charge of establishing areas large enough to maLntaln vi-
able pop Lllatlons 0+ desert tortoises and other wlldllfe thr OLlgh
the very long term.

4’” James 6. St. Amant

Senior Co-Chairman

cc: J. David Almand, hLM Washington Off>ce
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ElPaso
Nstural 6as Campanq

April 15, 1988
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Mr. Arthur E. Tower, Area Manager
Phoenix Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Vefley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Reference: Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Tower:

El Paso Natural Gae Company (El Paao) operates one of the country’s
largestnatural gas transportationeyatema, locatedin the southwestern
United Statea. Since a number of El Paso’s pipelinesand compressor
stationsare within the Phoenix Resource Area, we have a vitalinterest
in the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM’s) land and resource manage-
ment planning for the area.

We are particularlyinterestedin BLM’a proposal to establisha Tanner
Wash Resource Conservation Area (RCA). Three of the seven proposed
RCAa identifiedin the Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) would have El Paso pipelines
within them. The pipelinesin the Silver Bell and Black Canyon RCAS
would be in designated utilitycorridors; the pipelinein the Tanner
Waah RCA would not be.

‘El Paao’a 4-1/2” O.D. Holbrook Line crosses the northeast portion of
the proposed Tanner Wash RCA, allof which is also proposed as an
area of criticalenvironmental concern (ACEC ) for protection of the
endangered Peeblea Navajo cactua. The lands that El Paso’s line
croaaes are currently owned by the State of Arizona (Seca. 20 and 28,
T-18-N, R-20-E) and private partiee (Sees. 19 and 27, T-18-N,
R-20-E) . BLM propoaea to acquire these lands in exchange for public
lends elsewhere.

El Paso wiahee to cooperate in effortato protect Peeblea Navajo cactua
and would support establishment of the Tanner Waah RCA IACEC,

%%%d c;~~e%~aarily
operation and maintenance of our pipelineis not

We request that the proposed Resource
Management Plan and Pinal EIS specificallyrecognizethe need for
continuedoperationand maintenanceof ElPaso’s4-1/2” HolbrookLine
in the TannerWash RCA IACEC.

hlr.Arthur E. Tower, Area Manager
April 15, 1988
Page 2

Also, it is possible a second pipeline
the future, depending on the amount
such a pipeline ever be needed, El

to Holbrook could be needed in
of growth in the area. Should
Paso would prefer to build it

parallel~o”the existing pipeline. We request that, in the Resource
Management Plan, BLh! retain the option to authorizea pareflelpipeline
adjacent to the existingHolbrook Line, provided constructionof such a
pipelinewould not harm Peebles Navajo cactus.

Finally,the impact of ACEC designationon operationof El Paso’s pipe-
line willnot be fullyknown untilthe site-specificmanagement plan for
the ACEC is developed. When preparationof that plan begins, El Paso
requests the opportunity to participate. El Paao is committed to
operating and maintainingitspipelinein a manner that protectsPeebles
Navajo cactus.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Phoenix
RMP/EIS .

Yours truly,

T& _5pl_J
John A. Sproul, Jr.
Senior Environmental Scientist
Environmental & Safety AffairsDepartment

c)
g

19–1. Existing rights-of-waywould be honored on acquired
land. A second pipeline parallelingthe existing one ~
should not negatively impact populationsof Peebles m
Navajo cacti in the area. z

d
The BLM’s Phoenix District would welcome the >
cooperationof El Paso Natural Gas Company in z
developing a plan for maintainingits pipeline in a 0
manner consistentwith the conservationof Peebles
Navajo cactus. R

m
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~rthur E. rower
Fhoenl ;: k’5ClLit_Ce (> T6>.3 !Vlallager

Eiureau of Land Management
2015 West Dee!- Val lE!Y Ru,+Id

F’hcx?nlx, /’!z 85:)27

Dear Mr. Tower

I commend ycl!.1 011 YOL!r efforts
wlthcIL!t. 5pec1a] vellles kc, the

Lt. em% that YCILI p! 0pcJ5e that I

1.

-,_

3 --

4

5

b-
:3

!3 -
c? -

1 d

11

i
21-1

I21-2 2-

I21-3 :-

4-

21-1. The Ragged Top Wilderness Study Area (WSA) cannot be
expanded and recommendedfor wilderness. Land west
and south of the WSA includesprivate and state land
not under wilderness study. Public land in these
areas was consideredfor wilderness study status in
1979 and 1980, but was dropped from further
consideration. This public land was found to be
unnatural: powerlines, roads, jeep trails and
evidence of mining were consideredto be substantially
noticeable. Moreover, public land south of Ragged ‘fop

lacked wilderness character,particularlysolitude
opportunities.

21-2. The White Canyon WSA is known to have important
mineral resources and was not recommendedfor
wildernessby the BLM. BLM studies indicate that ~

potential developmentof a copper ore body is possible —
in the future on mining claims presently located in or 3
near the southeasternpart of the WSA. White Canyon’s M
outstandingscenic, wildlife and cultural values would z
be protected as part of an ACEC with ORV travel closed o
or limited to existing roads and trails and no land o
use authorizations. g

21–3. Refer to response 34-30.

s.
m
z
d
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21-4. Grazing management for the Phoenix Resource Area haa o
been addressed in the Range Program Summary – Record O
of Decision for the Eastern Arizona Grazing FEIS. The O
proposed RMP for the Phoenix Resource Area states
prescriptionswhich would affect grazing management in :

several SMAS and the Larry Canyon ACEC. Grazing use z

and rangeland condition would be monitored throughout q
the Resource Area. This informationwould provide o
data needed to make decisions concerning livestock z
adjustments.
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q The Arizona Nature Conservancy

COnSf?WUV’300 EastUniversityBoulevard.Suire230. Tucson,Arizona85705

~— ._.. ...__J (602)622-3861

April 18, 1988

22-1

22-2

nr. Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix Reaourca Area Managar
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ a5027

Dear Hr. Tower:

In response to your Draft phoenix Resource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement, The Arizcma Nature
Consmrvanoy submits the followin~ cc.mmonte. In accord with
the maJor emphaeie of our organization, our comments are
directed towarda proposed management action~ related to
sensitive plantn and animals and significant natural areas.

SENSITIVE PLANT AND ANIMAL SPECIES

1. We strongly support the propo~ed s,outhern boundary area

for the White Canyon RCA. Acuna valley cactus,

(Echinoma8tus erectrocentra Var ecuneneia.), a Cetegory 1
plant known from only three popul.stiona,occurs along the
edgee of Box*O Wash within the propomed RCA boundary area.
We strongly support Alternative B boundary area for this RCA
as it contains more potential habitat for the plant.

2. We strongly support your proposal to retain 640 acrea of
Aatraqalus xlvhoides habitat ad3acent ot Petrified National
Nonummnt.

3. Your proposed action appears to have the potential to
impact several listed species. We request that e formal
Section 7 consultation be initiated with the USFWS. The
DEIS is not adequate ae a biological assessment of how the
BLN decided that particular T&E apeciea and/or their
habitats would not be significantly impacted.

4. We request that all tracts which contain perenniml
sections of stream that support Little Colorado River
spinedace be retained in public ownership. The public land

22-3 alongsilverCm==k ie the only land below the town of Silver
Creek in federal ownership. Disposal of these tracta would
seriously undermine any future recovery mmaeuree that can be
undertaken whil= the land is in public own-rship (e.g.

22-1. The boundaries of the White Canyon RCA have been
revised in this proposed RMP to axclude the area of
Box-O Wash where the Acuna Valley pineapple cactus is
known to occur (see White Canyon RCA map 2-7 in this
document). The State Land Departmenthas identified
the state land in the area for retention to benefit
the State School Trust. Since the state land is not
available for exchange,there is no opportunity for
the BLM to acquire Acuna Valley pineapple cactua
habitat.

22-2. The BLM’s Phoenix District is aware of its
responsibilitiesunder the Endangered Species Act.
Appropriate consultationis initiatedwith the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service on any pending actions which
may affect federallylisted species or which are
likely to jeopardizea species proposed for listing.

s
~
+

Refer also to the General Response to Comments on
Section 7 consultation. A

z
n

22-3. Any future recovery efforts to benefit Little Colorado
g

River spinedace in Silver Creek would require the ?
cooperationof non-public landownersalong 92 percent R
of the creek. The BLM’s Phoenix District initiated z
consultationwith the U.S. Fish and Wildlife service
in June 1988 to study the question. Pending the

2

outcome of the consultation,the Silver Creek parcels P

will remain in public ownership. 5

Formal listing of the Little Colorado River spinedace %
occurred as the draft RMP/EIS was being printed. The ~
current threatenedstatus of the species is noted in n
this document.

Cn
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instrearn flow protection) and could neceeaitate future
expenditures of public dollars. Plaaa- not= that thin
epeciee ie now listed threatened.

AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

1. We commend your proposed action which eeeka to design.stm
seven sites as Ar_as of Critical Environmental Concern. A=
you are undoubtedly aware this is the first draft RHP which
propos.aa to dasignata ACEC= in Arizona. Bravo!

2. Implement Alternative C for the Perry Canyon ACEC within
the final preferred action and expand thie ACEC boundary
area to include portione. of Silver Crack as depicted on tha
enclosed map. This short -action of perennial water
provides habitat for Gila intermedia, a federal Category 2
fish known from fewer than 20 sites in tha state and an
exemplary riparian habitat which includes cienege, a
globally threatened plant community, bordered by daciduoua
broadleaf riparian forest.

3. A more informative prea.mntation ia naceaaery for the
public to undere.tand why certain areas were not evaluated
for ACEC designation aa stated on page 42. Although WO

nominated two sites for consideration, we werm ncaver
formally informed as to the reasonm why the Tule Creek site
was re3ected. We recommend that e more in-depth analyais be
presented an to why cream were re]acted. This will provid=
the public with en opportunity to further document the

importance or relevance of ●.sch 8ita.

22-

4. We strongly support the propoeed Tanner Waah, Watarman
Mountain and Applaton-Whittel ACEC.S. We also strongly
eupport the Larry Canyon ACEC with the above noted
recommandmtion .

RESOURCE CONSERVATION, SPECIAL and COOPERATIVE
RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREAS

It is not clear how the SHAe in Table 2-4 ralate to th-
22-61~~Ps on page. 67 - al. Please clarify.

Include protection of ecological veluea of Tule Creak in
zz-71& .._j~e”t ~OdS of th. Williams Mea= URHA.

I22-8 3. Your inclusion of 6uch a voluminous list of SMAa
suggests that you aro moving towardm a National Foromt LfIP

22-4. The proposed RMP has adopted the draft RMP/EIS
preferred alternative ACEC boundaries within the Black
Canyon RCA. Upon acquisition, the Silver Creek area
of Perry Mesa would be managed following BLM riparian
management guidelines.

22–5 . The two formal ACEC nominations submitted by the
Nature Conservancy (i.e., Nichol Turk’s head cactus
habitat and Tule Creek) were the only ones received
from the public. The Nichol Turk’s head cactus
nomination has been incorporated into the proposed
Waterman Mountains ACEC. The Tule Creek nomination
was evaluated by the interdisciplifiary team and found
to be lacking in qualities associated with ACEC
designation. The presence of an introduced population
of the endangered Gila topminnow gives the ares
relevance, but the removal of the population by
flooding has occurred in the past, thus seriously
limiting the importance of the area for topminnow.
The presence of a small cienega is interesting, but
not unique, and cannot be considered a remnant of
riverine cienegas which have largely disappeared
because of channeling and dewatering.

22–6 . The deficiency has been corrected in this proposed
RMP/FEIS document.

22–7 . As part of the Williams Mesa Special Management Area,
consideration of Tule Creek would be included in the
activity plan developed for the area.

22–8 . The BLM’s Phoenix District expects to reach the
management goals proposed. Dividing the entire
resource area into management units has been tried in
the past and found to be inferior to the Resource
Management Plan.



22-

22-9

apprOa~h which divides thm For-at into vmrioum management
unit=. If this is the cam- why not be morn complete and
include all the lands that aro managed by the Resource Area?
While I find your intmitiona to develop activity plans for
Qach SHA conmendablo. realistically wa question the ability
of thm BLU, given varioua timm and reaourco conmtrminta. to
actually d-v-lop thmse plans.

4. We are concerned about tha propomed CRHAa. While in
cmrtain narrowly prescribed inatancom Joint ❑anagement of
public land= is bmnaficial, tha larga ecale approach
propomod hors ● eamm dangerously mxcmaaive. A cynical
pwrapmctivm would be that CRHAa arm a cr-mtive variation on
the public lands disposal program propomed in the marly
1980s (1... the ‘“Sagebrush rmballion”’).

On paga 31 thm documant statm. that these er.sam hav.a been
identified for ‘“intena!ive recreation ummm”” and that each
area would be Jointly managed bemod upon a cooperative
management agreement botwemn thm BLH and county or stata
park= agmncy. We question thm approprimtmnaaa of targeting
areas for intenaiv= recreation usos without a careful
●valuation of the imp.ecta of ●uch usam. W. almo are
concerned about the levml of public input that we can
anticipate whan such cooperative managm&t agreements are
dmvelopad.

With in mind, W- rmquamt that Altarnetiva C for the Silver
Bell RCA and that the Sawtooth Uountaina be droppsid from

22-10 further conmidmration as a CRHA. We would not be opposed to
a modification of Alternative C to uaa the Alternative B
boundary aroe on th~ ●ast boundery of thm RCA.

22-II

22-12

5. The proposed Picacho Mountain Deeert Tortoiee Management
Area. while commendable is inadequate given the habitat
currently includad in tho proposed boundary area. We
recommand that the BLH davelop boundariam that include more
optimal tortoiam habitat and identify thoee areae fox
acquimittin. W- suggest the aouthmrn and aaatern boundaries
be expanded to include morm of thm mountain bajada.

6. We racommend that tha boundary area for the Black Canyon
RCA b= ●xpanded to include E 1/2 S b T12N R3E and SW 1/4 S
31 T13N R3E. This would _nsura that tho ●ntire perennial
mtretch of Ash Creek in prot-ctad in federal ownership.
27.5 nil-a of riparian habitat currently in public ownership
arm slated for disposal under your preferred action and W-
urge you to agr==sively offset the-o loaaea by identifying

22-9. We do not agree that creation of Cooperative
RecreationManagementAreas (CRMAS) results in public
land disposal. The public retains ownership of the
CRMA and management of these areas would be consistent
with federal environmentalprotection laws and
regulations.

22-10.

22-11.

22-12.

The request has been noted. Considering the needs 01

local communitiesfor open–spaceand developed
recreationareas, however, the BLM has incorporated
the draft RMP/EIS preferred alternativeproposals for
CRMAS into the proposed RMP.

See

The

comment 18-7.

potential loss of riparianhabitat under the
preferred alternativeis more thsn offset by the
proposed acquisitionof 53 miles of riparianhabitat
representinga potential 36 percent increase.



for acquisition ma many armm em poseible with high riparian
habitat valuee..

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in this
planning process and look forward to our continuing
involvement.

Si cerely,
r-
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
REGIONAL CIVIL ENOWEEll WESTERN SGQION WE=)

is
●SO 8AN80UE STREET - ROOM 11*6

SAN FRANC18C0, CALIFORNIA 049 11-!2278

,, ~,. .. .
:: < ,., ..

.;,,;*,y
ROVP (Tye/556-0557)

!...,,.7Phoenix Re80urce Management Plan & Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

Mr. Arthur E. Tower
.0 Phoenix Resource Area Manager

Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizone 85027

.—

23-

. We appreciate the opportunity to review the subject DEIS and offer the
ollowing comments:

2.

a. As shown on the attached map, the three Resource Areas evaluated in
your DEIS (North Central Portion, South Central Portion, and Apache-Navajo
Portion) are subject to numerous military overflights in their vicinity in
the form of VFR and IFS training ❑issions. Inasmuch as military
overflights do have the potential to occasionally disrupt the solitude and
naturalness of areaa directly under their flight paths, we recommend You
Include consideration of such activities In your discussion and
decision-making process. Within that context, we further recommend you
consider location, altitude, and frequency of flights.
b. Areas which are appropriate for military overflights and low altitude
training routes are becoming increasingly ra,re. In selecting overflight
training routes, the Air Force must consider mission requirements and fuel
coata as well as environmental constraints. Ideally, training routes are
located within areas which: are relatively isolated, have diverse
topography and minimal commercial activity, maintain sparse human
populations, and contain lands under federal jurisdiction. It iS obvious
that these characteristics are also compatible to a large degree with
potential wilderness areas. Therefore, even though several of the areas
being propnsed are subject to air training activities, the Air Force
generally eupporta designation of wilderness areas provided such
designations, and subsequent mamgement thereof, do not restrict use of
the airspace for ❑ilitary overflights.

We hope these comments are useful in your planning process. If we can be

of assistance in anv manner. ulease contact the underslmed or Mr. Michael Tve. .
at (415) 556-0557. -

flil.$744
PHILLIP E. LAh741.Chief 1 Atch : TraininE Route Map

23-1. There is no specific prohibitionof military
overflight above designatedwildernessareas by
aircraft on essentialmilitary trainingmissions.
Where low overflight is or is expected to become a
concern, wilderness management plans would provide for
liaison between the BLM and the military to resolve
any overflight problem.

s

D
z
o

Environmental Pl&ng Dlvtsion cc: AF/LEEVN (F;rdham) -
AFREP/FAA
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April 21, 1988

RE: BLM’s PHOENIX DRAFT RMP/EIS

Dear ?Ir. Luwer:

:..3t~on<31 F.iris and Conservation Associdtlon, a nonprofit

membership organizaciu n, founded 69 years ago to promote the
protection, enhancement, and publlc understanding of the

n.+tlonal par. by>tem and related public lands, appreciates

LIIL> oppurtunlty to offer a few <ornments on the December 19J7
t’[,ut~nlx F.?,P/GIS Dratt.

In p,enk, ral, we >up port and are pleased with Alternative B

(Preferred Alte. ndt, ve) .,.

e to consolidate c>wnersl]ip and intensively manage
ldnds wlti!Ln ,evet, Re>ource Conservation Areas (P.CAS);

a to transfer UP to 4,000 acres of BI.PI lands LO
Petrlt ied Futest ~;ational ?ark;

m c(. c[.ns(,l~d,t’~ s,lriace ar, d SUc>5LlrfaCe estates through
.Ic,,uisitl,,” D> exch<]nge 0[ Ilonfederdl mineral eStaLe under-
lying feder~l >urfacc I]oldings--to retain federal subsurface

mine cdl ehcdte and acquire through exchange all nonfederal

subsurldce e>tdte wltllln RC AS, CR MAS, and P.i. PP leases;

e to enlla,>ce and protecL some 74 miles of RMP areas’

r~parian habitat and acquire some 56 miles uf state-owned

rlparlan ht]blrat wilbi” RCAS;

Oto route utilities’ <ac~lities eLther along existing

utlllty sysLc>ms or so as to avuid known high natural or cultur-
al resource areas;

eto esta.llsl! six Areas of Critical Environmental

Loncern [AcLCS) encompassing 9,Y7l acres; and expand the Pert-y
>lc~d ALEC “p”n ~cqulsitlon of staLe lands--these six ACECS



being Baboquivari Peak, Waterman Mo””tains, White Canyon,

Larry Canyon, Tanner Wash, Appleton-WhitteLf, and Perry Mesa;

-to establish 19 Special Management Areas; and

.to close some 11,760 acres and 6.5 miles of existing
roads/trails to motorized vehicles--within ACECS and SMAS.

Regarding the ACECS, we do question whether Alt. B offers
a large enough area to provide comprehensive protective manage-
ment of White Canyon. We normally view such areas as benefiting
from topographically/hydr ologically oriented boundaries.
AlL.

While
B’s boundary encompasses the heart UC White Canyon, it does

omit some of the tributary drainages leading into White Canyon--
notably in Sections 10 and 15. The White Canyon ACEC would, it
seems to us, be more complete as an ecological unit were it to
include not only those two sections, but the northern one-half
Of Sec. 22, Sec. 12, and the three-quarters of Sec. 13 not in-
side the Alt. B boundary. This would add about 2,72o acres to
Alt. B’s 2,400 acres for a total of about 5,120 acres.

We support the Tanner Wash ACEC and hope that an agreement
can be reached by which the National Park Service (Petrified
Forest National Park) can be given protective management authori-
ty o“er this critical habitat of the Peebles Na”ajo Cactus
(Pediocactus peeblesianus, var. peeblesianus), a federally
listed endangered species, and the Sword Milkvetch (Astragalus
xiphoides), a candidate for federal listing. (Incidentally,
on page 145 are two references to the “U.S.Park Service,” which
should be changed to “National Park Service.”)

We enthusiastically support the Perry Mesa ACEC, and the
related goal of exchanging state lands out of 8,480 acres of
this vicinity. We do not understand, however, why lands ac-
quired from the State of Arizona would be opened to mineral
leasing/sales. It is our understanding that at least some of
those state lands also contain si~nificant archaeological re-
sources; that such lands ought to be withdrawn from mineral
entry; that the existing “National Register Archaeological
District” should be expanded; and that BLM should implement a

24-I program of protective management of this entire, expanded
cultural resources district. The ruins of “a large complex
of Pueblo-like communities” (containing villages of more than
200 rooms each) built along the middle Agua Fria River (in
Agua Fria and Squaw Creek canyons) by A.o. 1200, as well as
evidences of other archaeological resources, clearly merit
greatly enhanced protection from vandalism, looting, and other
kinds of impairment. This protective management will predictably
become increasingly vital as Black Canyon City, Phoenix, and
other cities continue to grow rapidly.

Comment Letter No. 24

24-1. The BLM’s Phoenix District would prepare a Cultural
Resource Project Plan for the Perry Mesa ACEC upon
designation. The BLM would state specificmeasures
(includinganti-vandalismmeasures) to protect and
enhance the culturalvalues on Perry Mesa.

24-2. The proposed RMP in this document identifiesLarry
Canyon and Perry Mesa as two ACECS. The special
features
deserves

of each area are so different that each
separate recognition.

Regarding the proposed .Larry Canyon ACEC, we would

24-2 simply suggest that it be joined to nearby Perry Mesa ACEC
so that the manageability of that area of ACEC-worthy re-
sources may be simplified.



24
In the context of Alt. C’s Percy Mesa ACEC discussion,

We OPPOSe that option that would allow constr”ctio” of additional

transmission lines so as to visually impair the National

Register Archaeological District. Thus, Alt. B is preferable.

We also support ORV restrictions within all ACEC%to exist-

ing readily definable roads. This constraint on flRV travel is

particularly urp,cnt within the Perry Mesa ACF.C. Ln fact. we

urge that, where possible, roadsltrails that demonstrably or

probably relate to cultural resource vandalismllooting be closed

within the ACEC or on adjacent lands. Careful monitoring is,

oi course, a fundamental part of enhanced protective management.

We understand that cooperative overflight surveillances of the

Perry Mesa pueblo ruins are periodically carried out; we commend

the Bureau of Land Management for Lhis effort and urge it be

continued, in concert with other kinds of monitoring. Are there

volunteers (private individuals such as local ranchers) who can

become part of a regular monitoring/network ing system? We urge

that the RMP/EIS document be expanded to indicate protective

management of c“lt”ral resources in this and other ACECS, RCAS,

and other areas.

We are really pleased with the proposed ACEC designation

of BLM lands within the National Aud” bun Society’s Appleton-

Wh it tell Biological Research Sanctuar Y, and Plans tO manage

those public lands cooperatively with the Research Ranch.

Regarding the stunningly scenic Baboquivari Peak AC EC, we

hope BLM will in the future be able to expand this area––

possibly through land exchanges, donations of property, or

purchases of lands adjacent to the ACEC in Altar Valley. The

presently proposed section–line boundary along the AC EC’S east

side dues not provide a topographically/h ydro logically or aLl-

minis tratively logical unit. We hope eventually the ACEC can

be extended eastward a mile or so, bringing in the ecologically

impurt ant upper reaches of Sab ino and Brown canyons; and perhaps

extended southward, as well, tu include the upper reaches of

Thomas and Weaver canyons. It would be further of great bene-

fit tor BLM eventually to acquire the Altar Valley ranch lands

all the way eastward to Highway 286, so that the magnificent

panorama of Baboquivari Peak and adjacent summits of the range

can be permanently protected.

Finally, regarding two of the proposed Special Management

Areas: (1) we fully support BLM/State of Arizona’s Sta Le Land

OCP.ICt OIEIIL’S efforts, as part Of tb~ “Sanra Rita Exchan&e. ” tO

.,eek an exchange of some 60,000 acres of state Lrust lands

>ut of the Black Canyon Resuuzce Conservation Area and its

two proposed Special Management Areas; and (2) we likewise

support a similar exchange of some 16,000 acres of state

Ia”ds o“t of the area around Lake Pleasant, within the Lake

Pleasant Resource Conservation Area’s Special Management Areas.

The Black Canyon Corridor and Lake Pleasant area are both

highly scenic landscapes, containing outstanding geological,

ecological, and cultural reso”cc es. The Hieroglyphic Mountains

area of the Lake Pleasan L RCA is a particularly outstanding and

rugged Sono can Desert landscape which, without special protec-

tive management by the BLM, would be almmt surely in the path

“f rapidly expanding Phoenix. We only wish there were a way

to add more or even all of tbe beautiful desert lands stretching

Iarther west along the north sicie of R“ute 14. ..to the junction

with Highway 60/89.

As for the Black Canyon RCA, this is an unusually scenic

and ecologically important stretch ot country reaching from

the northern end of the Sono ran Desert, northward and onto the

high-desert, laval low-capped mesa land high above Black Canyon.

We commend BLM for wurking with tbe SLatc of Arizona to bring

these public lands all under federal management.

Again, our thanks for this chance to offer a few of our

comments.

ffOB/prb ‘K>--A
R sell D. Butcher

cc: D. Dean Bibles
Southwest-&-California Rc!presentatlvc

BOX 67, Cotton wuud, AZ 86326
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20 f+pril 19SS
Ilrthur E. Tower
Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau o+ Land ?lanagement
2015 Hest Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

The Prescott bludubon Conservation Committee is pleased to
respond to the DRAFT o+ Resources tlanaqement Plan &
Environmental Imvact Statement, December 19S7, issued by the
Phoenix District Cl++.icn o+ the u.S. Bureau of Land

Hanageaent.

Position

The Prescott Audubon Society endorses the concept o+
“blocking up- the ownership o+ public lands under the
●anagement of one entity, as set forth in the DRAFT Plan.

In the application of this concept, we further endorse the
proposed establishment o+ the Black Canyon and the Lake
Pleasant Resource Conservation Areas (RCf3s) as delineated on
Haps 2-B and 2-9, pages 52 and S3 o+ the DRllFT Plan, excevt
that we urge:

(1) Extension of the eastern boundary o+ the Lake Pleasant
RCA to the mast of 1-17 to include the lands there which

iv- spmcial scenic value to the portion of 1–17 between
25-I ;*w Rivmr and Rock Springs--specifically from the +irst

●ast-west section line south o+ the Table Hountain
Intmrchanqm north to the Haricopa County Line;

(2) Location of the southern boundary of the Black Canyon

25-2 RCA ●t the north side of Dog Track/Squaw Peak Road instead
of onm ■ ile north--at least for one–half, and preferably

one mile on each side of 1–17; and,

25–1 . Refer to response 17-1.
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25–2 . The southern boundary of the proposed Black Canyon RCA ~

end the eastern boundary of the proposed Lake Pleasant
RCA have been expanded to include most of the m

described land. See maps 2–8 and 2-9 in this document. !3
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POS Conservation COmmlttee 2

(3) Rev~ew of the utility corr1dor5 proposed In the Black

25-3
Canyon RCA to find a route for any additional llne(s)
which would neither comprcim~se views from 1–17 nor Intrude
archeological site5 on Perry Mesa.

Explanation

In urging these modlflcatlons, we are looklng forward to 1–17
being designated a “Scenic Hzghway” by the Arizona Department
of Transportation, acting under ARS 41-412 through 41–51B.

Our Conservation Committee IS prnposlng that the Prescott
Audubon Society participate In and support a coal ltlon of
other concerned private and publlc entitles that WI1l In the
near future request to designate 1–17 a “Scenac Hxghway”--
probably from the junctlo” of 1–17 and State 74 at the
Carefree/W1ckenburg Interchange north to the city llmlts of
Flag5taff. We expect our part~clpatlon to be led by
Prescott fiudubon Society member Hiram Davis, who has done
5ubstant1al groundwork In expl.arlng the 1s5ue.

Why Extend Lake Pleasant RCA Eastward

The extension of the Lake Pleasant RCA to encompass the

presently–owned BLtl and State lands––traversed by 1–17
between the ea5t-west section l~ne one mile south of the
Table ?lountaln Interchange and the Marlcopa County Line (just
south of Rock Springs)––woul d Insure the survival of one of
the most scenic desert landscapes to be viewed from a ma,or—.———
highway In Arlznna.

Though extraordinary views $+111 be retained for travelers on
1-17 by the establishment of the Black Canyon RCA, the desert
portion below the sL(n5et Rest Stop 1s one of transition--from
desert to 5em~desert grassland––ln terms of vegetation. In
contrast, the landscape south of BIack Canyon City 15
representative of the true Sonoran Desert.and e5pec1ally
noted for Its many stands of saguaros. Thus the extension of
the Lake Pleasant RCA eastward to assure the s“rvlval of th~s,

Scenic desert area 15 5urely warranted; It IS also
practicable.

25–3 .

(3
o
$
c
~

:
The proposed RMP in this document includes the utility z
corridors identified in the preferred alternative of
the draft RMP/EIS. Restricting future facilities to z
parallel the existing corridor along 1–17 is the u

environmentally preferred solution.
8
0
xi
u
z
~
s’

Much of the land in quest,on 1s already owned by BLM and IS
contiguous with land which the HLM has marked far retention
In the proposed Lake Pleasant RCA. In addltlon, the BLM IS
already plannlng to retal” ownership of some land east of the
proposed boundary of the Lake Ple.asa”t RCA In order to Insure

the continuance of the Black Canyon Hxklng and Equestrian
Trail.
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PAS Conservation Commi

Whv Chanqe Southern Boundarv of the Black Canvo~ RCA

The placing of this boundary approximately one mile nnrth o+
the 1-17 Interchange with the Dog Track/Squaw Peak Road, as
proposed in the DRAFT Plan, risks development on the north
side o+ this Road, and to the north alnng 1–17, which could
detract significantly from this re–entry/departure paint for
the Black Canyon RCA portion of “’scenic” 1–17.

ttee 3 PAS Conservation COmmlttee 4

In this connection, we note, with approval, the proposal to

Why not forestall an almost certain “distraction problem” far
the Yavapai County Board of Supervisors by setting the
boundary of the Black Canyon RCA approximately one mile
farther south than now planned? Namely, the north side of
the ROIII for the Dog Track/Squaw Peak Road.

designate “Areas of Critical Environmental Concern” for
special protection, including Larry Canyon and Perry tlesa in
the Black Canyon RCA.

We would urge that full consideration be given to the
concerns addressed here, and would encourage full discussion
of these concerns with our informed Prescott Flud”bo” member:

Hiram Davis
Box 330B5 a~ 1030 Scott Dr.
Phoenix, AZ” B5067 Prescott, AZ 8&3C12
274–2723 445–8583

Thaok you again for the opportunity to comment.
This portal” protection, which we feel to be essential, could
probably be accomplished by dropping the present planned
boundary of the Black Canyon RC& to the Dog Track/Squaw Peak

Sincerely,

Road for one-half to a mile an each side of 1–17.
the boundary proposed (per Hap 2-24, ‘th’rwi’e* -/-/xii7>page 72) could probably
remain unchanged--unl ess there were cogent reasons to the Dorm Ra’wling,/;
contrary.

Whv Review Utilitv Corridor

BLtl appears to have decided
line(s) In the Black Canyon
page 42 of the DRAFT Plan).

Prescott Audubon Conservation Committee Co-Chair

to locate the next transmission
RCA in the vicinity of 1–17 (per

dmcision for the vuroose ofWe ask for a review of this
finding a location for the next transmission i in;(s) which
would least Impair the scenic–vie= experience from 1–17 and
yet not intrude significant archaeological sites, such as
those on Perry Mesa.

Concluding Comment

The Prescott Audubon Society much appreciates this

mPPOrtunlty to comment on the DRAFT Plan of December 19S7 and
ta offer suggestions on this forward–looking program for the
selectlve retention of lands under ELM ownership, coupled
with the acquisition, by exchange, of lands owned by the
State of C)rlzona to round out “resource-conser vat ion areas”
for effective re50urce management.

We are especially pleased with the application o+ this
concept to the proposed creation of the Black Canyon RCA,
lying between Black Canyon City and Cordes Junction and
bordered on the west by the Prescott tJational Forest and on
the east by the Prescott and Tonto National Forests.
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Mr. Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Jraft. PhoenixRe :

Dear Mr. Tower:

PJ.lP/EIS

I am pleased to have received from the BLM the draft
Phoen]x Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement. Please keep my name on your mailing llst.

My partner (Harry Turner of ‘Tucson) and I own Lots 1-
5 Of SeCtlOn 1, T9S, R6E, Lot 17 of Section 1, T9S, R6E, and
NE 1/4, Sec. 9, T9S, R6E (excepting NE 114 NE l/4 NE 1/4),
all lying within the Silver Bell RCA (Alt. C). We present
our remarks hereinbelow upon two assumptions, namely: (1) that

ZGI our access to our land shall be undiminished under any of the
four proposed alternatives; and (2) that the present and poten-
tial future use of our land shall be undiminished under any
of the four proposed alternatives, as such. If our assumptions
are in any way incorrect, we call upon the BLM to promptly
so state.

Equivalent assumptions were stated In my letter of
December 29, 1986 to Mr. Tim Sanders of the BLM, no response
to which was ever received. I further refer to my earlier
letter of December 8, 1986, and, as well, to the comments in
my letter to Mr. Sanders of May 27, 1986.

Turning now to the four alternatives set forth in the
draft RMP/EIS, we consider Alternative D to be completely unac–
ceptable. The general availability of public land IS one of
the main factors which sets ArlzOna apart from most other
states , and provides resident and visitor alike with a quality

>
2
0

26-1. Propossls presented in the draft RMP/EIS and the
proposed RMP/FEIS apply only to BLM-administered land.
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of life substantially superior to that found in, for example,
West Texas, which we understand to be almost entirely privately
owned.

Alternative A we find not unacceptable, although we
understand the benefits to be derived from efficiencies in
managing areas which are not so scattered as the current BLM
land pattern. We would have no objection if Alternative A
were to be adopted. However, we do agree that either Alternative
B or Alternative C is to be preferred.

As between Alternative B and Alternative c, we believe
Alternative C to be slightly better from a public point of
view, since more BX,M land would be retained, and since, as
we understand it, such land would be less “intensively managed”
than under Alternative B. Said another way, we think Alternative
C presents the public with more land to use recreationally
with more freedom at somewhat less cost. Alternative B would,
of course, be acceptable as well.

Substantially, we agree completely with the BLM proposal
for continued vehicular access on existing roads and trails,
with only the minimal closures envisioned in aid of very
special conservation situations. Further, we continue to
urge that within the RcA (either Alt. B or Alt C) , both mining
and grazing activities be minimized, if not elimina~

We look forward to receiving the final plan and EIS
as soon as it is issued.

Very truly yours,

P z-z22/j
Oell T. Turner

J’rT:gg
CC: Mr. Harry E. Turner

iii
z
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27–1 . Saginaw Hill, Tucson Mountain Park Extension and
Picacho and Zion reservoirs have been proposed for
transfer to local governments under provisions of the
federal Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PPA).
The Tortolita Mountains parcels would be retained in
public ownership but managed for recreation purposes
under a Cooperative Recreation Management Agreement
with Pima County.
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28–1. Refer to response 25–2.
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES
3616 W. Thomas, Suite 6
Phoenix, Arizona 85019
April 28, 1988

Memorandum

To: Phoenix Resource Area klanager, Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix,
Arizona

From: Field Supervisor

SubJect: Draft Phoenix Resource Area ManagementPlarJ (RHP) and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) - Comments

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) appreclatea the opportunity to
review the RMP and EIS for the Phoenix Resource Area, Bureau of Land
Management (BLH) and has tbe following comments.

~glmIAL Cofflfm’fs

The Service recognizes that RffPs guide future nanagemeut actions and are not
designed to provide detailed information regarding specific actions.
However, the general nature of the information provided in this document
makes the impacts of this major federal action difficult to assess.
Specifically, State-BLH land trades are occurring and information such as
land ownership is not provided for review use.

The 1986 BLkl Manual (see 1622.11A) requires that management areas,
object ives and direct ions be defined in the RHP. The Phoenix R!IP defines
only some priority species and habitats hut does not state management
objectives or prescriptions for any species or habitat . Analyzing the
impact of this RKP on these species or habitats ie not possible without
management prescription. To fulfill its function as a guidance document
and to provide adequate opportunity for public comment, the Service believes
that this RHP should clearly etate and prioritize management objectives and
preecript ions, particularly for riparian areas, threatened and endangered
species, federally proposed species, and other important fish and wildlife.

We believe that this RHP does not fulfill tha responsibility of tbe BLR
under Section 7 of tbe Endangered Spaciee Act to consult with the Service on
actions that may beneficially or adversely affect threatened or endangerad
species. Because some decisions regarding alternatives in thisdocumentmay
affectfederallylistedspecies(page8), theBLKia required to assess the
impacts of tbe action and submit the assessment to the Service for
consultation. For example, because existing ecological condit ione are
expected to change after special management areas are designsted (page 7),
theBL14 should consult with the Service on decisione regarding boundary
designations in areas containing threatened or endangered species.

1

29–1. As stated on page 20 and illustratedin Figure 2–1, P.

21 of the draft RKF/EIS, when land is identifiedin an
exchange package, a series of steps are taken before
the actual exchange takea place. These include a
site–specificenvironmentalassessmentand a published
Notice of Realty Action (NORA) which are available for
public review and comment.

29–2. The indication that only some priority species were
considered in the draft RMF/EIS is incorrect.
Appendix 8 of the draft lists the species which were
considered for priority treatment and the
EnvironmentalIssues section of Chapter 1 provides the
rationale for giving priority status only to species
significantlyaffectedby proposals in any of the
alternatives chosen for study.

29-3. Refer to the General Response to Couments on Section 7
consultation.
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29-4

29-5

29-6

29-7

29-8

29-9

Consultation is also required prior to disposal of land containing any
federally listed species. Additionally, the BLII ia required to confer with
the Service regarding federal land exchanges which involve propowsdspecies
forfederallisting.TheBLH needs to consult with the Service if the BLS
decides to dinpose of Silver Creek, which contains Little Colorado River
spinedace (Lepidomeda vittata) and in the Tucson Hountain Park Extension,
which contains Tumamoc globeberry (Tumamoca macdougallii). Information
presented in this document ie not s~t for the Service to determine
if listed or proposed species may be affected by the alternatives.

The Service requests that the Bureau of Land Hanageaent develop ● table or
short narrative to summarizecompliance withtheEndangeredSpeciesAct,

Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, Fish and Wildlife 2000, and Riparian Area

Ifanagement Policy.

BLH Riparian policy, Fish and Wildlife 2000 and Executive Order 11980 and
11990 need to be evaluated in reference to continued land retention in
federal ownership and those areas where exception for disposal are in the
public interest. The service believea that these policies should be adhered
to in land exchanwes and boundary designations of Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC) and ResourceConservationAreas(RCA).

For Alternative B and C, management of ●otorized vehicular travel should be
limited to designated roads and traile in those areaa with good desert
tortoise (Gopherus aqassasyii) densities. Dirt roads dissect tortoise habitat
and result in decreased tortoise numbers within one mile of the new road.
In the desert, one cross country route taken by a vehicle can result in a
two-track road or trail. Once this happens this route becomes an existing
road.

Communication Sites at White Tanks and Newman Peak should be dropped or
permitted with the restriction that no new roada or improvements to existing
roads will be allowed. These two areas contain significant tortoise hahitat
either at or within the foothills to these sites. AIlowing additional
development, such as coaaunication sites, would result in tbe same negative
impacts aaaociated with new or improved road construction.

Plea9e note that the Little Colorado River spinedace has been listed aa
threatened (52 FR 35034). References to its proposed status on pages 8,
115, 135, 146, 155, 161, and 190 should be changed.

TheWhiteCanyonRCA contains a candidate category 1 endangered plant. We
support the commitment nf BLH to consolidate land in thig area. Me prefer
tbe boundary designation of Alternative B, which encompaaaea more known and
potential habitat of tbia plant than Alternative C.

29-4. The section on ManagementGuidance Common to All
Alternatives in the draft RMP/EIS and the General
Management Guidance Section in this document address
compliancewith the provisionsof the Endangered
Species Act, includingconsultationwith the Fish and
Wildlife Service.

Refer also to the General Response to Comments in this
document.

29–5. All applicablelaws, executiveorders, regulation and
directives are consideredwhen evaluatingwhether BLM
land exchangesare in the public interest.

Refer also to the General Response to Comments on
Management Guidance.

29-6. Monitoring of tortoisepopulationswould identify
impaots to desert tortoises caused by vehicular
travel. Appropriatemeasures would be taken to
protect tortoise in impacted areas. The measures may
include designatingor closing roads.

z~
-1

29–7. No new roads are anticipatedto service the White Tank
aMountains communicationsite. There are presently no z

roads servicing the Newman Peak site and none would be
allowed under the proposed RMP. See Table 2-4 in this
document under management actions for Picacho g

Mountains Desert TortoiseManagement Area. The road
closure proposals in the draft’s preferred alternative

z

for the Picacho Mountains Tortoise Management Area z
have been adopted in the Proposed RMP. d

>
29–8 .

z
The proposed RMP and final EIS acknowledgesthe recent u
federal listing of the Little Colorado spinedace as
threatened.

3

E

2 Refer to response22–1. $29–9.
cl)
m
ti



The Service strongly supports the designation of the Appleton+ hittel,
Baboquivari Mountains, Mhite Canyon, Perry ?!esa, Larry Canyon, Tanner Hill,
and Waterman Mountains AcECS. In regard to the Waterman !fountains and
Tanner Wash ACECS, we support the boundary designations given in Alternative
C, because this alternative includes more known and potential habitat than
Alternative B. The Service encourages the efforts of BLH to acquira State
lands within tbe Waterman Mountains ACEC (T12S, R9E, Section 32), because
this area containa an ●ndangered plant species. He request that the Perry
Mesa and Larry Canyon ACECbe expanded to include TIOU, R31f, (SE 1/4 of

29-10 Section 9), Sections 10, 11, and 12. In these sections, Silver Creek bas a
well developed cienega bordered by deciduous broadleaf forest. Protecting
this riparian area would he in consonance with BLll Riparian Policy and
Executive Orders 11988 and 11990.

Tbe Service supports the designation of tbe Black Canyon RCA but requests a

29-1 I notification of the propoeed boundary. This RCA t!bould include T1lN, R2E,
Section 22, E1/2, andSection27,E1/2,andSection34,E1/2. Thecreekin
thesesectionshas above-groundwateranda welldevelopedriparianarea.

The Service requegts that BLll consider acquisition of two sections of land

29-12
near the Tanner Wash ACEC. The sectione (T18N, R21E, Sections 11 and 15)
contain a candidate category 1 endangered plant and could be managed aa part
of the Tanner Wash ACEC.

29-1

29-1

29-15

SPKCIFIC CO=S

Page 28,Table 2-4: The Silverbell Desert Bighorn Sheep Management Area
should also be designated an a desert tortoiEe ❑anagement area. Kanagenent
goals should include improving habitat conditions for and populations of
desert tortoises. Planned actions should limit motorized vehicles to
designated roads and trail$. Motorized vehicle access should be closed in
those areas with good tortoise numbers (>50 per square mile). Planned
actions should include determining the status of the desert tortoise
population in this area and developing ●n appropriate-management plan.

Page 28, Table 2-4: The Service strongly supports designation of the Picacho
Mountains Desert Tortoise Management Area. However, we recoaaend that the
management goals be changed to improve existing denert tortoise
populations. This management would require routine monitoring of this
peculation for “etatus and trend. ” Planned actions are axcellent and
shnuld be carried through as a priority. Please note that this area is
probably too small to protect a viable population as most of the tortoise
habitat is on State lands. We recommend that BL!I pursue acquisition of
adjacent habitat with the State of Arizona.

Page 31, I#sue 5 - Recreation Xanagenent: When preparing the activity plan
for the Eons Canyon Recreation llanagement Area, BLH should develop the plan
to minimize or ●void i-pacts to the deeert tortoise and Arizona skink

29–10. Refer to response 22–4.

29–11. These areas are within the proposed boundaries of the
Black Canyon Resource ConservationArea (RCA) as
identifiedin AlternativesB and C of the draft
RMP/EIS and are includedwithin the boundaries of the
RCA in the proposed W.

29–12. Only private land within the identifiedResource
ConservationAreas is identified for possible
acquisitionby exchange in the proposed RMP. Any
private exchangeswould be considered if the proposal
is initiatedby the private landowners.

29-13. Refer to responses 18-6 and 29-6.

29-14. Refer to response 18-7.

29-15. All relevant environmentalissues will be considered
when developing activity plans for specific areas.



(Eumeces qilberti arizonensis). Motorized vehicles should be limited to
designated roads and trails.

The Tortolita and Sawtooth Hountains have been identified as important areas
for intensive recreation uses. Both areas provide habitat for tortoises,

29-15 possibly in high numbers. In planning and managing these Cooperative
Recreation Hanageaent Areas (CRMA), the population ststus of the tortoiue
should be determined firat, ●nd then followed by development of recreation
management plane that limit or avoid adverse impacts to the tortoine and its
habitat. Some of the area within the Lake Pleasant CRIIAalso contains
suitable habitat for tbe desert tortoise.

29-161 page 116, Map 3-4A: Desert tOrtOise habitat is nOt shOwn on this map.

Page 147, Desert Tortoise: General figurea on habitat acquisition and
diapoaal for the desert tortoise are presented, but information is lacking
on where these parcels are located, whether they are adjacent to existing

29-17 tortoise habitat on BLMlsnd, and whether the acquired snd disposed of lands
would result in blocking up tortoise habitat for effective management or
scattering habitat ownership. The latter should ba avoided to maximize the
protection of the tortoise. Also, the impacts associated with land
ownership patterns to tbe desert tortoise should be addressed in this RIIP.

This section states that Silver Bell Hountains and Donnelly Wash-Grayback
area would be managed to maintain habitat capability for the desert
tortoise. This management goal should be identified on pages 28-29 under

=-IS the appropriate Special Management Areas (WA) and activity plans shOuld be
developed to enhance desert tortoise habitat. This described benefit to tbe
desert tortoise is not indicated in the management goals for these two SHAS,

29-19

29-20

The designation of the communication sites in the Picacho Hountainscould
impact desert tortoisepopulationsif access to these sites is provided by
constructing new roads or improving existing roads. These roadways will
pass through tortoise habitat at tbe lower elevations.

The conclusions presented on tha effects of Alternative B seem unclear and
are not substantiated by tbe information provided. For examDle,
information is lacking on tbe status of the desert tortoise on lands
identified for disposal and for acquisition. Therefore, BLdlmay not be able
to conclude the extent of impacts to this species. He request that BLM
provide this information and or, if this im not possible, include a worst
case analysis. Ve believe that the RHP draft EIS does not analyze
mitigation measures in sufficient detail to determine the effectiveness of
each of these meaauren for the desert tortoise.

29-16. The desert tortoise distribution map in the draft
RMP/EIS Indicates only known importanthabitat in the
resource area, as stated on page 117 of the draft.
The Tortolita Mountains importanthabitat was
inadvertentlyleft off the map, but was included in
the discussion of importantdesert tortoise areas.

29–17.

29–18.

29–19.

29-20.

Where appropriate, the
in every environmental
all land exchanges.

Refer also to response

desert tortoise is considered
assessment completedprior to

29-1.

Activity plans developed for areas within desert
tortoise habitat would consider the affect the actions
would have on the capabilityof the habitat to support
tortoises.

Refer to responses

The informationon

29-6 and 29-7.

page 147 of the draft RMP/EIS
provides the status of known important tortoise
habitat on land identifiedfor disposal and
acquisition.

Refer also to comments 29–1 and 29-17.

4



Page 155, Desert Tortoise: Our comm’ente on this rtection are the same as
those mentioned above referring to page 147. Data need to be presented that
document the overall numberm of tortoinea on BLH land in the Picacho
)lountains and to substantiate the overall long term stability of this
species in tbe Picacho Hountains.

Again tbe conclusion presented on maintaining the viability of the Picacho
Hountain and other populations in the RHP area IS unsubstantiated baaed on
tbe information presented in this RMP draft EIS. Pleaae provide adequate
information to support this conclusion or present a wormt case analyais in
the Rf4P draft EIS.

Page 163, Ititigating Heasures: The Service does not concur with this
approach Of deferring the development of mitigation measurea until specific
projects are developed. Generally, when mpecific projects are developed by

29-21 BLH and an environmental asaeesment prepared, these environmental documents
are generated and approved in-house with little or no review by the Service.
A180, development of mitigation meaaures on a project by project basis mmy
fail to consider the cumulative impacts of aucb actions.

Page 190, Appendix B: Tbe Jaguar and ocelot should be considered throughout
the RHP draft EIS analysis and recovery plan gmals/objectives should be

29-22 included where appropriate for BLH to perform. I!iatoric habitat is located
near the Baboquivari Mount ain8. Recent sightings of jaguars b’ave been made
in this area.

Page 198, Appendix 12: This document lacks a Resource Monitoring and
29-231~~alu~ti~n plan for il~ernati~e ~.

Page 198, Appendix 12, Desert Tortoise: The Service recommends that that
this section include a definition of crucial habitat including criteriato
be used in making this determination, and criteria used to determine a
“significant decrease of habitat capability” and “significant population
changes. ” He also request that the Information obtained from line tranmccts
on relative densities and habitat condition monitoring be provided to this
office as aeon as it 1s available. The Service would like to offer our
assistance in mplementing these monitoring meaauren.

SUMMARYConmrfs

The Servxce .aupporta preferred Alternative B with our suggested

modification. We believe that Alternative B with these modification
maximizes resource benefita to threatened and endangered apeciea, desert
tortoise concerns, and riparian fish and wildlife resources. The Service
would like to assiat BLN in the development of the ●beve-listed management
plans that affect cand]date, proposed, and listedspecies.

Again, the Service appreciates the opportunity to review and provide
couents on the subject draft RMP and EIS. If we can be of
assistance, please contact Ifs. Sue Rutaan or me (Telephone:

further
602/261-4720).

29–21. Refer to the General Response to comments.

29–22 . The BLM’s Phoenix District has no information
indicating that public land in the Phoenix Resource
Area is used or occupied by jaguars or ocelots.

29-23. All the areas and values which would be monitored
under Alternative C in the draft RMP/EIS are included
in the monitoring schedule listed for Alternative B.

U+42Z
Sam F. Spiller
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ASAF?CO
RAY UNIT
RICHARD w BANGHAR1

GENERAL MANAGER

OWEN D MILLER

CONTROLLER

April 27, 1988

Mr. Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Dear Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

30-1

ASARCO Incorporated’s Ray Unit submits the following comments on the
Bureau of Land Management’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Phoenix Resource Management Plan.

our comments specifically address the white Canyon Resource
Conservation Area which contains ASARCO’S Ray Mine and the Copper Butte and
Buckeye properties. The Ray Mine employs 480 people and produced
107,700 tons of copper in 1987, valued at $128,600,000.

AsARCO Ray Unit supports Alternative A. (no action) for the White
Canyon Area. We oppose the BLM’s preferred Alternative B for the following
reasons:

1. The proposed White Canyon Resource Conservation Area contains known
mineral deposits which are important to the economy of Pinal County
and Arizona. In addition to the millions of dollars we paid in wages,
sales taxes and metal values taxes in 1987, we paid $1,699,000 to
Pinal County for property tax. We note on page 93 that the BLM paid
$386,068 to Pinal County in lieu of taxes in 19B6. ASARCO’S tax
dollars are real in contrast to in-lieu payments which are tax dollars
to begin with.

2. Besides the Ray deposit, ASARCO has delineated copper deposits at
Copper Buttes (22,000,000 tons averaging 1.09 % copper) and Buckeye
(20,000,000 tons averaging .65 Z copper). The proposed White Canyon
ACEC (page 62) under both alternatives B and C would restrict
exploration for, and development of, the area’s copper resources.
Closing the road in Sections 23 and 24, Township 3 South, Range 12
East would deny ASARCO access to its mining claims. This road is the

OnlY maintainable route to the mineral rich area north of the Gila
River between Riverside and Cochran.

.

30–1 . The establishmentof White Canyon ACEC would have z

little impact on ASARCO mining operations in the area 2
or within the ACEC. No prescriptionsare proposed
closing the area to mineral entry. Under the mining %
law, the BLM cannot deny access to ASARCO’S mining u

claims or prevent ongoing explorationand development ~
programs. Necessary accesa routes would be E
constructed to minimize or avoid impacts to White
Canyon’s riparian,wildlife and scenic resources. $

ASARCO INCORPORATED FL4’f UNIT

18/88/50 ,
PO BOX 8 HAYDEN AZ 85235 (602, 7 ’81!
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3. The Federal Government has title to less than half (46.9Z) of the
total 330,770 acres in the proposed White Canyon Resource Conservation
Area (page 23). Private interests and the state own 53.1% of the
area. Federal, state, and private lands are intermingled which is not
conducive to a single interest area management concept such as
Alternative B. This point is best made by referring to the Phoenix
District land status map where we note that the largest contiguous
bloc!~ of BLM land in the 516 square mile resource area is the
24-square mile parcel in the extreme southwest corner.

4. Also, referring to this same map, the BLM failed to show 34 square
miles of Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals which bisect the area from
Ashurst-Hayden Dam to Riverside along the Gila River. These
withdrawals are associated with the proposed Buttes Dam and include
the Middle Gila River Project (AR017239), the San Carlos India”
Irrigation Project (PL0141), power site (CL438), the Buttes Dam and
Reservoir site (PL05316) and reclamation application (A6264). Prior
to building Buttes Dam, the railroad would ha”e to be relocated aS
would private landowners that live in the path of the proposed lake.
These withdrawals are included in two proposed Special Management
Areas (SMA’S) designated as the Middle Gila River Cultural Resources
Management Area and the Gila River Riparian Management Area. On
page 27, the BLM admfts that implementation of these SMA’S could only
be done with the cooperation of the agency that manages the
withdrawals. 1“ other words, the BLM does not now have management
authority over these lands which again supports our comment (No. 3)
above.

5. Lastly, the Alternative C boundarv of the White Canyon Management Area
would be enlarged by the addition of 64 square miles of land under
Alternative B (p. 51). This proposal makes little sense to us as less
than two square miles of this land is BLM land; the remaining 62
square miles is state and private land.

‘In summary, ASARCO feels that Alternative B is an unworkable
management plan for the proposed White Canyon Resource Coneervatio” Area and
asks that Alternative A (multiple use) be adopted for this important mineral
rich area.

c1
o
z

Sincerely,

+%’L47&’LL
N. A. Gamhell
Technical Services
Administrator
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Pima County Clpen Space Committee
c/o Whittell Trust

300 F;. Ilniversity, #221

Tucson. K/. 85705
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28 April 1988

Arthur E. Tower

Phoenix Resource Area

Bureau of Land Management

2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.

Phoenix, AZ 85027

RE: Comments on the Phoenix Resourrc Area Draft RMP/ll S

Dear Mr. Tower:

The Pirm County Open Space Committee is ]n the fin; !l st,lxes <>f preparin~ :1 l<]ng-t~rn]

open space plan for eastern Pima County. Many of the open sparr prntprti,>n irlc.;, s -

formulated by the c,>mmi Ltee rely ,]n the continued open space character of flurcau (If

I.and Management property in Pima Coun Ly.

The proposed 8a boquivari and Silverbell Resource Co”scrvat ion Areas are imp(]rtt]nt I(I

Pima County’s long-term open spuce needs. The Tortol ito M<,untains Cooperative

Recreation Management Area is also important as is the lease t<> Pima County of tht-

f)l.M parcels in the Tucson Mountains adlaccnt to and near Tucs,>n Mountain Park ;Ind

%guaro Natlr]nal Monument.

The rontinupd protect i<>n of the open space character IIf BI,M parcels within the

out fying mnunt ain ranges of Pimti County such as the I,as (;ui las find S]c, rri L{!

Mountains is needed to meet the luture open sp:lre/recrc5<1t ion ncrvls c>f an in(rcv!si. g

population in these outlying areas twenty or thirty Yc>ars frcm) mJw. A B(.M cxchdnxc,

Ior SLote I.ands in the Ccrro Coloradc M,lunt:, ins t<, cstahl ish ?I core area ,>f li!d L.r:31

c<>ntrol would be very useful for these> same rcosons. Clc,]rly, h;)ving th<, se sites

remain in Bureau of I,and Management ,]wners hip versus %Late IIr private [,wncrship

greatly enhances their permanent open space quai ity, whcthc~r f<, r recre<]t inn USC,

ase the tic values, etc.

Recognizing that HI.M has ,1 llmi Lc>d :im(>unt [II trddc l;IIId ,Ivall,]hlc L<) stru<tl!rc, (11(>

RCA’s <]utlinc’d in your plan, port it,ns u[ the hound, ]ry ,,1 the Silvcrbell RrA c<, u]d 1>[>

set b;]ck to ensure Lhat the rel.]r Ivcly sm,ll I ?!crc ages [II [~thrr cIIrr m<>unt ain ,Irc>n.s
arc retoincd in or transferred tI> fH.M ownership. This is n small trade-off I>I,N I[>r

what would be ,Jf c,>nsiderabie valu Ic in later yesrs “hen I)[,c>!) space,/rccrc>al i[, nal

needs in the vicinity of areas such ,Is (he .Sierrittl and I,,as C!]iji!!+ Mounl: iins t:rc)

dealt with In final dettlil. The <crur]al role f31.M h;is pl, Iycd in !IIC, f(]rmt]t ion t,t

Tucson Mountain Park and Tt]rtollt,ti f’ounty Park will b<> j.s L <IS es~entinl ill lhc>st>

outlying areas some d,ay. Thank you for considering thrsr c,,mnv?nts.

Sincerely yours,

31-1.

A

=1
ii’
z

s.

The BLM’s long–termmanagement goals are to i%
z

consolidatepublic land ownership in the Baboquivari
snd Silver Bell Resource ConservationAreas. Land d
identifiedas possessing important resource values >
(wildlife,plant, riparian, recreationor scenic) z
would have a high acquisitionpriority. Such land is U
near the core mountainousareas named in the comment. ~

m

!+’ill iam G. Roe, Chairman

l’ima County Open Space Committoc
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Mr. Arthur Tower
P}ICXUIix Resource Area Manaqer
Bureau OC Land !.ianayemcnt
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phocnix, Arizona 85027

Arizona
PALC VSRDE GROUP
7102 E. oak St. #8
Scottsdale, Arizona 852’17
April 27, 1988

Dear Mr Tower:

‘ThePalo Verdv Group Conservation Comnittee }),3srrviw’+ the draft Resource
Mandgemcnt Plan and EIS for the Phoenix Resource Area. We would like to submit
these brief cormnentbfor thr public record.

We are generally in ,~qrccmentwith tlbeBfM’s godl~ ,IFIdproposed actions as
expressed Ln this document. The bluckiny up of Bhv holdings within selected areas
of high scenic, recre,>tiondl, biotic, and cultural vdlucs is an especially wise
move whicl]wi11 have a beneficial effec:tcm public land management for many ycdrs

t<> come. ‘I% crest ion of scvrral Areas of Critical Envirmuncntal Concern (ACEC’s)
1S akXl tu kc applauded, indicating that.the BLN is ready LO not merely m~nage but
to aqqressively defend thr unique and sensitive PI,>C-PSunder it’s care.

in qeneral , we prr:er Alternative C to the preferred alternative B because it
places larger areas within the various protective categories. ‘WE-Perry Mesa and
White Canycm AC,?C’Sare significantly expanded under Alternative C, as are the
B,~bcxquivari, Sil”er Bell, dnd Tanner Wash Resource Conservation Areas (RCAo S) .

But we cannot support Alt. C in it’s entirety because it also reduces t},esize
c>fthe White CanyorlRCA and designates an addition,~lutility corridor right through
the sens,itiv? archeological zones on Perry Mesa. WE oppose both moves, and find
it rrqrettablc that Alt. c mixes proposals to enhance prc>t~ctionof the environment
hith other proposals thaL tend to ““dcnn~nc it. WI.are also concerned atxut the

chanqc in status for the Pica[+c Mountains under AIL. C, from an RCA to a CRMA
(Cooperative Recreation ManaqemenL ti-ea). Wc hc1ieve that management for the
Picachos should benefit desert tortoise populations and maintain the existing
wilderness values. Intensivr recreational use or development should not occur
if it WI1l interfere with those primary goals.

32-1. The proposed RMP recommends that the utility corridor
in the Black Canyon area should follow the draft

~/EIS Alternative B placement, primarily to reduce
visual impacts caused by new development.

The status of the Picacho Mountains in the proposed
RMP would be as described in Alternative B of the
draft RMP/EIS except that additional state land would
be identified for acquisition and, upon acquisition,
become part of the RCA and desert tortoise management
area.

liustrongly support the propased rest,rictio” of ORV use throughout the RcxJurI-r
.ArcJto existinq roads and trails, and we encourage you to CICVC1OPeducational and

enfurc-ementprcgrams which h,illhelp transfonr this propsal to an effective
rrality.
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We also support Recreation Management Area designations for Hellls Canyon and
the Coyote Mountains pending any Congressional action on a BLI+wilderness bill.
These are both im~rtant scenic and recreational areas close to major metropolitan
zones, and special management focusing on those values in entirely appropriate.

‘Wlite Canyon is an area of special interest to many of our members. Mile we
were happy to see the pro~sed ACEC status under the preferred alternative, the
boundaries and size of the pro~sed unit are entirely inadequate. The expanded
unit under Alternative C is preferable in every way and has our enthusiastic
support. We also urge you to reccgnize that there is an equal (possibly greater
amount of acreage in the Tonto National Forest, immediately north of the BfM
holdings, which also contains important riparian habitat, cultural resources,
and wilderness characteristics in upper White Canyon and in adjacent Wocd Canyon
The BU”l/NationalForest toundary cuts arbitrarily through the center of this
splendid natural area. We believe that a coqx?rative management approach is called
for, with both agencies aware of the exLent and quality of the area)s resources and
working tcqether to protect them.

Thank you for this opportunity to connnenton the draft fU4P/EIS.

Sincerely,

32–2. The proposed RMP recommendsadoption of the draft’s
preferred alternative(AlternativeB) boundaries for
the White Canyon ACEC as the most feasibleACEC
management unit consideringother multiple uses of the
area. The BLM would cooperatefully with the Forest
Service when developingan activity plan for the area.

Tom Wright, Conservation Chairman
Palo Verde Group
Sierra Club
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United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

WESTERN REGION
4!0 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE, BOX 36061

IN BEPLV SBPER ,0 SAN FRANCISCO CALIFORNIA 94107,

DES 88/0002

L7617 (WR-RP)

April 19, 1988

Memorandum

To: Manaqer, Phoenix Resource Area, Bureau of Land
Management

From: #$&io”alDirectorr Western Region

Subject: Review Comments on the Draft Phoenix Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement,
Phoenix, Arizona (DES 88/0002)

We have completed our review of the Bureau of Land Management’s
Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement and have the following comments.

1. The boundaries shown for Saguaro National Monument need
adjustment on the BLM’s South Central Portion Map. Inaccuracies
remain despite discussions in 1986 with BLM staff to make

33-1 changes. Maps are enclosed to show the necessary changes for
both districts. For Tucson Mountain Unit, the National Park
Service landownership and administrative boundary are larger than
indicated by BLM. At the Rincon Mountain Unit, the U.S. Forest
Service boundary shown within the Monument does not exist now.

We are also including a map to show the correct hovndary for
Coronado National Memorial. Although the Memorial is not
directly affected by the Phoenix Resource Management Plan, this
information will help the BLM correct CoronadoJs boundary on its
South Central Portion Map.

2. There are two parCels of BLM land next to the Tucson Mountain
Unit, Saguaro National Monument, that interest us. The BLM has
designated these scattered parcels for disposal possibly through
exchange. Either State or private ownership could result in uses

33-2 that might be detrimental to the Monument’s resources. One
parcel (T. 13 S., R. 11 E., NE 1/4, Sec. 29) contains and
endangered plant, the Tumamoc globeberry, and the second parcel
(T. 13 S., R. 12 E., SE 1/4, Sec 9) is an area of local
controversy about mineral entry.

33-1. The South Central Portion map reflects our
understanding of the National Park Service (NPS)
boundaries of land under NPS ownership in 1986. The
NPS map shows the park boundary limits established by
Congress, within which the NPS would attempt to
acquire any non-public land.

The U.S. Forest Service boundaries shown within the
Rincon Mountain unit and the incorrect Coronado
National Memorial boundary are errors reflected in the
base map used to develop the three BLM maps.

Maps printed in the future will reflect the
NPS-suggested changes for all three areas.



We would like to have these two parcels transferred to the
National Park Service, an action that is endorsed by

33-2 environmental groups. In the past, BLM has generously
transferred some adjacent parcels to Saguaro National Monument.
Your consideration of another transaction would be appreciated.

In summary, we commend the Bureau of Land Management’s efforts to
consolidate landownership and create Resource Conservation Areas,
which will allow the agency to have more manageable units. If
you have any questions about these comments, please contact Jim
Laney, General Superintendent, Southern Arizona Group, at
FTS 261-4959.

Sinceply,
/

F Stanley T. Albright
Regional Director, Western Region

Enclosures 3

33-2. In the proposed RMP these parcels have been identified
for retention in public ownership pending
Congressional action to expand the monument’s
bo~daries.

>
z
u

Blue Grama
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April 29, 1988

Mr. Arthur E. Tower
Area Manager
Phoenix Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

34-1

34

The Arizona Game and Fish Department has reviewed the draft
Phoenix Resource Management Plan (f7f4F)and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) , and we respectfully provide the following
comments.

The RMP document, as we understand, replaces the three Management
Framework Plans (MFPs) which preceded this process. We also note
that the RMP is intended to meet the requirements of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA). It is the Department’s
belief that the document lacks enough detail to meet FLPMA
guidelines for wildlife resources. The previous MFPs contained
specific standards and guidelines to attain wildlife resource
objectives. The current RMP document is completely lacking in
similar content.

We believe a primary issue relative to this draft RNP is Land
Tenure Adjustment. The alternatives considered within the RNP do
not present any options for this issue. Therefore, we believe
the four alternatives considered do not meet National
Environmental Policy AC t (NEPA) requirements. Though
alternatives A and D provide extreme baseline comparisons (no

action and total disposal alternatives) , alternatives B and C
refIect little substantive difference in land management
decisions. ‘The consequences of addressing planning issues (i.e.

land tenure adjustments) in dissimilar ways is not addressed, as

required under NEPA. Discounting alternatives which retain lands

in Apache and Navajo counties, because of potentially complex

land trades needed to block up lands (page 41), does not appear
justified, when compared to recent BLM land exchanges.

34–1. The RMP does replace older MFPs. However, as stated
on page 1 of the draft RMP, WFP decisions that still
have merit are being carried forward and are
incorporatedinto this RMP.”

Refer also to the General Response to comments.

34–2. An option for retaining land in Apache and Navajo
Counties and the consequentimpact on resolving the
land tenure adjustment issue is analyzed in
Alternative A of the draft RMP/EIS. As discussed on
page 41 of the draft RMP/EIS, other’alternativeswhich
would create public land blocks in the two counties
through exchangeswere alao considered .

The guidelines for land disposal provided for in FLPMA are cited

numerous times throughout the document--tracts difficult and

uneconomical to manage. However, with the exception of
unpatented mining claims (page 1<) there is little mention of
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those policies relative to retention of lands in public
ownership, where endangered species and high natural
resource/wildlife values are present. Furtherr though
checkerboard lands may present inefficient land management (page
125) , they may still provide effective land management. When
significant tesource values are present (i.e. Little Colorado
RiVeK spinedace; paperspined cactus; potential black-footed
ferret occurrence/reintroduce ion sites; high-value pronghorn
habitat) , even inefficient land management is preferable to no
lands in federal management.

Though blocking up lands in Apache and Navajo counties does not
appear feasible, at this time, retaining those checkerboard
tracts with the highest resource values, now, may lead to future
opportunities. The first sentence on page 164 provides the logic
and summary for these arguments, but from the opposite
perspective. Changing only one word and adding two defines the
issue. .. ’’therefore, over the shor t term, land retention may
negatively impact some resource (BLM efficient management) that
over the long term other resources (wildlife) would be greatly
benefited”. We ag~ suggest that the Bureau consider an
alternative which would allow for blocking up or consolidating of
highest resource value public lands in Navajo and Apache
counties.

Further, a prime example of where the Bureau did not consider the
true impact of land consolidation favoring State land and private
ownership is in the assessment of the Preferred Alternative (B),
and others, as it relates to impact on pronghorn habitat. It is
stated in several places that BLM administration of pronghorn
habitat accounts for only seven percent of the total habitat in
the assessment area (pages 117 and 14B), and the environmental
consequences conclusion for pconghorn states that only “two
percent of the total habitat in Apache and Navajo counties would
eventually be abandoned as a result of subdivision development”
(page 148). This, in our opinion, grossly underestimates the
impact of this proposed liquidation of public lands in the
area. The Department’s Geographic Information System (GIS)
records indicate that BLM administration of pronghorn range in
the project acea (Units 2A, 2B, 2C, 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, lesS USFS
lands) accounts for 10 percent, State Trust 28.2 percent, and
private 56.8 percent. It is greatly feared that the loss of this
10 percent of BLM-administered pronghorn habitat will facilitate
the future development in the area, if not short term, then long
term. Not only will this 10 percent loss of public pronghorn
habitat represent a potential loss of habitat, but far greater
than two percent of the total ownership will be potentially lost
to future development. As is, the current land ownership
patterns serve as somewhat of a deterrent to development and
ensure some kind of maintenance of open space.

34-3. Impacts to all the resource values mentioned in the
cosrment were analyzed in all alternatives. Refer to
Chapter 4 of the draft lU4P/EIS.

Alternatives for consolidating public land in Apache
and Navsjo Counties were considered but not carried
forward for the reasons stated on page 41 of the draft
RMP/EIS .

34-4. The Department’s GIS record made available to the BLM
shows 100,OOO more public acres in the two counties
than actually exist. In any case, it was the
conclusion of the planning team that only a small
portion of the exchanged public land would be
developed in the long term and that the vast majority
would continue to provide habitat for wildlife,
including pronghorn.
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Additionally, the lack of recognition of the resource value
within Apache and NaVajO counties (page 23) is clearly in
error. For instance, the draft RMP appears to discount the value
of the pronghorn habitat in Apache and Navajo counties which
supports low or lower densities, accounting for 93 percent of the
habitat (page 117). This habitat, despite low densities, still
represents important habitat for pronghorn, even on a statewide
scale. It must be emphasized that the density classes represent
averages for relatively large acreages, and that considerable
pronghorn populations inhabit these areas, though in a non-
uniform distribution. The fact that resource values are
discounted over much of the RMP area is further illustrated by
the statement that “All disposal lies outside the RCAS (Resource
Conservation Areas). The land is mostly scattered parcels
exhibiting few or low natural resource values” (page 23) . It has
been the ‘Department’s contention that this is ‘no~ the case, as
the lands in Apache and Navajo counties hold considerable value
for pronghorn, nongame (e.g. Ferruginous hawk) , and TSE species
(e.g. paperspine cactus). Yet another example of how the
potential resource values of lands here have been discounted is
evident on page 11, where it is stated that the “inventory
conducted by the BLM and AG&FD has not identified any occupied
(black-footed ferrett) areas or areas considered to be potential
habitat (i.e. the presence of large prairie dog town
complexes) ,“ This survey is just now being completed, and
numerous large prairie dog town complexes have indeed been
located throughout the area. The PA would certainly preclude
consideration of future potential habitat designation for black-
footed Eerrett.

Additional comments/information on species of special concern
follow:

Desert Tortoise

The designation of a Special Management Area for management of
desert tortoise and the development of an activity plan is an
excellent approach for addressing tortoise issues. However, the
Picacho Mountain SMA is too small and does not include important
habitat on the adjacent lower mountain slopes and bajada. To
insure long-term tortoise populations, BLM should direct its
efforts toward the special management of greater acreage. This
can be accomplished by seeking acquisition of the state land
surrounding the Picacho Mountains and/or by placing special
management designation on a larger block of contiguous BLM
tortoise habitat. Including the desert tortoise as part of the
Silver Bell Bighorn Sheep Management Area would be compatible
with the goals for that area.

34–5 . It was not the BLM’s intent to indicate that low
resource values equate to no resource values on land
outside the proposed RCAS. No resource value was
discountedduring the developmentof the draft RMP/EIS.

The paperspined cactus is not a threatenedor
endangeredspecies.

The results of the black-footedferret inventorywere
not available to the BLM before the draft RMP/EIS was
printed. The completed inventory identified13
prairie dog towns meeting the criteria for potential
black-footed ferret use. None of the towns was found
to be occupied by ferrets.

34-6. Refer to responses 18-6 and 18–7.
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Little Colorado River Spinedace

Disposing of any properties which provide habitat for a listed
threatened species must be carefully scrutinized. The fact that
BLM currently administers the only federal lands on Silver Creek
increases the priority for maintaining federal presence along the
creek. This presence provides the only opportunity to maintain
the population that currently exists in Silver Creek. To abandon

34-7 these properties, based on the supposition that the Silver Creek
population will sooner or later be lost anyway (page 146), is
detelict in BLM’ S responsibilities as imposed under the
Endangered Species Act, and by BLM’s internal policies. In
addition, on the maps provided, public lands are indicated along
the Little Colorado River in the vicinity of Woodruff. This is
documented spinedace habitat, yet there is no mention of these
lands in discussions on this fish.

Paperspined Cactus

Eliminating this special status species entirely from BLM

management, through land tenure adjustments, should not occur.
34-8 Retaining lands which include shared habitat values for this

species with pronghorn is encouraged (i.e. the area between State
Routes 77 and 377).

34-9

34-ICI

34-1 I

Tanner wash ACEC

Expanding the boundaries of the Tanner Wash ACEC in the preferred
alternative, to reflect the boundaries in Alternative C, would
include additional potential habitat for the endangered Peebles
Navajo cactus. Given the ratity and difficulty of accurately
surveying for this species, BLM should consider all available
options.

Waterman Mountain ACEC

Potential habitat for Tumamoc globeberry and Thornber fishhook
cactus would be included within this ACEC, if the boundaries
would reflect that in Alternative C. Documented occurrences of
both species are within similar habitat from only a few miles
from the expanded ACEC boundary.

In conclusion, the Department recognizes a major deficiency in
the draft RJfP/EIS in the land tenure adjustment issue. We
recommend that the BLM give further consideration to an
alternative for this issue, which addresses the high natural
resource/wildlife values present in Navajo and Apache counties,
and which can address BLM’s objective for pronghorn management
“to increase the capability of public land habitat to support
Ipronghorn” and to ensure protection of other valuable resources,
such as, the paperspined cactus.

34-7. The public land parcels near Woodruff are not listed
by USFWS as being within the habitat area covered
under the listing of Little Colorado River spinedace.

Refer also to response 22-3.

34-8. Ongoing research and inventory as well as a USFWS
status survey for the species indicate that this
cactus has relatively stable. federallv Drotected J

populations in New M;xico which do not-r~quire listing ~
as threatened or endangered. Recent inventory L

indicates that the paperspined cactus occurs in
densities of up to 900 plants per square mile in
portions of its habitat in Arizona. The known range
of the plant in the RMP area covers approximately 720
square miles in Navajo County. Land use and
development patterns in Navajo Connty would likely
remain unchanged over most of this habitat regardless
of ownership, with livestock grazing as the
predominate use. Exchanges within the cactus’ habitat
would not be expected to affect the federal listing
status of the species.

34-9. In the proposed RMP the boundary of the proposed
Tanner Wash ACEC has been revised to include not only
all known populations of the Peebles Navajo cactus @t
also the potential habitat thought necessary for
eventual recovery of the species. See map 2-18 in
this document.

34-10. Potential habitat for Tumamoc globeberry and Thomber
fishhook cactus is found throughout the proposed
Silver Bell Resource Conservation Area. No additional
protection for these species would result by adopting
the draft RMP/EIS Alternative C boundaries for the
ACEC .

34-11. Refer to response 34-2.
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One particular planning methodology proposed in this draft RMP,
which is unique to BLM’s current RMP planning effort, is the
resource conservation area (RCA). The Department supports this
effort to subdivide RMP areas into smaller,
blocks,

more manageable
where specific resource issues or resource values can be

emphasized and enhanced in the long term.

The Department recognizes the major effor’t that went into the
development of this draft RMP/EIS, and appreciates the
opportunities that we have had to review and provide comment. A
separate llst of comments specific to the draft document is
attached.

Sincerely, ~ r

Duane L. Shroufe 1}
Deputy Director

Arizona Game and Fish Department
Specific Comments on Draft RMP/EIS

Page 21, Figure 2-1, BLM Land Exchange PrOceSS

The RMP fails to discuss the Notices of Realty
Sq-lzlc”rrently being processed by Phoenix District.

Page 24, Issue 2, Alternative B

recommend sentence to specifically
34-131 ~~velopment Ofad:’~~ada tO the Newman peak communications site;

Action (NORA)

prohibit the

[access could be by helicopter.

Page 26, Table 2-3

I
Under the Appleton-Whittell ACEC, the implication of “...prohibit

34-14 land use actions except as authorized by Research Ranch” suggests
the possibility of public access closure, which the Department
must oppose.

Page 27

I
Special Management Areas (SMAS) should include language for

34-15 ;::f=y:;::tm::y’ing and management with the Arizona Game and
AGFD should be a cooperator for Coordinated

Resource Management Plans (CRMps), as well.

Pages 28-29, Table 2-4

Coyote Mountains Recreation Management Area. We recommend to
specifically add hunting as a recreation value. AGFD should be a
cooperator in developing the access plan.

34-12. Routine management practices occurring on a day–to–day
basis are not relevant topics for discussion in an
RMP. NORAs are only one part of an administrative
action in carrying out decisionsmade through existing
Bureau planning. AG&FD receivesand has opportunity
to comment on all land exchangeNORAs issued by the
Phoenix District.

The role of NORAS in the BIM land exchangeprocess is
illustratedin Figure 2–1 on page 21 of the draft
RMF/EIS.

z
34-13. Refer to responses 29–6 and 29-7. m

$
34–14. The AG&FD wiU be consultedif closure of public >

access to BLM-administeredland is contemplated. z
u

34–15.
J)

The AG&FD has always been an importantcontributorin
the developmentof BLM activity plans. We expect the :
close cooperationto continue in all areas of mutual
interest and responsibility. o

z
(n
m
u)
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34-17

34-le

34-19

34-2C

Agua Blanco Ranch Multiple Resource Management Area and Cocoraque
Butte-Waterman MRMA. AGFD should be included in development of
the access plan. Also, hunting should specifically be included
as a valid activity,

Silverbell Desert Bighorn Sheep Management Area. AGf’D should be
the primary cooperator, and named as such, for development of the
activity plan, Also, we recommend including desert tortoise and
Harris’ hawk as key species in this area.

Picacho Mountains Desert Tortoise Management Area. The
Department supports Alternative B for communications site
development, also the ACEC designation under Alternative B. We
compliment the Bureau for recognizing the high-value riparian and
native plant values. However, we are concerned about the implied
10ss of hunting recreation opportunities on 2,341 acres
associated with the Appleton-Whittell ACEC . The Department
OPPOses a hunting closure of these lands.

We are somewhat puzzled by the vast arcay of Specia\ Management
designations, and what they mean, under Alternative B. The
document never explains what is meant by certain terms, such as
!!..manage to enhance recreation values” and “. .manage for

.
conservation values. “ We are particularly concerned aDOut tne
absence of any reference to hunting recreation and active
cooperation with the Arizona Game and Fish Department.

We specifically do not understand the desert tortoise emphasis in
the Picacho Mountains. The majority of prime desert tOKtOISe
habitat in the Picacho Mountains is at elevations below BLM
holdings. Conversely, the Silverbell-West Silverbell-Ragged Peak
area is high-quality desert tortoise habitat, with a viable
population that would benefit from active management efforts.

We consider it ironic that BLM proposes to “protect” a tOKtOiSe
population already impacted by construction of the Central
Arizona Project (CAP) Canal, and on a mountain with minimal to nO
livestock grazing of lands under ELM control. The Silverbell
Complex, in contrast, would benefit tremendously from management
efforts by the BLM. Therefore, we strongly recommend the
designation of the Silverbell area as a sheep @ tortoise
Management Area.

We also question the closure of any roads in the Picacho
Mountains which access existing AGFD catchments.

Page 31, Issue 5 - Recreation Management

Table 2-4 does not describe the management goals and planned
actions in any detail. Again, hunting is never mentioned, nor is
the commitment to cooperate with AGFD ever mentioned. We
strongly recommend significant expansion of the document to
clearly explain the goals and planned actions for all SMAS.

z
z>
z
u

L

34–16. Hunting is prominentlymentioned as an important
recreational use in Chapter 3 of the draft RMP/EIS.
Recreation values are those discussed in the
Recreation Use section of Chapter 3 in the draft
RMP/EIS. Conservationvalues with reference to
cultural sites are defined in the Glossary and in
Appendix 6 of the draft RMP/EIS.

34-17. See responses 18-2 and 18-7.

34–18. See response 18-6.

34–19. AG&FD acceas to service catchmentsis considered a
necessary function and would not be affected by public
access closures.

34–20. Since hunting is an importantrecreationuse of public
land (see Chapter 3 Recreation@’section), the
activity is expected to continue. During the
development of activityplans detailing the methods
for achieving the identifiedmanagement goals for
ACECS and special managementareas, the AG&FD would be
consulted if any hunting restrictionsare discussed.
The close-workingrelationshipbetween the BLM and the
AG&FD is expected to continue in all areas of mutual
intereat.



Page 42, Land Tenure Adjustments

34-2

34-22

34-2?

We strongly question the conclusions concerning the ability to
retain, or increase, BLM holdings in the Sierrita and Las Guijas
Mountains. We believe Iosses of wildlife habitat for desert mule
deer and javelina will be significant in the Sierrita and Cerro
Colorado Mountains. A significant white-tailed deer population
will be sacrificed via exchange of the Las Guijas Mountains.

Also, acquisition of the Tortolita Mountains, but disposal of the
lower bajada holdings and the Suizo Mountains, will result in
significant loss of upland Sonoran desert habitat, typified by
ironwood (Olnea tesota), palo verde (Cercidium ~), mesquite
(Prosopis ~), and saguaro (Carnegia gigantia) . Associated
wildlife include concentrations of Gambel quail, javelina, desert
mule deer, desert tortoise, and Harris’ hawk. The Arizona Game
and Fish Department is becoming increasingly more concerned with
BLM disposal of lands which exhibit high quality Sonoran desert
values.

The following AGFD wildlife water catchments would be removed
froti public lands:

- owl Head Mountain #5 (AGFD #103) NENW Section 1, T8S, R1lE
- Owl Head Mountain #9 (AGFD #107) SWSE Section 21, T8S, R12E

The following catchments have access roada which we require for
maintenance:

- Picacho Mountains #2 (AGFD #213) Section 21, T8S, R9E
- Picacho Mountains #4 (AGFD #688) Section 10, T8S, R9E (SV$,~

Picacho Mountains #5 (AGFD #689) S&4 Section 26, T8S, R9E

Page 53, Map 2-9

Horsethief Basin Lake is wrongly labeled “Horseshoe Lake.”

Page 73, Map 2-25

34-241:ECrTaTio~O~~~~~ A~~amf0r‘age
53, plus the legend denotes a

that IS nowhere to be found on the map.

Page 118

What is the criterion for “High Density Javelina Habitat”? The
entire area between the Bradshaw Mountains and S.R. 74 to the

cnd
34-25 :::;;at.

the map boundary to the west is good javelina
Wildlife Management Unit 20B receives considerable use

by archery and general season javelina hunters. The depiction on
the map is misleading, at best.

Page 120, Javelina

Highest density areas for javelina may not have the greatest need
for management emphasis. As mentioned for the map on page 118,
javelina hunting is very important outside areas marked as “High
Density.”

34-21.

34-22.

34-23.

34-24.

34–25.

Only a small fraction of the land
is public land. Little change in
expected as a result of exchange.
not expect exchange of the public
to affect wildlife significantly.

. .
in tne three areas
current land use is
Consequently,we do
land in these areas

The proposal to exchange public land outside the
identifiedResource ConservationArea (RCAS) for
non-public land within the RCAS would not result in a
net loss of the public values mentioned in the
comment. In the White Canyon and Silver Bell
Mountains RCAS, for instance, the potential exists for
the BLM to acquire significantlymore of these values
than are given up in exchange.

See response 34-19.

The recreationmanagement area is the Hells Canyon
RecreationManagement Area. The area is shown on Map
2-25 in the draft RMP/EIS, although slightly obscured
by the shading used to denote the burro management
area. The area is more clearly shown on Map 2-25 in
this document.

The map depicts areas where the highest densities of
javelina are expected. The referenceused was the
AG&FD’s 1985 Big Game DistributionMap.



34-26

Page 138, Table 4-6

34-27

Page 121, Table 3-16

The fishing days for Picacho Reservoir and Lake Pleasant appear
woefully inaccurate, as do the hunting days at Picacho. An
explanation of how these numbers are derived may clear this up.

Days for Picacho areas noted above and Pleasant have greatly
increased; it’s not clear how these numbers have changed, or why.

Page 148, Effects on Wild, Free-Roaming Burros

Management of burros to increase population levels to halt the
population decline is questionable management. Burros are not
wildlife, but are feral animals which can cause significant
adverse impact to wildlife habitat. There are plenty of areas in
the western United States where people can see relic herds
without the need to risk overpopulation and abuse of public land.

34-26
N
o
0

Page 149, Table 4-8

34-29

34-30

Again, the fishing and hunting days for Picacho Reservoir and a
tenfold increase in fishing at Pleasant is not clear.

Page 173, Appendix 1

We note the inclusion of lands in T1lN, R3W in the table of land
meeting FLPMA Sales criteria, but find no mention of cesources or
impacts to those resources in the draft RMP. Without those,
adequate analysis of impacts is impossible.

o
~
m

34–26. The figures listed in the draft RMP/EIS on page 121, c

Table 3-16, are visitor use numbers for visits to ~

public land on or near Picacho Reservoir and Lake ~
Pleasant. These figures are not total visitor use o
figures for fishing or hunting visitor use days -. z
either reservoir. >

34-27. The figures described in the draft RMP/EIS on page
z
u

138, Table 4–6, indicate increasedvisitationto o
public land near Lake Pleasant due to long-term o
increases in the populationof Phoenix and the north 0
valley as well as increasedpublic use of the enlarged ~
and improved Lake Pleasant Regional County Park. The ~
figures describe only visits on or to Dublic land and Z
do not represent total visitor use at the reservoir. <
The figures for Picacho Reservoirare unchanged from
those presented in Chapter 3, Table 3-16. The 5

described fishing and hunting visits are those
z

attributable only to Dublic land, not the entire
Picacho Reservoir.

34–28. Public Law 92–195 makes the BLM responsiblefor the
welfare and protection of unclaimedand unbranded
burros found on public land. The managementof burros
on public land is accomplishedat the minimum level
necessary to assure the herd’s free–roamingcharacter,
health and self–sustainingability.

34–29. The figures in the draft RMP/EIS on page 149, Table
4–8, describe a situationwhere there would be m
public land near Picacho Reservoir. Accordingly,
fishing and hunting days attributedto public land at
Picacho Reservoir would be zero. Under AlternativeB,
much of the land encompassingLake Pleasant Regional
County Park would be public land used by the county
under a Cooperative RecreationManagementAgreement.
Visitor use of this park land would be considered
visits to public land; thus visits to public land in
the Lake Pleasant Resource ConservationArea would
increase under AlternativeB. Presently,no fishing
activity attributable to use of public land occur on
Lake Pleasant. Under AlternativeB, a sizable
increase in the use of public land for fishing
activity would be anticipateddue to an increase in
public ~ areas resulting from BLM-stateexchanges.

34-30. Parcels listed in Appendix 1 of the draft RMP/EIS are
those that meet the criteria stated in the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) for public land
sale. These parcels are identifiedfor disposal and
have been evaluated to determinewhether they contain
values which would preclude disposal,either by
exchange or sale. If the AG&FD is aware of values on
the parcels listed which might affect a disposal
decision, the BLM would appreciatereceivingthis
information.
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Arthur E. Tower
Manager, Phoenix Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management

Dear Mr. Tower:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft
Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement.

I must compliment the RMP team for the plan’s emphasis
on special management of the scenic, recreational, biotic,
and cultural valuee on public lands. These are important
resources for both the health of the land end the health of
Arizona’s economy, as the state’s population grows and our
tourism industry expands.

For the most part, we support the plans laid out under
Alternative C. It gives significantly better protection to
sensitive plant and animal populations, and by extension, to
the ecosystems they require. It also does a better job of
protecting some other values. Especially praiseworthy are
the Alternative C boundaries of the White Canyon and Perry
Mesa/Larry Canyon ACECS. We also strongly support the
proposed i?8iPPA transfer of BLM lands in the Tortolita
MOuntaIns.

tle would, however, like to see some changes in
Alternative C:

1. The Waterman Mountains ACEC should encompass the Pan
Quemado range. The ACEC is apparently meant as a refuge for
the Tumamoc globeberry, which clearly has habitat extending

35 , through the Pan Quemado area. More significantly, the Pan
- Quemados may also support a population of Thornber’s

fishhook cactus, and wouid appear from the ground to be good
desert tortoise habitat. Thus, a larger ACEC could provide
protection far all three species.

35-2

The Silver Bell Desert Bighorn SMA should also be managed
for desert tortoise. It contains far more tortoise habitat
than the Plcacho Mountains SMA proposed in Alternative B,
and with acquisition of state and private holdings between

35-1. The Waterman Mountaina ACEC encompasses populationa of
the endangered Nichol Turk’s head cactus. Habitat for
Tumamoc globeberry and Thomber fishhook cactus is
found throughout the proposed Silver Bell RCA. Adding
Pan Quemado to the ACEC boundary would not add
significantly to protection efforts for any of the
three species.

35–2 . Refer to response 18–6.



35-3

35-4

the Silver Bells and Ragged Top, it creates a weli-ciefincd
and manageable area of prime tortoise habitat. Management

should include an end to livestock grazing, as cattle are a

principle cause of turtle mortality (as mentioned on p.
117); closure of most existing roads and trails, to preveak

tortoise collecting (p.117) and disturbance of bighorn sheep

(p. l15); and closure to new mining claims, to prevent

bighorn disturbance, heavy human use, and construction of
new access roads (pp.115 & 117).

3. The Picacho Mountains should be managed as a desert

tortoise SflA, as proposed in Alternative B, and not as a
CRMA. Recreation-oriented management would have significant
damaging effects on the tortoise population (p. 155).

Management should include an end to Iifestock grazing, and
cooperative management with the State Land Department for

the health of the tortoise population on adjacent bajada
areas.

4. Alternative C should include the Alternative B proposal

of R&PPA transfers to Pima County of Saginaw Hil 1 and Tucson
Mountain Park Extension (p.31).

In addition to those particulars, we have some comments
on the document as a whole:

5. The Yuma Mine property (T13S, R12E, S9) should be ciosed

to new mining claims. Efforts should be made to retire the
existing claims, and the land should be transferred through
R&PPA to the U.S. Park Service. Similar closure and

transfers should be done for public lands in Sections 28,
33, and 34. All these parcels are apparently, and

inappropriately, listed for disposal in the RMP (p. 174).

6. The discussion of Minerals Management (p.16) shouid

include a section on closure of land to new mineral entry.
True multiple use management must include a willingness to

exclude, in some areas, uses which are incompatible with
other uses or with existing and desired values.

7. Management plans for val<ues that conflict with grazing,

such as riparian habitat or desert tortoise populations,

should include explicit discussion of reducing or retiring
grazing allotments and/or construction of cattle enclosures.

The South Bradshaws and Ragged Top WSAS should be
35-51 !~cl.ded in the table on p. 184.

>
z
u

35–3. Refer to response 33-2.

35–4. When the approved RMP is implemented,activityplans
will be developed detailing the methods for achieving
the identifiedmanagement goals for ACECS and special
management areas. In compliancewith NEPA, all
appropriatemeasures will be taken to mitigate impacts
to important values in each area.

35–5 . The South Bradahaws East and Ragged T’opWSAS were
studied in the Arizona Mohave WildernessDraft
Environmental Impact Statement,not the Phoenix
Wilderness Final EIS.



9. -rtle “Little long-nosed bat” (p. 11 & 190) should be
referred to a9 “Sanborn’e long-nosed bat”. It should

35-6 probably also be upgraded to status C-i, as USFWS has
officially proposed to determine Endangered status for
(Federal Register, July 6, 1967, pp. 25271-25274).

it

I
10, A blanket policy of full fire suppression (p. 19) is not
appropriate. Wildfires should be allowed to burn when not a

3%7 human hazard, as they can contribute significantly to
natural ecological processes. In particular, they can
benefit wildlife by enhancing the forage available.

z

11. Restricting vehicles wfthin SMAS to “existing.roads and
trai19H (pp. 28-30, 37-39) is not an adequate prescription.
Past off-road vehicle use has, in many places, created
unneeded and inappropriate trails that would be
“grandfathered” in under that directive. In addition, few
areas have had detailed inventories done on thefr roads and
trails, so there is no standard of ‘existing” with which to
determine that a road or trail is new. The only workable
management tool to limit undesirable vehicle use !s to
close all roads and trails unless they are sfgned open (Off-
Road Vehicles on Public Lanci, Council on Environmental

-—.
.-.——-—.—... ...
Quality, 1979; “impacts and Management of Off-Road
Vehfcles”, USGS, 1977). This was considered and rejected for
the Phoenix District as a whole (p.42), an appropriate
measure given the scattered and diverse nature of the lands
involved. It absolutely should be implemented, however, on

~ SflAs and ACECS, as they are well-defined and manageable
parcels with identified values in need of protection.

12. Tables describing the ACECS and SMAS should also list
the grazing allotments associated with those areas. This
would al low cross-reference to Appendices 2, 3, and 4 (pp.

175-iE4) and to other documents on range condition and
management.

Yours,

QJ.J a

35-6.

35–7 .

35-8.

The Sanborn’s long-nosedbat has been removed from the
Phoenix Resource Area’s special status list. The
species is not known to inhabit areas under our
administration.

Activity plans developed for ACECS and special
management areas would identify areas where less tnsn
full euppresaionof fires or prescribedburning would
be beneficial in achieving the management goals
described for the areaa.

Site-specificactivity planning will evaluateORV
signing needs necessary to achieve ORV management
goals. The use of ORV signing would be restricted
marking major entry points administeredby the BLM
other specific areas (ACECS, special management
areas). In high visibility and use areas, signing

to

and

may
be needed to acquaintusera with ORV designationsand
describe where visitors can obtain additional
information. Intensive signing is anticipatedonly in
areae with identifiedmanagement concerns (ACECS and
special management areas). Signing, public education
efforts, a visitor use map (with ORV policies
described) and BLM ranger patrols ehould be adequate
to ensure compliancewith ORV management policies.

Dale S. Turner
Conservation Chair
Rincon Group
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THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY, ARIZONA CHAPTER
PO BOX 11135

Phoen,x,AZ 85017

26 April 1988

Mr. Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix, Resource Area Manger
9ureau of Land Management
2015 West Oeer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

The Wildlife Society (TWS) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
(RMP). We commend the Bureau of Land Management on the proposed
designation of seven Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). Our
main comments on the liMPinvolve requests for ACEC boundary modifications;
impacts to Federally threatened and endangered (TS.E) species, riparian
habitats, and %noran Desert upland bajadas ; and the inadequate management
prescriptions. Please consider the following comments.

AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

1. TWS strongly supports ACEC designations for Baboquivari Mountains,
Waterman Mountains, White Canyon , perry Mesa , Larry Canyon, Tanner Wash,
and Appleton-Whittell. We request, however, a ❑ore detailed analysis of

areas that were rejected for this designation.

36-1 2. We urge implementation of Alternative C for Perry Canyon ACEC and the
expansion of the boundaries to include T. 10N., R. 3E., Sections 10, 11,
and 12. l%is expansion will allow acquisition of Gfla intermedia and
riparian habitat. This riparian habitat includes cienega and deciduous
broadleaf riparian forest components.

3. We also urge implementation of Alternative C boundary designations for
the Waterman Mountains and Tanner Wash to maximize known and potential

36.2 Special status species habitat. Sections T. 18N., R. 21E., Section 11 and
15 contain a candidate category 1 endangered plant and should be acquired

as Part of the Tanner Wash ACEC.

36–1 . Refer to responses 22–4 and 22–5.

36–2 . Refer to responses 3-2 and 29-12.

c1
o
0
33
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4. ‘IWSrequests that the Black Canyon RCA boundaries be modified to
include T. llN., R. 2E., E 1/2 Section 22, E 1/2 Section 27, and E 1/2

36.3 section 34. In addition, acquisition of T. 12N., R. 3E., E 1/2 Section 6,
and T. 13N., R. 3E. SW 1/4 Section 31 would ensure federal protection of
the entire perennial stretch of Ash Creek.

36-4

36-5

‘2i
WI

36-6

36-7

36-8

36-9

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

5. Implementation of this RMP constitutes a major federal action and
therefore requires consultation with Fish and Wildlife Service under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act for T&E species affected by this
action. Impacts to affected T&E species are inadequately described in this
document and should be analyzed in a separate biological assessment. Both
positive and negative impacts will result from land dfsposal and
acquisition and from changes in land management practices. In addition,
BLM should confer with FWS regarding impacts to Federally proposed species.

6. ~is RMP is an appropriate vehicle to define Recovery Plan objectives
and actions for T&E species affected by this action. RU should use this
planning document to meet and enhance the objectives of existing recovery
plans.

7. TWS is concerned that disposal of land with candidate species listed in
Appendix 9, without proper assessment, may necessitate listing of those
species later. This conflicts with BLM policy to “identify habitat
improvement or expansion efforts required todownlist or delist a species.”
BLM should strive to retain lands containing speciai status species within
Federal ownership.

8. The bald eagle recolonization of the Agua Fria will be greatly affected
by BLM management of riparian habitats in Black Canyon and Lake Pleasant
RCAS. Bald eagle nesting trends should be discussed in this document and
Bllishould consider the entire drainage as a single ecological unit when
prescribing management for this area.

9. Bu4 should reconsider the proposed disposal of Little Colorado River
spinedace habitat on Silver Creek. This is the only Federally owned parcel
of land along this creek below the town of Silver Creek. This land should

be retained in Federal ownership to ensure the continued survival of this
species and allow for future recovery efforts.

10. Disposal of land containing populations of paperspined cactus would
lead to the decline of this species, however, the WP states that “... most
of the population occur in New Mexico and habitat loss in Arizona is not
expected to affect its statua.”’ We question whether this habitat disposal
is an insignificant impact to this species. In Arizona, 43 occurrences are

36–3 . Refer to responses 29-11 and 29-12.

36–4. Refer to response12–1 and the General Response to
Comments on Section 7 Consultation.

36-5. Recovery plan objectivesare incorporatedinto the
management goals and/or planned actions for ACECS and
special managementareas recommendedin the proposed
RMF.

36-6. The final decision to dispose of land with candidate
species rests upon the results of environmental
assessmentsmade when a specific disposal action is
proposed. All environmentalvalues are considered in
the assessment,includingthose not considered issues
in this RFIF/EIS.

36–7.

36–8.

36–9.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,which administers
compliancewith the EndangeredSpecies Act, agrees i
with the BLM’s assessmentof the alternatives’impacts m
to the bald eagle in the Agua Fria River area.

z
n

Refer to response

Refer to response
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documented in the state at 16 localities, 6 of which are on Blj+land. The
remaining 10 occurrences of the paperspined cactus are on State and private

36-9 land receiving no formal protection. These 6 occurrences should be
retained in Federal management to avoid the future need to list this
species.

RIPARIAN HABITATS

11. ~S considers riparian habitats to be the most endangered habitats in
Arizona and is concerned with the disposal of rlparian habitats from
Federal ovnership through several of the RMP alternatives. BLM is required
to comply with Executive Orders 11988 and 11990 and the BLM National

36-10 Ripariao Policy which require that riparian areas be retained in federal
ownership unless disposal is in the public interest. This document has not
adequately shown that the proposed riparian habitat disposal is in the
public interest. lWS urges BLM to reconsider disposal of riparian habitats
and to strive to place additional acreage under Federal ownership.

12. It is difficult to match many of the maps with the associated tables
to follow B~’s analytical processes.

36-II ‘~. Table 4-3 should show which riparlan habitats are decreased and which
are increased by each alternative.

14. BLM should implement Alternative C for Larry Creek and White Canyon
riparian areas to ensure management of upland watersheds.

Management of designated riparian areas should include elimination of
an activity which is generally adverse to a healthy riparian

36-I:

SONORAN DESERT UPLANO BAJAOAS

15. The Sonoran Desert bajadas are extremely unique and diverse habitats
found in Arizona. Most of these habitats around Phoenix and Tucson are
directly or indirectly impacted by housing developments. TWS recommends
that the BLM reconsider disposal of Iands with high quality Sonoran Desert
baiada values and consider acquisition of additional varcels of this
ha~ltat. Specifically, the S~lverbell Mountains, Picacho Mountains, Suizo
!lOuntains,and Tortolica Mountains contain q“alfcy Sonoran Desert bajada
habitat.

36-14 17. BLM should specifically prohibit the development of a road to the
Newman Peak communications site to avoid severance of this habitat.

18. We commend 8LM for the concept of a desert tortoise management area,

36-15 b“t believe thecurre”t 8LMbo””daries forthe Picacho Mo”ntai”s to be
inadequate for such a designation. The current boundaries omit from BllY
management the bajada which contains the majority of desert tortoise

36–10. Refer to response 22-12.

36–11. Refer to Appendix 7 in the draft RMP/EIS.

36–12. The Phoenix Resource Area does not currently issue
woodcuttingpermits. Activity planning for special
management areas and ACECS would address any problems
associatedwith woodcutting, if appropriate.

36-13. Refer to response 34-22.

36–14. Refer to response 29-7.

36–15. Refer to response 18-7.



habitat. We recommend that BLU expand the current management boundaries in
the Picacho Mountains to include bajada habitat whfch will enable
conservation of a minimum viable population of desert tortoiees.

36-15 Increasi@ themanagpnent area .Izewilleneure coneervatio?of a more
inclusive ecosystem for all the species in the Picacho Mountain8,
especially with increased development in this area over the next 20 years.

19. In addition to bighorn sheep, the Silverbell Mountains also contain a
healthy population of desert tortoises.

36. ]6
both a bighorn sheep

This area should be managed as
and desert tortoise management area since management

objectives and goals would be compatible for the two species. BLM should
implement the expanded boundaries provided in Alternative C for the
Silverbell Mountains for more effective bighorn sheep management.

OBJECTIVES AND PRESCRIPTIONS

36-17

20. The objectives and prescriptions presented in Chapter 2 are generally
vague and unmeasurable. Without detailed prescriptions, it is impossible
to follow BLM’S impact analysis of BMP Implementation. At a minimum, BLM
should define management objectives and prescriptions for riparian areas,
T&E species, and other wildlife. Without better defined objectives and
prescriptions, the document fails to meet Federal Land Policy and
Management Act guidelines for wildlife resources.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Rf.fP.Should YOU

require further clarification of any of the above comments, please contact
The Wildlife Society at the above address.

Sincerely yours,

President-elect
Arizona Chapter

36–16. Refer to response 18-6.

36-17. Refer to the General Response to Comments on the

Planning Process.
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MCKINLEY COUNTY MILDLIFE FEDERfITION
1420 Monterey

Gallup, New Ilexlco 87331

23 April 1988

f%thur E. Tower
Phoenix Resource fJrea Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Phoenix Resource Area
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix Arizona

Dear Mr. Tower:

The McKinley County (New Mexico) Wildlife Federation

aPPreCldte5 the opportunity to comment on the Phoenix
Resource Management Plan and Envlronme”tal Impact

Statement.

Our organization has recently become sensitized to the
importance of BLM Land Management Plans as they affect the
quality of life in our region. We realized almost too late
thtit the New Mexico BLM Farm>ngton Resource F)rea Management
Plan Included a plan to dispose of all “vacant publzc land>,
in McKinley County, New Mexico. Now we come to understand

that the Phaenix Resource Area Management Plan proposes a
similar “disposal plan” for all the publlc land In Apache
and NavaJo Counties, Arizona. We bell eve these plans taken

individually and collectively reflect an abandonment of
publlc interests In the protection and management of
wildlife habitat and other natural resource management
interests in our region of Qrizan.a and New M.s.xIco. We

believe the “synergis.tic” effects of these plans wh~ch, If

implemented , would result in the total loss of publlc
rangelands In East Centeral Qrlzona and West Central New
Mexico, wauld result in lrretrevable and Irreversible lass
of wildllfe habitat, open space and natural resource
management In this regxon.

(% we understand the plan there would be almost total
disposal of BLti Lands In Navajo County, and two fifths of
the public land in l+pac~County under all but the “no

action” plan. However, we come to this cancluslon by the
Clrcuitaus method of examining Table 4–1 which shows loss
of Payment In Lieu of Tax Revenues. It IS very distressing

that the plan does not show in map form which speclflc
publlc lands would be disposed of In Apache and NavaJO
Counties. We wauld request that these lands be specifically
identified and subject to publlc review before the plan 1s

I finalized.

6 second issue where infarmatlon IS not apparently accurate
is In map 3–4C purpartlng to show ‘Stledlum to High Density

Pranghorn Antelope Habitat” In the Apache-Nava>o Port Ion of

37–1 . The land tenure adjustment issue is discussed on page
20 snd under each alternative in Chapter 2 of the
draft RMP/EIS. Under Alternatives B and C, it would
be the BLM’s intent to consolidate “public land into
Resource Conservation Areas (RCAS) and Cooperative
Recreation Management Areas (CRMAS). Public land
outside the RCAS and CRMAS are identified for disposal
to another federal agency (i.e., public land bordering
the Petrified Forest National Park and the Saguaro
National Monument), to local governments under the
Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PPA), by
exchange or sale (land identified in Appendix 1) or by
exchange only.

37–2 . According to the Arizona Game and Fish Department
Pronghom Distribution Map (1985), the area from St.
Johns to Sanders supports very sparse to sparse
densities of pronghom.



the Resource Grea. We belleve that the region between
Sanders and St. Johns along US A&& should reflect a reed, um,

1+ nat high Pronghorn density.

37-3

On page 23 the plan mentions that “4000” acres have been
Identlfled for disposal to benefit the Petrlfled Forest
National Park” and an additional 45236 acres have been

Identlfled as suitable for disposal through state lndemnlty
select ion, state or private excahange m sale. “ We can find
nowhere where these lands are ldentl fled. Would these lands
Include what we bell eve may be part of the medium to high
density pranghorn habitat (see above) v By Inspect Ion of

table 4-1 It would appear that three $aurths of this land
would come from .4pache and Navajo Counties. Is this a
correct ln+erence~

It also would appear that riparlan habitat. while increased
overal 1 In the RMF would be decreased In the F)pache-Nava Jo

37-4 portaon. Specificity In the plan IS requlslte to be sure of

this cancluslan. But the pattern of substantial loss of

habitat resources In the Qpache-Nava]n portion IS of
concern.

1+ we are correct In this analysis we have grave concerns

over the withdrawal of federal publlc land management on
both sides a+ the New Mexico and Arizona State llne as It
will effect the ablllty to manage wildll+e and rxparian
habitat In this region. Tn this end we propose the

following:

1) EILM identlfv a “Special Management Rrea” In the Zuni
River, Surprls.e Creek and Hardscrabble Mash Regian. This
SMfl would also cons.tltute a land acqu>sitlon and

37-5 consolzdatlon zone for Frongharn hab,tat. fin add,tlo”al
benefit of consolidation and Lntenslve management in this
area would be protection of important but badlv vandalized
cultural resources In this zone.

37-6

2) EILM Identify all natural surface water saurces and
rlparlan habitat as retention zanes, “Public Bady Exchange
Only” zones (State, National Park Service, F&WS) , cm ELM
acqulsltlon zone!?.. The ability to manage and promote

wlldllfe values In arid r=glons IS based largelv on the
abillty to manage and protect water sources from
Incampatlble uses, as You recagnlze by the special
attentlmn given to rlparlan habitat In your plan. The
special concern already given to these zones needs to be
redoubled beynnd the acreage calculations. Land

cnnsmlidatlan and acquisition should take place In areas
llke the Little Colorado River in the Woodruff area and the
F’uerca River between F’etrl fled Farest and Holbraok, where
exlstlng i3LM holdings already form protective anchors which
should be expanded.

37-3. Refer to responses37-1 and 37–2.

37-4. Appendix 7 of the draft lWIP/EISshows which riparian
habitat would be consideredfor disposal under each
alternative.

37-5. BLM psrcels in the region are identified for
acquisitionby the state of Arizona. The state is
bound by terms of a Memorandum of Agreement to manage
the culturalvalues in a manner consistentwith
federal laws and regulations. An aerial surveillance
progrsm, jointly managed by federal and state
agencies, exists in the Zuni-Hardscrabbleregion of
Apache County. This program is designed to deter
archaeologicalvandalism.

37-6. Refer to responses3-2, 22-3 and 22-12.

Alternatives for consolidatingmore public land in
Apache and Navajo Countieswere consideredbut not 3
carried forward for the reasons stated on page 41 of m
the draft RMP/EIS. z
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l:) ~LMshOuld allow nonetloss o+ Fubl~c~andvalues,n

., .=he and Navajo Counties. ~.~i,dnges should be al lowed

‘ only wlthln the Apache -Nava Jo partlon far consol~datlon , j

management . G net 10S.Z. of publ~c land values ln this
portion creates an undue hardship on the local public. When

37-7 .omb,ned with similar BLM plans an the New Mexico side of

the State line, the combined effects will result In a

severe impact on the w~ldllfe and recreatlan opportunities
on th, s port~on of the Colorado Fl atea”. This result would

be unfair and unacceptable to our population.

We appreciate the opport”nlty to comment on the Plan and
hope that our comments WI1l result In a more beneficial
plan for the wildlife and human populations of Apache and
NavaJo Counties ln f%~zona and Mcklnley County in New
Mexico.

51ncerelv.

Robert E. Menapace

o
37-7. Exchanges are not projected to cause a significant z

loaa of public land values such as wildlife or
recreationalvalues. Little change from current land
uses is expected as a result of proposed exchanges.
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Memorandum

To: Mr. Arthur E. Tower, Phoenix Resource Area Manager,
Bureau of Land Management, 2015 West Deer Valley Road,
~hoenix, Arizona 85D27

38-1

u

From:
&

‘Regional Director

Subject: Review
Impact

We have reviewed
offer.

General Comments

of Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Statement (RMP/EIS) (your notice of January 22, 1988)

the subject RMP/EIS and have the following comments to

Picacho Mountain Resource Conservation Area (RCA) - The majority of
tortoises encountered and tracked by radio telemetry during Bureau of
Reclamation (Reclamation) sponsored wildlife studies have been found on the
bajadas outside of the boundaries of the currently proposed Picacho Mountain
RCA. These bajadas contain the most diverse habitat and species composition
in this mountain range. Specifically, tortoises were located in T. 8 S.,
R. 9 E., sections 16, 21, 28, 34, and 35 (see enclosed map). This RCA is
proposed as a Tortoise Management Area. In order to maintain or improve the
capability of important habitat to support existing populations, we believe
it is critical that these areas be included in the RCA. This will enable
BLM to preserve the most intensely studied tortoise population in Arizona.
Although Reclamation did not conduct tortoise studies on the east side of
the mountain, we expect these bajadas to be just as important to resident
wildlife. For these reasons, we recommend acquisition of an additional
square mile around the presently proposed Picacho Mountain RCA.

We also recommend against increased recreation in the Picacho Mountains due
to the detrimental impacts this would have on the desert tortoise
population. Impacts on this species from intense human disturbance have
been observed with the decline of tortoises at Picacho Peak State Park. We
would discourage advertisement of this area as a tortoise management area,
to avoid genetic pollution and introduction of diseases into the wild
population through captive tortoise releases. This problem has persisted at
the Desert Tortoise Natural Area in California.

M= - For future draft EIS’S, it would be helpful to the reader if the EIS
contained a map of each portion (e.g., South Central, North Central and
Apache-Navajo) that identifies all the various designations (RCA; ACEC; SMA;
CRMA; R6PPA; and utility corridors) that are proposed for that portion.

38-1. Refer to response 18-7.
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Lake Pleasant - It is our understanding the agreement regarding the

management of the Federal lands at Lake Pleesa”t, that will be used for

Reclamation purposes, will be the responsibility of Reclamation, Theze

lands will be available for public r~crc.ational use. The size of the

Regional Park has not yet been finalized but will be jointly determined by

Reclamation and the Bureau of I,and llanageme”t (BLM)

Chg~K I. ~.~lgnning l.ssy.el~ page 5, Issue. Z, Uti 1ity Co@Ldgrs and

COm~upicatio” Sites

I
Have analyses bee” conducted to determine whether or “ot the cap~city

38-2 0. cap~bi 1 ity of the planned corridors and communicet ion sites will

meet the anticipated needs of the area?

I
As pert of its Ce”trfll Arizc,na Project (CAP) system, Reclamation plans

38-3
to construct II microwave communications site on Helmet Peak in

section 11 of T 17 S., R. 12 E. Will this constitute a conflict with

the RMP’s proposed ,,tility corridors a“d comm,,ni cation sites?

Enviro”m:n t.el..~ssges.Considered but..not Analyzed, Ba14Aasl%_KP~ 1!2

The RMP/f)EIs states that BLM acquisition of a nest site at the upper

end of I,nke Pleasant would “ot significantly change the current

38-4
manap,eme”t of bald eagle habitat. We would agre~ with this statement

~LY if BI,M continues enforcement of public clusures that are now in

effect dtiri”g the eagle breeding season. We recommend the RMP/FEIS

reiterate this commitment to do so.

chapter z~.t!~scription of Alter! ?tives

I
Eny~ronm<n~a 1 Manazement2 Pags~- Regarding the statement that BLM

38-5
wi 11 condllct protected plant and cultural resource clearances as a part

of the environmental ~nalysis process, what percentage of land will be

surveyed to assess impacts of land disposal?

I
~@bJe_Z:41 _Pages 28-30 lhder ~PJgnned Act~ons”_– Does prohibition Of-_— L_. _.

38-6
land use authorizations i“ riparian areas mea” that gravel mirtin~ would

be prohibited i“ the riparian zon~? We recommend the EIS indicate

whether or not gravel mining would be al lowed.

Table 2:4, -P~ge_292 Gila River Ripg Cian M~nggement Area - If built,

Rt!ttes Dam--an authorized feature of the CAP--would result i“ the

38-7
~~~;~”~~~~r~~i~u~~o;f ‘he ‘i 1“ River Riparian Management Area by the

This possibility and its implications to ELM’s

proposed action should be disc! issed 1“ the EIS.

~s~ue 5 - Recreation Management; R&PP Trag:.~ers, Pg~ - The CAP’S

Tucson Aqueduct, Black Mount~-in Pipeline will require approximately

38-8 ~~ ~;r::,O~,P;~J~;,d;;~;, lands locatedin the W$W~E+ of secticm 11 of
Reclamation anticipates a permanent

essement wil I be acquired. The draft EIS identifies this area as being

transferred to Pi ma County for park development Any future use of

38–2 . The proposed location of corridors and communication
sites resulted from comments received during the issue
identificationand alternative formulationphases of
the planning process. Comments from the industry
(Western Regional Corridor Study) as well as the needs
of existing users and forecastedfuture demand were
used to develop alternatives.

38–3. In our discussionswith the Bureau of Reclamation,
Helmet Peak was not identifiedas a communicationsite
for the CAP. Applicationsby the Bureau of
Reclamation for communicationsites would continue to
be considered until disposal occurs.

38-4. The site would be protected in compliancewith NEPA,
the ESA, and other applicable laws and regulations
(see the “EnvironmentalManagement” section on page 19
of the draft RMP/EIS).

38-5. The percent coverage of land surveyed depends on 1)
how much is known about the resourceson the land, 2)
whether the area is near to known critical or
important resources and 3) whether the disposal is a
private or state exchange.

38-6. Gravel extraction restrictionsapply only to the
riparian areas where land use authorizationsare
prohibited. The prohibitiondoes not apply to group
recreation use permits where the BLM is satisfied that
such use will not harm riparian values.

38-7. In the absence of receiving the Bureau of
Reclamation’s identificationof plana and
recommendationsconcerningthe Buttes Dam site during
the issue identificationand alternativedevelopment
phase of the draft RMP/EIS, the BLM has not included
the impacts of the dam on resources along the Gila
River.

When the schedule snd specification for the Buttes
Dam become available and its effects can be estimated
an amendment to the RMP would be considered.

.:.
u

6
2

38-8. Pima County has indicatedthst the easement required
by the Bureau of Reclamationwould not interferewith
park development of the area. Refer also to response
11-1.
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these lands would need to comply with the stipul OLions of our
easements.

38-IC

~ap.2-21, SiJ~qr_Eell.ECA Slegial .Mgnagemen!. Ages,.18aeX2 -
Reclama Lion has recently purchased 4 square m{les of State land in
T. 14 S., R. 1] E., sections 10, 11, 14, and 15, aS a wildlife
mitigation corridor for the CAP. This parcel of land will allow

wildlife movements to continue from the Tucson Mountains west to the
Roskruge Mountains. in addition, the Tohono O’Odham Nation is

considering designating a portion of the northern part of the Garcia

Strip as a wildlife movement corridor, in T. 14 S., R. 11 E.,
sections 16, 17, and 18. These two corridors wonlld directly tie into

the propospd Silver Bell RCA where it follows the northern boundary of
the Nation. Should this occ!]r, we recommwd that BLM acquire the

Si of T. 14 S,, R, 11 E., section 8 @s pnrt of the Silver Bell RCA.

This fle.qx!isition would allow a continuous wil[ilife movement
corridor across Avra Valley.

Chapter 3, Affec<ed Environment

‘rnap 3-3A, Spec:al Status_ P1.ant Habitat (South Centr!l_PgzUEn}~.

38-II Fw-flL- Reclamation has hoen informed by Fish and Wi ldlife Service

that potential Tumamoc globe-berry habitat ext~nds north to the Gila

River.

ChapEer 4, Envirofirnen!al Consequence?

~mpacts of_ Alte~yative B, Effects On Watershed Condit!.0~,. p%_142 -
A statement ;n the first paragraph on page 142 is somewhat confusing.

Thi= S-ntenc* resds “llnder A]terna Live B, ORV r~strlctio”s or transfer

of ownership would prevent further d~~radation to 182,000 acres of land

36-12 cllrrent IY held in public ownership .“ Is it that further
rfrgrsdation would likely occur but the land woIIld no longer be in
pllbl ic ownership, or that transfer of ownership would prevent further
<irgradat ion? If ~t is tho latter, please explain how the transfer of

ownr. rqhip would prevent f!]rther degracfflt ion to lnnds.

I
Effects on Areas of Cu!tgral Significance!, Page 143 - How did YOU

arrive at the figur~ of 10-25 p~rcf?nt nrrived aL In determining the
38-13 ~egree of .Illt,lral “a)lle “f .itps ]ost on ]ancfs ide”tifie,d for

disposal?

Effects on ~e~geat~on Use, Page 149 - We rpcommrnd R1,M consider

incl,ls ion of baj ada ha bit fits in its acq!tisitlon for cooper ativ~ parks,
esp~c. ially at Torto lita Mo!]n La ins, as wi]dl ife protection ar@as

IAlternat~ye C Effects on Oesert Tortoise,.— i.-. Page 155. - This discussion

38-14 ~t~t,;:,:l I 60,000 acres of imporLf3nt d,sert tortoise habitat would he
The Alternative B dlsctIssio” states all 61,300 acres c.?

I

important desert tortoise habitat would be retained (page 147) . Please
correct or clarify this inconsistency.

‘J? would appreciate receiving a copy of the final Bf.fP/FEIS when it becomes

.!. ailable.

38-9.

38-KI .

38-11.

38-12.

38-13.

38-14.

The comment is correct; the Picacho Mountains RCA is
proposed in the draft RMP/EIS only under Alternative B.

We appreciate the need to create wildlife corridors in
the Avra Valley. The parcel which the BOR requests
that the BLM acquire,however, is private land outside
the Silver Bell RCA boundary. The BLM’s priority for
acquisitionsis to consolidatepublic land holdings in
the proposed RCA, principallythrough exchange with
the state. Private exchangeswould be considered only
if the BLM is approachedby the landownerswith a
proposal.

The key to the corridor’ssucceaa seems to be the
Garcia Strip designation. When the Tohono O’Odham
land is designated for use as a wildlife corridor, the
need for additionalcorridorland can be discussed.

The map depicts the extent of known or high potential
habitat. It does not show either the extent of known
habitat within the Tohono O’Odhem Reservation or the
extent of lower potential for occurrenceto the
north. The BLM continuesto conduct field surveys for
Tumamoc globeberrywithin all areas considered
potential habitat.

We have assumed that the transferof land from public
to private ownershipwould prevent degradationdue to
ORV use. It is aasumed that the private landowner
would restrict access and ORV use.

As stated in the footnote to Table 4-2 on page 129 of
the draft RMP/EIS, these are relativevalues arrived
at by the interdisciplinaryteam archaeologistand
were based on his analysis of the available data.

In the discussion of the effects on desert tortoise
under Alternative C, page 155 of the draft RMP/EIS,
the word “all” should be deleted from the first
sentence of the third paragraph.

The Sentence is revised to read: Under Alternative C,
the BLM would retain 60,000 acres of important
habitat, acquire 15,200 acrss of importanthabitat and
dispose of 1,600 acres of importanthabitat.
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April 29, 1988

Arthur F,. Tower
Phoenlix Resource Area Xanager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
PhOenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Yr. Tower:

PHOENIX RMP/EIS— —

Set forth below are our comments on the above-
referenced draft, dated December 1987. These
comments are submitted on behalf of the Arizona
!lxning Associatlvn and lts member companies:

Amax Mineral Resources Company
A“amax al~ning Company
4SARC0 Incorporated
Callahan ?lining Corporation
Cyprus Minerals Company
Homestake ‘+ining Company
Inspiration Consolidated Copper Company
Magma Copper Company
Phelps Dodge Corporation

Our ‘umments are general in nature and scope; we

appreciate the opportunity to make comments,

1. In executing land cllsposals and exchanges,
proper consideration should be given all
existing or known mineral resources and “active”
mxning claims. Blocking up ownership of entire
potential orebodles should be avoided, if
pussible; I.e., geologic Indicators of orehody
boundar~es should he used to consolidate land
uwnership so that potential orebodies are not
divided. 41s0, mining clalmants should not be
required to prove valldity of a claim if it is
being actively worked.

39-1

L

Arthur E. Towers
April 29, 1988

>

page 2
z
u
cl

2. When special management designations (ACEC’S, o
SMA’S and RCA’S) are made, mineral resources o
existing in those areas should receive adequate m
consideration, allowing for mineral exploration 0
and development. 2

3. Before certain ACEC’S, etc. are withdrawn from ~

mineral entry, thorough minerals inventOry o
assessments should be made. Rational decisions z
on land use and management cannot be made prior
to proper study of the minerals and values that
may be contained in a specific area.

If you would like to discuss any of the above
points, please advise.

Sincerely,

:L~’k’”<’ —
i
——–

David C. Ridinger

39-1. Every effort has been made to identify areas where
importantmineral developmentcan be expected in the
future. Only proposed ACECS and other special
management areas with criticalnatural resources
especiallysensitive to mining activityhave been
identified for special Protectionmeasures.
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NATIONALPARK SERVICE

Petrified Fore8tNationalp*rk
Arizona 88028

L14

t’ky5, 1988

Mr. Arthur E. Tower
Bureau of Lsed Nsnagement
PhoenixDistrictOffice
2015WestDeervalleyRoad
Phoenix,Arizona85027

Dearlb..Tower:

td

G

40-I

We appreciatetheconcernshownforaddressingthe needs of PetrifiedForest
NationalPamk as addressedin the Plan. At present, the NationalPark
Service is beginningan evaluationprocess of adjoining lands for potential
values that would merit their inclusion in Petrified Forest National Park.
The attachedmap shows the extent‘ofthese study areas. Rureau of Land
Managementlands in the study areae are shown in a stipple pattern. We look
forward to continuedcooperationwith BLN in this study.

IShouldtbeBureauof LandUansgementretainany lands adjoiningPetrified
40~2 ForestNationalPark, we would llke to see a limitationplaoed on off-road

vehicleson those lands. To date, we have had only a few instancesof ORV
t reapaason park lands,but some have included the park!s National
WildernessArea. In the future, such problems can only be expeoted to
inoreaae. Limitationson ORV use on adjaoent lands would protect not only
those lands, but adjaoent park and wilderness values. Suoh values inolude
not only the traditionalvaluea of scenic beauty, solitude and a natural
environment,but alao the extensive palecntologicaland archeological
remaina of the area.

Thank you for this opportunityto comment during your planning process. If
we can be of further help or offer additional clarifications, please donvt
hesitate to call on U9.

SInoerely,

40-1. Public land identifiedfor possible inclusion into the
Petrified Forest National Park includes the public
land directly adjacent to the existing park boundary.

40-2. The land would be classifiedas a limited ORV
designationarea with off-road-vehicleuse restricted
to existing roads and routes. z

~

L. Edward Gastellum
Superintendent

Enclosure
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PETRI FI ED FOREST NATIONAL PARK

Evaluation Lands within heavy border

Bureau of Land Management lands within study area are stippled
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April 30, 1988
117 N. 2nd Avenue

$ Tucson. AZ 85705

Arthur E.%b.er 792-2690

Manager, Phoenix Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management

Dear Mr. Tower:

1 would like to offer several additional, if tardy,
comments on the Phoenix Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement. These are intended to
supplement my letter of April 29, 1988.

The RMP development team did a good job of presenting
information on riparian areas in general and on the status
of riparlan areas within the Phoenix Resource Area (pp. 107-
110). However, the RMP shows a glaring omission in its lack
of general management prescriptions for those riparian
areas. The need for such management is clearly stated: “of
the 93 miles of r!parian habitat, six miles is in good
ecological cond!tlonj 80 miles is fair and seven miles i9

poor.” (p, 108) Table 3-14 (p. 109) shows that only 0.4 mile
of riparian habitat is in ‘exceI lent” condition, and that
ail areas show a static or downward trend.

Given the clear and explicitly stated value of riparian
areas, BLM*e ultimate goal should be to improve all Its
riparlan lands tc ‘excellent” condition. The minimum
acceptable goal for this RMP is to improve every riparian
area to the next higher status: poor up to fair, fair up to
good, and good up to excellent. That goal should be clearly
stated in the RMP, along with specific management steps to
be followed for achfeveinent of the goal.

The RHP does mention improvement of rlparian habitat in
the handful of Areas Proposed for Special Management, but
even there the “Planned Actionsn do not contain the single
most important action for ripar{an recovery! an end to
Iiveatock grazing. Proper management of ail riparian areas,
especially those with SMA or ACEC status, @gsJ inciude
cattle enclosures or other mechanism to eliminate graz!ng
prassure on riparfan vegetation.



One other major omission
progress and effectiveness of
include achievable, measureab

41-1
methods of monitoring progress
remedies to perform if monitor
,neeting the planned objectives
include wiIdllfe status, ripar
>ondltion.

Without these inclusions.

s a means to judge the
he Rt_fP.This document should
e objectives, along with
a monitoring schedule, and

ng shows that progress 1s not
The monitoring plan should

an habitat and watershed

the RMP
effectiveness on conditions within the

will have limited
Phoenix Resource

Area.

Yours,

Q~-
Dale S. Turner
Conservation Chair
Rincon Group

41–1 . Refer to the monitoring and evaluationplan in
z
K

Appendix 12 of the draft RMP/EIS and the monitoring ~
plan in the proposed RMP in this document. .<,:

2

>
z
u
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Arizona Cattk Growms’ Association
Publishers .1 Arizona Cattle!cq

1401 North 241h Street, S“1!. *4 - Phoe”lx, Arizona &5CU8 . Telq)hwm (502) 267.1129

May 6, 1988

Hr. Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ 85D27

Dear Hr. Tower:

The Arizona Cattle Growers’ Association submits these comments
regarding the Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement Draft.

,$.s, PRESIDENTS Our members wbo ranch in tbe Phoenix Resource Area have not
J“dw Edward R Monk.. WIIICOX
C.+,, Wm H McK,,!r,ck . . w!,,..,

advised us of specific concerns regarding the Draft Plan which
Jam.,E Bark., ,s,”., they would have us address on their behalf. We do, however,
James,., .,00s.,. . . . .. . .. .
W,,l,am W Cook., ,“..”,,

wish to offer a general statement of consideration regarding
Dw\uh, B Heard., F’”.,.!. Land Tenure Adjustment, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern,
,ame,A ,.””s. ”.,w,,,,..,
Charles P Mull, ”.,%s,.!! Riparian Habitat, and Wildlife Resource Management.
, .“ .=,.. ”. . . .. ... . . . .,....
Etbe” H C,abb., ,,,,8!,((

He”,v G W!.,., ,,,,.. Land Tenure Adjustment -- we understand tbe desire of the agency
Harry H S.”.”.. w(,,c.,
c w P.t.rwn ., Arl!”,!.”

to block up areas of land in federal ownership to “eliminate

R%%,%YM2-I
management cmziplicat ions caused by checkerboard owner ship.” Our

F,.”, s e,),,.., s...,,,
concern is that those blocks of public lands continue to be

A C Webb., M,,”’ managed for multiple use and continue to be available for
Wa,”. w T“.rn,urg., ,h.,.,,
, 0,,,, . .“,,.,, . .,”.. grazing use.. ...
lhmms E Heady., ..,,,.s “
Norma. m“, %,,.,,
,r.d J %,.., C,,,,.. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECS) -- Me are
Carlo, Ron,,,,,., T,,,.. uucertain as to how these areas, once designated, are intended

Z;%;;%%;, 42-2 to he managed. Will they still be managed for multiple use? We
SW,.” L 6,,,,, s, .G,.M
Erne,, Chll,.”. Fro,,,,,!

would object to them being managed as the equivalent to wilder-
M,I,O”o Webb. m...,. ness areas without having earned wilderness designation.
Earl P,.!,, S! ,.”.s

Earl H.rrel l., .,..,
Em.,, 8,..”,”0., w,,,,.,

I
Rlparlan tfabitat -- we are concerned that too often in the

,,, COW,.,,..,”,,

~ra,s,ewan,tim, v.r..4Z-3
T., L,., ,,,,.,., management of riparian habitat the value of using livestock

Frank ,Ta”chc... Sac.., ,.,s.,
grazing as a management tool is overlooked. We would not wish

“,... 8.,,.,. s,,,.,,.,,,. +: we riparian areas arbitrarily closed to grazing.
DuaneM\ller, s.,...
JO, Lone, WI!!...
F,,, T S.,..,,..,.. H1ldlife Resource Management -- Bildllfe and wildlife habitat on BLM
Herb W,zger, .,.,,,.!!

W.u.rMm.,.,.,,.” land are managed under a memorandum of understanding with the Arizona
L,.. .A.aersoo, ,aor!a Game and Fish Department.
Bobrldwllan,so..,,.

He would not wish BLH to abdicate its

.0,.,,,,. responsibility for resource management to the detriment of livestock
grazing. The resource must be managed to continue to support at
least tbe present level of livestock grazing.

42-1. The blocks created by consolidatingpublic ownership
would continue to be managed for multiple uses.
Restrictionson grazing and other uses foaybe proposed
for specific, discrete areas if necessary for the
protection of specific values. The need for any land
use restrictionsnot identifiedin the proposed RMP
would be identifiedin the developmentof activity
plans for ACECS and special management areas. Public
land users affected by any proposed land use
restrictionswould be asked to participatein the
developmentof these activity plans.

z

42-2. ACECS would be managed to protect the resource values
for which they were established. In most cases, this :
means that current uses will continuebut be closely m

zmonitored.
n

42-3. See response 42–1 above.

w The Resource lfanagement Plan and the Preferred Alternative B reflect
a great amount of effort and consideration on behalf of the Bureau of
Land Management. Thank you for your efforts and for your further
consideration of the concerns which we have expressed.

Sincerely,

/2u..QQriLQ
Pamela Neal
Executive Vxce President
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2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
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Phoenix, AZ 65027

4
Attn: Arthur E. Tower

Dear Efr. Tower :

Unfortunately I just received your notice regarding the submittal of
comments concerning the seven special management areas (one mi 1lion acres )

you plan to control to perserve fragile resouces and increase management
efficiency. Although too late to meet your April 29th deadline , I hope my
comments will be accepted and considered.

I don’ t know what you mean by ‘Sincrease management efficiency” If

efficiency means increased utilization, particu~arly by ranching, le. more
cattle allotments, I am absolutely against it The BLM 1and I hunt qua i1
on here in Arizona is for the most part continually overgrazed, and I ha”e
had a tough time finding areas with enough cover to support quail since I

moved here in 1968. The only lands more overgrazed than BLM land are
State Land (a real disaster) or the rancher, s own private land,

I
I would hope that the areas referenced the April 15, 1986 Arizona Outdoor

-1 News, in particularly the Empire Ranch, wi 11 see “cry much REDUCED grazing

ln the future, balancing out the hunting and recreation users interests
for a change.

We bird hunters living in Phoenix find we have to drive at least two hours
to the higher elevations of National Forest administered areas to find
sufficient cover to support quail populations, meanwhile driving past vast
uninhabited, bare as a billiard table, deeply eroded , stark, sand and rock

vistas devoid of grass, stretching for miles, as far as the eye can see

[non-believers can simply try driving north on 1-10 out of Phoenix for
confirmation) I will admit that the initial stretch is State land, but
it is cliff icult to note any difference at the BLM boundaries

Let’s hope that you can do a better job in the future to protect and
preserve our public lands, at least these seven special management areas.

I would love to congratulate you for managing OUR public lands for the
balanced interests you are mandated to serve instead of simply folding
under the pressure of the ranchers. Remember there are now many more

VOTING recreationists than ranchers. I offer my services to help work the

problem. Meanwhile I await examples to laud your efforts.

s~~e~ _

b
z
o

43-1. In June 1988, the BLM acquired by exchange41,000
acres within the Empire, Cienega and Rose Tree ranches
near Sonoita, Arizona. In addition to extensive
grazing land the ranches include importantriparian
areas, endangered species habitat, big and small gsme
habitat and open space for recreationactivities.
Land use planning for this acquired land is scheduled
to begin in 1989. The resultingplan will become an
amendment to this RMP.

r#& Zi”n-Scottsdale, AZ
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REGION IX

215 FremontSweet
SanFranckco,Ca.94105

9MAY ~9fJ9

Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix Reeource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact.
Statement (DEIS). Under the National Environmental Policy Act
and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, EPA is required to review
and comment on this DEIS.

We have classified this DEIS as Category EC-2, Environmental
Concerns-Insufficient Information (see the attached ‘lSummary of
Rating Definitions and Follow-up Actions). Our rating reflects
concerns we have with existing watershed and riparian habitat
conditions in the Phoenix Resource Area and the potential atten-
dant water quality impacts. We have enclosed comments regarding
this DEIS.

EPA supports the acquisition of privately owned riparian
areas proposed under Alternatives B and C. The management
activities and restoration measures which will ensure protection
of these areas and improve watershed and riparian habitat
conditions should ba discussed in the final EIS. EPA also
commends the controls proposed for off-road vehicle (ORV) use
under alternatives B and C. Watershed conditions and water
guality should benefit from the closure of open ORV areas.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please
send us two copies of the final EIS when it is filed with the
EPA Headquarters office. If you have any guestions, pleaee call
me at (415) 974-8083 (FTS 454-8083), or have your staff contact
David Powers at (415) 974-8187 (FTS 454-8187).

Sincerely, ).

Dea;na M. Wieman, Director
OffiCe of EXternal Affairs



E?A mnment s on the Phoenix Re source !ianaaement Plan and Draft
nvir Onmental ISIDaCt Statement:

Water Ouali ty

1. Page 10 of the DEIS states that “the lack of baseline and
pollution source data precludes a reasonably accurate prediction
of the impacts resulting from any of the alternatives. There-
fore, further description of impacts to water guality will be
indirectly aseeeeed under the waterehed conditions issue.” We
strongly recommend that the Bureau of Land Management (BIJi)
coordinate cloeely with the Arizona Department of Environmental
Quality IADEQ), the Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the
Us. Fish and Wildlife service to determine existing water
guality and protected use baseline conditions and to identify
pollution sources.

Section 319 of the Water Quality Act of 1987 established a new
program which requires states to assess nonpoint source pollution
problems, develop a nonpoint source pollution management program,
and implement controls to improve water guality. Identified
control measures should be implemented on BLW lands to address
nonpoint source pollution problems. ADEQ is in the process of
asseseing nonpoint source pollution problems statewide. Their
recently completed 305(b) Biennial Water Quality Report may also
contain information which can be used to supplement BLM’s exist-
ing data on watershed: riparian, and water qmality conditions in
the final EIS. Additionally, the information BLM staff obtain
during grazing allotment evaluations may assist ADEQ in the
development of their nonpoint source pollution management program.

2. Page 109 and 110 of the DEIS identify nine specific riparian
areas (17.2 acres) on BLM lands where ecological conditions are in
poor condition and/or in a declining trend. Page 99 of the DEIS
indicates that 182,000 acres of watershed are in satisfactory con-
dition but are highly susceptible to erosion. An additional 348,000

44-1
acres of watershed are classified as being in unsatisfactory erosion
condition. The final EIS should discuss special management prac-
tices which will be afforded to sensitive watersheds and watersheds
in unsatisfactory erosion condition. Restoration treatments which
will be applied to watersheds in unsatisfactory condition and a
priority list and timetable for implementation of those treatments
should also be discussed in the final EIS.

>
z
o

44-1. As stated in the draft RMP/EIS, Category IV watersheds
scheduled for special management and with riparian and
wildlife protection needs would receive priority for
activity planning and project work. The specific
improvements and methods used will be identified in
activity plans for each area included in the proposed
RMP. The identified improvements and methods would
include soil or water conservation practices deemed
suitable best management.

3. EPA eupports the acquisition of 53 miles of riparian habitat
proposed under Alternatives B and C. The existing ecological condi-
tions and trends of the habitat to be acguired and the 20 miles of
riparian habitat to be transferred to private or state ownership
ehould be discussed in the final EIS.
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4. The DEIS (pages 144 and 153) states that under Alternatives B
and C 43 miles of riparian habitat would be managed to improve
current conditions and that management emphasis would be directed
toward 50 miles of riparian habitat in eight areas of special
Imanagement. The final EIS should discuss general management
practices which will be afforded to riparian habitat in special
management areas. The management practices which will be applied
to improve the current condition of 43 miles of riparian habitat
should also be discussed.

5. We recommend close coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish
Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and ADEQ during
development and implementation of the riparian management plans.
Coordination with these agencies should also occur for management
activities or decisions with the potential to impact wetlands
and other fish/wildlife habitats (e.g., designation of utility
corridors, wildlife enhancement plan development, review of
mining plans of operation, development of ORV roads).

Air Qualitv Comments

1. The Phoenix and Tucson air basins are nonattainment basins for
ozone and/or carbon monoxide and experience violations of particu-
late matter (PMIO) standards. The Phoenix Resource Area is adjacent
to these air basins. We commend ORV controls proposed under Alter-
native B and C and believe that fugitive emissions may be reduced
when the controls are impler.ented. Ths DE13 also ic?entifies
prescribed burning, road construction, and construction of mineral
tailings piles as potential activities which can impact air quality.
Page 19 indicates that mitigation for air guality impacts is brought
forward in NEPA review of proposed projects. The final EIS should
discuss the general mitigation measures which will be employed for
identified activities with the potential to impact air quality,
particularly in the nonattainment air basins.

44-2. See 44-1 above.

44-3. Mitigation measures for specific actions called for in
activity plans developed upon implementation of the

approved ~ WOuld be determined in cooperation with
the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ).

Toxics Comments

1. The acquisition of up to 476,430 acres of private and state
lands may occur under Alternative B (BI.M’s preferred alternative).
We understand that site-specific environmental analyses are
prepared for each acquisition. EPA recommends that the final EIS
discuss how ELM will determine whether any of the acquired lands
contain sites where hazardous wastes were disposed of in past years.
Once the lands become BLM property, BNl becomes a responsible party
under the terms of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
of 19S6 (P.L. 99-499). AS sl:ch, BLM could be legally responsible
for remedial investigations, cleanup activities, and full or partial
cleanup costs. Please contact Julie Anderson at (415) 974-8891 if
you have any questions on P.L. 99-499 requirements.
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United States Forest Prescott NF 344South Cortez St.
Department of Service Prescott, AZ 86303
Agriculture

Reply To: 1950

Date: May 9, 1988

Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

We have reviewed the Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement. Your preferred Alternative B subscribes to resource
management objects that are similar to those contained in the recently
adopted Prescott National Forest Plan. This is particularly true in the
areas of renge. watershed, and wildlife m~agermsnt.

The draft plan does not contain specific resource management prescriptions
but identifies management goals such as to improve watershed condition. Your
plsnned action to achieve the goal is to develop en activity plan. We trust
that our comments will not be too specific far this level of plan and that
they can be considered.

45-

1. Appendix 1 indicates that 100 acres in T. 14 N., R .2 W., Section 8
(Willow Administrative Site) meet the FLPMA Sales Criteria. That site,
however, contains improvements and is actively used as an administrative
site by the Prescott National Forest. Therefore, it does not appear to

.1 ueet the criteria quoted on page 23. “such tract because of its location
or other characteristics is difficult and uneconomic to manage as part
of the public lands and is not suitable for ❑anagement by another
Federal department or agency.” We would recommend this parcel be
retained in Federal ownership and transferred to the Forest Service.

We also have an interest in obtaining the 100 acres Identified in T. 14
R. 1 W., Sections 28, 31, and 33. We would utilize these tracts as

45-2 &=:r exchewe to obtain private inholdings within the National
This would result in improved management of the National Forest

and therefore benefit the public.

2. We concur with the rangeland ❑anagement goals and plsnned actions as
stated. We would encourage coordinated ranch plans be pursued in those
cases where a permittee is authorized to operate on adjacent lands
administered by the BLM, Forest Service, and/or State of Arizona.

45–1 . The Willow Administrative Site has been removed from
the list of parcels meeting the criteria for sale in
the proposed RMP.

45-2. The land described is not availableaa exchange base
for the Prescott National Forest. It has been
identified by the BLM for use in state or private
exchanges to facilitate consolidationof land within
the proposed Resource ConservationAreas (RCAS).

Caring for the Land and Serving People
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3. We do not feel that fire ❑anagement concerns have been adequately
addressed. We recommend ❑ore attention be given to this problem because
of the past history of fire starts in the proposed Black Canyon and Lake
Pleassmt Resource Conservation Areas (RCA). This is particularly

critical when you consider tbe increased recreational activity that will
occur as a result of enlarging Lake Pleasant. We encourage you to

consider incorporating into the proposed plen the recommendations of
previous fire and activity reviews.

4. We have similar concerns in the area of recreation ❑anagement. We
would anticipate increased recreational use due to expansion plans for
Lske Pleasamt. The proposed plan is quite general and indicates that
specific ❑anagement plans will be developed in cooperation with BLM,
Bureau of Reclamation, and Maricopa County.

We feel that the increased use will expand outward from Lake Pleasant
and will impact adjacent undeveloped lands including the Prescott
National Forest. This not only increases the Fire risk, but also
requires transportation planning within and outside the Lake Pleasant
Cooperative Recreation Management Area (CRMA). We feel this should be
considered and addressed. Access is important to the management of tl)e
increasing dispersed recreation use as well as for fire suppression
purposes. We recommend that Yavapai County and the Prescott National
Forest be included in recreation planning, transportation planning, a!d
fire pre-suppression and suppression planning.

5. There is little mention of law enforcement in the plan. We feel

that the law enforcement concern should be identified. We would assume

that Maricopa County will handle law enforcement in the Lake Pleas:ult
CRMA but there are concerns outside the CRMA. For example, off road
vehicle use is limited to existing roads end trails for ~ areas. We
would anticipate that such restrictions would require increased
enforcement activity by the BLM and perhaps Yavapai County.

45-616. visual resources are not mentioned.

7. Need to chenge neme on ❑ap on page 73 fr~m Horse- Lake to
Horse-f Leke.

8. We understand that the Black Csnyon Trail depicted on page 76 cntels
the Prescott National Forest on Forest Road No. 684 in Sees. 24 and 25,

45-7 T.9 N., R. 1 E., rather than paralleling the Forest boundary as shown,
We recommend this be corrected to assure future coordination is
accomplished.

45.8 9: We Couldn't locate Hell’sCanyon Recreation Management Areaol’ Llle
WillIems Mesa Multiple Resource Management Area as listed on page 30.

45

10. The statement under item 7, page 125 is not accurate. The Willot+

Administrative Site described under item one of this letter contains
Forest Service horse pastures, barn, corrals, storage buildings, a
remote access weather station end is actively utilized in managing tl]c
Prescott National Forest.

45-3.

45-4.

45-5.

45–6.

45–7.

45–8.

45–9.

The BLM’s Phoenix District fire managementpolicy for
the Phoenix Resource Area is stated on page 19 of the
draft RMP/EIS. The Phoenix Districthas enjoyed a
close working relationshipwith other fire
organizationsin the area and we expect the
cooperationto continue.

Both Yavapai County snd the PrescottNational Forest
would be included in recreation,transportationand
fire suppressionplans for the proposed Lake Pleasant
Resource ConservationArea.

The BLM’s Phoenix District has recently added law
enforcementpersonnel to its staff. These BLM rangers
will be responsiblefor enforcing federal law on
public land in the Lake Pleasant area.

Visual resourcemanagementwas not an issue in the
RMP. Impacts on visual and scenic resourcesare
always evaluatedby the BLM on a case–by-casebasis
when consideringland use authorizations. Visual
resource evaluationsare
environmentalassessment
project.

addressed in the
prepared for each proposed z

:
m
z

The comment is correct.
%

The map depicting the Black “z
Canyon Trails CRMA has been corrected in the proposed
RMP. See map 2–26 in this document. 2

>
z

All special management areas are more clearly u
delineated on maps in the proposed RMP. n

m
u]

Refer to response 45-1 above.
$

m

U
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11. As BLM ownership is consolidated under the land tenure adJustnlcr,L,

45-1o
we request that road and trail easements be reserved to provide for
public FICCCSSt. the National Forests. We would be happy to cooPcraLe
in any way possible to accomplish this task.

We trust that our comments will be useful to you in the preparatlol)u~ YOUI
final plan and environmental impact statement. We do appreciate the
opportunity to review the docunent and provide input.

Sincerely,

gj~9JfTz++--
CO G, MME’lT
!:<>rv,stSl>pervlsor

t.1
tJ
m

L

~

2
45-10. The BLM does not anticipate road closures into any of z

the National Foreats. 1=
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APPENDIX 1

CHANGES AND ADDITIONS TO
DRAFT RMP/EIS

1. APPENDIX 1, pg. 173. Remove Willow Adm. Site (FS) T.
14 N., R. 2 W., sec. 8, 238.08 acres from list of parcels
meeting FLPMA sales criteria.

2. APPENDIX 8. Little Colorado River spinedace
(Lepidomeda vittata) should be noted with an asterisk and
shown as a federally listed threatened species.

Little long-nosed bat (Leptonycteris sanborni) should be
removed from the list of species considered for analysis.

Remove Gilbert’s skink (Eumeces gilberti) as a federal can-
didate species and add it to the group of state-listed species.

3. GLOSSARY. Add the following definition - RESOURCE
CONSERVATION AREA: An area of public land which
includes a variety of resource management activities
demonstrating multiple use and sustained yield conservation.

4. The following references are added to those in the draft
RMP/EIS.

U.S. Department of Interior. Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. Phoenix, Arizona, 1985. “Category 1 Plan Amend-
ment to Lower Gila North, Black Canyon, Middle Gila
and Silver Bell Planning Document.”

U.S. Department of Interior. Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. Phoenix, Arizona. 1986, “Phoenix District Plan-
ning Analysis. ”

U.S. Department of Interior. Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. Phoenix, Arizona. 1987. Phoenix Wilderness EIS.

U.S. Department of Interior. Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. Phoenix and Safford, Arizona. 1987. “Range Pro-
gram Summary/Record of Decision.”

U.S. Department of Interior. Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. Phoenix and Safford, Arizona. 1988. Arizona-
Mohave Wilderness EIS.
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APPENDIX 2

EMPIRE AND C!ENEGA RANCHES
DESCRIPTION AND INTERIM

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

General Setting

Set between the Whetstone and Santa Rita mountains, 52 miles
southeast of Tucson, and just north of the town of Sonoita, the
Empire and Cienega ranches contain 41,000 acres of recently
acquired public land and 38,000 acres of state-owned land.

The BLM’s purpose in acquiring the ranches is to preserve,
protect and enhance the property’s multiple-use values. These
values include an extensive riparian area, presence of an
endangered species, outstanding small and big game habitat,
magnificent open space and potential for dispersed recreational
activities such as hiking, horseback riding, camping and
picnicking.

Annual rainfall of about 15 inches and an elevation of some
4,600 feet nurture what the Arizona Nature Conservancy des-
cribed as one of the finest examples of true grasslands in the state.

The ranches are bisected by Cienega Creek, which flows
yearlong for 7.5 miles through the area. The water supports an
impressive riparian community of cottonwood, willow, ash and
mesquite trees as well as other stream-side vegetation.

The creek is listed number one for protection by the Desert
Fishes Recovery Team, an organization made up of professional
wildlife biologists representing federal and state agencies as well
as universities and private groups.

The presence of the Gila topminnow and Gila chub is the
primary reason for the stream’s rating. The Gila topminnow is
on the federal endangered list and the Gila chub is a candidate
for listing. Aquatic biologists say one of the largest and safest
populations of the Gila chub is found here. The chub can grow
to 10 inches, but is normally four to five inches long. The U.
S. Fish and Wildlife Service lists the creek as one of five critical
habitats needed for the future survival and recovery of the Gila
topminnow. Fully grown, the Gila topminnow is about one inch
long.

The stream also supports a third species of native Arizona
fish, the longfin date. The fish averages two to three inches in
length and the population in Cienega Creek represents one of
the largest and healthiest anywhere.

The entire area is prime wildlife habitat and diverse popula-
tions of game and non-game animals and birds are found
throughout the ranches.

Without much effort, visitors see whitetail and mule deer,
javelina and pronghorn antelope. Pronghorns, once common in
the area, totally disappeared many years ago. In November of
1981 the Arizona Game and Fish Department reintroduced 51
Chihuahua pronghorns from Texas. Their current population
is estimated to be 70 to 80 animals. Among other larger mam-
mals, both coyotes and mountain lions arc found, and there is
some evidence that black bears occasionally visit the area.

Three species of quail thrive in the area: Gambcl’s, scaled
and Montezuma (the latter is also known as Mearn’s and Harle-
quin). The grasslands are credited for this diversity. The
Gambcl’s does not require much grass. the scaled needs medium
grins and the Montezuma requires tall grass for survival.

The area is also high-quality raptor habitat. Ten hawk species
have been inventoried, including the rare gray hawk and black
hawk. Among other rare birds are the yellow-billed cuckoo,
Baird’s sparrow, Spmuge’s pipit and northern beardless
tyrannulet.

Reptile populations include the somewhat rare Mexican garter
snake, along with the Gila monster, great plains skink and
various common species. The riparian areas support amphibians
such as the lowland leopard frog and the canyon tree frog.

While the grasslands are a dominant feature of the ranches.
wildlife habitat and riparian areas are enhanced by impressive
tree growth. Huge cottonwoods line the creek and proliferate
elsewhere as well. The eastern, more hilly areas produce oak
and juniper trees. Willow and velvet ash are also common and
throughout the ranches are thick groves of mesquite, the so-called
mesquite bosques.

In one secluded canyon stands a giant Emory oak which in
1986 was declared by the American Forestry Association to be
the largest of its species growing in the United States on that
date. The tree is 20 feet 5 inches in circumference, 43 feet tall
and has a crown spread of 68 feet, It is listed on the National
Register of Big Trees.

The Cienega Creek area has been inhabited by man for ap-
proximately 5,000 years. A late Archaic pithousc village, located
in lower Matty Canyon, produced evidence of a hunting and
gathering subsistence, possibly supplemented by agriculture.
Archaic sites are also found in the Santa Rita foothills to the west.

By 500A. D.. the Hohokam, an agriculture-based people, had
entered the area and occupied the terraces along major washes.
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For the following millennium, populations expanded along the
terraces and floodplains of Cienega Creek and its major
tributaries. Large pithouse villages occupied the more attrac-
tive portions of the valley.

There is little evidence of human occupation in the area from
ca. 1450 until Arizona territorial days. Cattle and sheep ranching
began in the mid-1860s on what eventually became known as
the Empire Ranch when purchased by Walter Vail in 1876. The
ranch covered over 1,000 square miles during its peak opera-
tion. The original ranch house is now listed on the National
Register of Historic Places.

Other historic activities include those associated with transpor-
tation and military operations. An old grade of the New Mex-
ico and Arizona Railroad is intact at the southern end of
Empire Ranch. It connected Nogales with Fairbank on the San
Pedro River and facilitated the transport of cattle.

Currently, the Empire and Cienega ranches maintain 1,000
head of mother cows. The estimated carrying capacity is 12 head
per section yearlong. The majority of the rangeland is in good
condition and the apparent trend is upward. The general
appearance of the rangeland is healthy; gullies are healing and
perennial grasses cover most of the area.

The operator grazes his cattle in the higher country during
the winter months because browse is present in that area. The
lower area is grazed during the summer. During the summer
the operator also rotates his cattle through a series of pastures
along Cienega Creek to make desired use of Sacaton grass. The
operator’s method of grazing management appears to be work-
ing well.

Interim Management

Introduction

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 directs
federal land management agencies to project present and future
uses of public land by developing land use plans.

The planning process includes the use of inventory records
and the results of public participation in deciding what uses of
the land would best serve the public. Planning for the Empire-
Cienega ranches is scheduled to begin in 1989.

For the period between June 1988 (the month of transfer to
public ownership) and the completion of the comprehensive plan,
it is necessary to develop interim management guidelines for
protecting the ranches’ resources and providing for public use
of the area.

The following section is a draft of interim management
guidance developed by the Phoenix District’s management and
specialists. With additional input from the Phoenix District’s
Advisory Council, a steering committee and a technical advisory
committee made up of local citizens and representatives of state
and local government agencies, the final guidance will direct
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management of the Empire and Cienega ranches over the short
term.

1. Land Uses

A. ACCESS

1.

2.

The public will be encouraged to use two primary access en-
trances into the ranches.

The main entrance road off Highway 83 and the south en-
trance off Highway 82 will be signed to announce the area
as the Empire -Cienega Re~ource Conservation Area
administered by the BLM.

Two other entrances into the ranches, one from the north and
the other on the east, will remain open, but their use will
not be encouraged or publicized as access to them passes
through private land.

All other entrances into the ranches will be closed to public
access.

Vehicular travel within the ranches will be allowed on selected
roads and routes. All other roads and routes will be closed
to vehicular travel. Closed roads and routes will be ap-
propriately signed.
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B. AUTHORIZATIONS

1.

2.

3.

4<

5.

6.

All currently valid leases, grants and permits will continue
to be honored until their expiration date. These include the
current grazing leases and utility rights-of-way.

The acquired public land will not be subject to appropria-
tion under the public land laws, including the mining laws.

Woodcutting will be authorized by permit only. Dead and
down wood may be used for campfires when authorized (see
No. 4 below).

No open campfires will be permitted during high or extreme
fire danger periods (fire danger posted at signed entrances).

Camping will be allowed unless otherwise posted, but may
not exceed stays of more than 14 consecutive days or more
than 14 days within six consecutive months.

Hunting will be allowed as authorized under the laws and
regulations of the State of Arizona, subject to the camping
and access restrictions noted above.

Il. Resource Management

A. WILDLIFE AND CULTURAL VALUES

All federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to the pro-
tection of wildlife, plant life and cultural properties will be
applicable to the acquired public land. Particular emphasis will
be placed on the protection of federally and state-listed species
and significant cultural properties through periodic surveillance
and monitoring.

B. WATERSHED

Interim protection for the watershed will consist of reducing
vehicular travel over roads in erosion-prone areas. The exact
roads and routes to be closed (signed) will be determined by
the BLM.

1!1,Fire Suppression

During the fire season (normally March 15 to August 1), the
BLM’s Phoenix District will station a light engine (200-gallon)
fire vehicle and a three-person crew at the Empire Ranch head-
quarters. The coverage provided will be seven days a week. Fires
will be fully suppressed throughout the year, using local
firefighting support if necessary. Proposals for prescribed burn-
ing and less than full suppression in some areas will be con-
sidered in planning scheduled to begin in 1989.

RANGER PATROLS

BLM Rangers will be available for periodic patrols of the prop-
erty and will investigate any violations of federal law that may
occur on federal land.
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